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Abstract  

As a specialised field of study in English universities, teacher education for the post-

compulsory education and training sector (TE-PCET) is under-researched and under-

theorised. By portraying the views and perspectives of teacher educators (TEds) about 

their knowledge context, practices and beliefs at a time of considerable flux for the PCET 

sector and for university provision of teacher education (TE) generally, the thesis makes 

a significant contribution to the empirical and theoretical literature for this field. 

Extensive interviews and programme documentation provided insight into its current 

state and security of tenure in the academy. Analysis and implications of the findings 

drew on aŀǘƻƴΩǎ όнлмпύ [ŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻŘŜ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅ, an innovative analytic explanatory 

framework in which organising principles of knowledge practices were conceptualised.  

The findings suggest that TEds constructed their field as one of relative low autonomy 

with little collective agency to insulate itself from external sources of power and 

influence. It also lacked legitimacy and was marginalised in the academy. Absent a 

distinctive specialised pedagogy of TE-PCET to articulate an academic TEd identity, 

there was considerable ambivalence as to the focus and conduct of academic TE-PCET 

research. This influenced ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ cohesive, distinctive community 

of scholars with implications for the framing of curricula and pedagogy. In sum, 

knowledge and knower specialisation were relatively weak in the intellectual and 

educational domains. In a circular way, this rendered TE-PCET as a specialism 

susceptible to extrinsic pressures. Analysis drew attention to the potential for TEds to 

raise the status of university-based TE-PCET; to strengthen its intellectual autonomy 

and the epistemic power of its knowledge base; and cultivation of a distinctly TEd 

disposition that would serve to enhance its cumulative knowledge-building potential. 

This could be achieved by a sustained focus on a ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊΩ ¢9 ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ 

discourse. 
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Impact Statement 

Given the scholarly inattention afforded it, there is a need and much scope for different 

ways of examining TE-PCET as a distinctive semi-autonomous social field of practice and 

the knowledge practices of its TEds as disciplinary custodians. In this study, drawing on 

aŀǘƻƴΩǎ [egitimation Code Theory tools of Specialisation ŀƴŘ !ǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΣ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǘŀƭƪ ŀƴŘ 

text about their knowledge practices and beliefs are conceptualised as languages of 

legitimation, the empirical expression of underlying generative mechanisms governing 

what constitutes legitimacy. Through them, TEds proclaim what they perceive to be 

legitimate practices, habituses and forms of capital (McNamara, 2007) in academic TE-

PCET. These languages embody organising principles (legitimation codes) which afford 

insight into the facility they confer on a field to exploit opportunities and to resist how 

others would seek to define and control it. Academic TE-PCET was thus an object of 

analysis structured by, within the limits of the study, the organising principles 

structuring its external relations with other social fields of practice and those 

structuring its symbolic and social relations. These analytical tools enhanced an 

understanding of the conditions under which academic TE-PCET might be sustained or 

wither as a distinctive specialism in contemporary academia (McNamara, 2009a).  

The study offers new understandings of the work of TEds in academic TE-PCET as part 

of an agenda to recover knowledge in accessing the black box (Young, 2008) of 

academic TE-PCET knowledge. It shifts the focus from enquiries into ways of knowing 

and coming to know in deriving professional expert judgement in TE-PCET, where 

reflective practice is ascendant, to a scholarly consideration of knowledge as an object.  

The methodological approach that included the drafting of an external language of 

description offers a framework that affords TEds the means of surfacing and articulating 

the organising principles of academic TE-PCET. This would support them in gaining 

greater conceptual purchase on their work, extending to their research, curriculum 

design, teaching and assessment practices. It thus offers a feasibly productive approach 

for establishing a more conceptual and systematic approach to academic TE-PCET work. 

It supports TEds in revealing properties and tendencies of knowledge of which they may 

be unaware that can lead to unanticipated consequences antithetical to their stated 
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aims and goals. At the same time, it addresses a recurring criticism of much educational 

research, and particularly practitioner enquiry, as lacking methodological rigour, 

theoretical grounding and generalisability (Wyse et al., 2018; Vanassche & 

Kelchtermans, 2015). 

The study, in its various stages, has been presented at the UCL IOE summer conference 

2017, the LCT conference 2017 in Sydney, and the LCT conference 2019 in 

WƻƘŀƴƴŜǎōǳǊƎΦ ! ŘǊŀŦǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 

submission to a peer-reviewed journal.  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

As a specialised field in the academy, teacher education for the post-compulsory 

education and training sector (TE-PCET) in England is one about which the academic 

literature is silent. Given the policy discourse that portends an uncertain future for 

university-based teacher education (TE) generally, this exploratory study seeks to gauge 

the state of this specialism. It will consider ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-building 

potential, and its ability to withstand external pressures and harness opportunities. In 

times of uncertainty, this will shed light on its security of tenure and future trajectory 

in the academy. 

The fundamental object of analysis is university-based TE-PCET as a field of specialist 

academic practice (Bourdieu, 1993b; Lawn & Furlong, 2011) lensed through the teacher 

educators (TEds) as its disciplinary custodians (Fitzpatrick, 2009; McNamara, 2009a). 

Twenty-seven TEds from three universities in England, supplemented by course 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ōŀǎŜΦ The study 

ƛǎ ŀ ǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ about their knowledge practices and beliefs in 

research, curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. Drawing on the conceptual 

architecture of Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), this analysis is theoretically 

reconstituted (McNamara, 2009a) to analyse the bases of ¢9ŘǎΩ proclamations of the 

ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ legitimacy and their own, expressed in these views.   

In this chapter, I offer my personal and professional reasons for pursuing the study. I 

expand further on its aims and rationale. Locating the study in the sociology of 

education literature, I present social reaƭƛǎƳ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ 

and a brief explication of LCT as its explanatory framework. To contextualise the study, 

an overview of the PCET sector in England is provided. Following this, I address the 

empirical and intellectual research problem and the research questions to which I 

sought answers. The chapter concludes with an outline of the structure of the thesis. 

мΦм ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ŝmergence of the thesis 

Prior to my appointment as a university-based TEd, I worked as a TEd in a further 

education (FE) college. Like most teachers who move into TE work, my transition from 

college lecturer to college-based TEd fourteen years ago was more accidental than 
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planned (Eliahoo, 2014; Field, 2012; Menter & Murray, 2011). Managers perceived that 

I was a competent, committed lecturer delivering courses in the Business Studies 

curriculum. It was on that basis that I was encouraged to join the teacher training team 

on a small fractional contract. Over time, in concert with my role as an Advanced 

Practitioner, this became a full-time position. Initially, I delivered City & Guilds teaching 

awards for initial teacher education (ITE) before working in partnership with a university 

delivering its ITE programme as part of a franchise arrangement. Franchising refers to a 

university authorising an approved partner institution, usually an FE college, to deliver, 

and sometimes assess, all or part ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ L¢9 ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

University award.  

On my appointment as a TEd, and subsequently, I was concerned that my suitability for 

this specialist work rested on my experiences in the classroom. My formal teacher 

knowledge was derived from my own generic post-graduate certificate in education 

(PGCE) course undertaken years previously. Going back ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ Ƴȅ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ 

in economics from Australia held no suitable knowledge appropriate for TE. It seemed 

that my experience as a teacher, accrued solely in one college, was privileged over any 

theoretical underpinning knowledge about TE as a disciplinary specialism. What I 

brought to TE was highly context-bound and -dependent knowledge. The basis of 

achievement and legitimation as a TEd seemed to be experience and good teacher skills. 

That troubled me. I felt, and research affirms, that being a good teacher does not 

necessarily translate to being a good TEd (Loughran, 2006; Zeichner, 2005) and that 

teacher expertise differs from TEd expertise (Bullough, 2005; Smith, 2005). The 

importance of knowledge was downplayed or, arguably worse, obscured: what 

knowledge was necessary to succeed as a TEd was invisible to me. 

Furthermore, in my college experience working with TE colleagues I was aware, at 

times, of differences in our knowledge practices. What was privileged, for instance, in 

observations of beginning teachers differed regarding the emphasis on practical 

teaching skills and underpinning theoretical knowledge, or how reflective practice was 

valued, operationalised and modelled. I had strong views on providing student-teachers 

a route to professional authority based on the ability to be critical in their perspectives. 

I emphasised the importance of accounting for strategies and views linked to theory or 
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research. There were different emphases and perspectives on this point amongst my 

peers. It is important to highlight, however, that my peers and those within the 

professional community of TEds with whom I had contact, were dedicated, highly 

professional and experienced practitioners.  

To alleviate doubts about my legitimacy as a TEd, I embarked on a masterΩs degree at 

the Institute of Education, University of London to secure a more solid TE knowledge 

foundation. Whilst that aim was not fully realised, the degree provided a platform to 

explore literature regarding the education of the professions. Specifically, the work of 

Basil Bernstein on knowledge structures has been very influential in my thinking. Its 

constitutive function supporting ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ I address in chapter 

3. 

Following the completion of my ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ, I left FE-based TE for the academy. This 

brought into sharper focus for me what was particularly higher about higher education 

(HE) TE. Indeed, its location in the academy suggests knowledge production, given the 

traditional role the university plays in the intellectual field (Wheelahan, 2014). In my 

years as a college-based TEd working in a university partnership I had extolled, in 

hindsight without factual ōŀǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǊǘǳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ƻŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŦǊŜǎƘ 

knowledge insights into TE for the collective benefit of me, my student-teachers and 

the broader PCET sector. A comment from a university external examiner was telling, 

however. Reviewing the unƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǊ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

the PGCE course programme had not changed in any substantial way in the twenty 

years since she had been a student at the same university. That perspective, coupled 

with my move into the academy, piqued my interest about knowledge practices of the 

university-based TEd.  

I was curious as to what knowledge was being produced and the nature of the 

relationship, if any, between this knowledge and the curriculum developed for ITE. Did 

TEds see their specialism embodied in practical expertise (Young & Muller, 2014a) or 

specialist knowledge or both? If specialist knowledge, what form did this take? Were 

TEds, as academics, producing new knowledge? If so, did that inform their pedagogy, 

how and in what way? What did TEds consider was higher about university-based ITE? 
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Why was it there? I ruminated over these sorts of questions. Ultimately, it led me to the 

doctorate.  

1.2 Aims and rationale for the research 

There is a paucity of empirical research into the knowledge practices of university-based 

PCET TEds and this specialised field. TEds are generally considered ΨƛƴǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ 

(Crawley, 2016; Thurston, 2010) about whom the scholarly literature is mute (Azumah-

Dennis et al., 2016). Indeed, the invisibility of TEds and TE-PCET may reflect ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ 

ΨǇƻƻǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ ό/ǊŀǿƭŜȅ, нлмуΥ омύ ƻǊ Ψ/ƛƴŘŜǊŜƭƭŀΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ όaŜƴǘŜǊ, 2016: vi) within the 

international literature on TE.  

I argue that this lacuna needs addressing at a time of uncertainty in PCET. Following 

reforms (BIS, 2012a, 2012b), the sector has been deregulated and it is no longer a 

statutory requirement for PCET teachers to be qualified. It also resides in a policy space 

where the efficacy of university provision of TE and ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ relevance and 

contribution to improving the practice of education (Furlong & Whitty, 2017) are 

questioned. There has been a concerted move away from university-based TE in favour 

of the education and training of teachers in the workplace (Beauchamp et al., 2015; 

Childs, 2013; Czerniawski et al., 2019). I9Ωǎ contribution to TE has thus been diminished 

(Ellis & McNicholl, 2015), its influence in considerable decline (Murray & Mutton, 2016). 

In England, qǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ TE reflects ǘƘŜ ΨŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƻŦ 

ŘŜǊƛǎƛƻƴΩ (Murray, 2017: 1020) about TEds from policymakers, stakeholders and 

commentators on the right (see, for instance, Gibb, 2014; Gove, 2013; Moore, 2013). 

Mirroring perspectives in the USA, Hong Kong, the Netherlands (Darling-Hammond & 

Lieberman, 2012) and Australia (Groundwater-Smith & Mockler, 2017), these 

discourses challenge the notion that there is a knowledge base for teaching that 

necessitates a pivotal role for the academy in teacher preparation (Darling-Hammond 

& Lieberman, 2012; Whitty, 2014).  

¦ƴŘƻǳōǘŜŘƭȅ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǘǳǊƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭΩ όaǳǊǊŀȅ et al., 2019a: 

151) in English TE poses a threat to the continuation of university-based TE provision 

(Tatto & Menter, 2019). This could be consequential considering the TEdsΩ crucial role 

and influence on the quality of teaching and learning in schools and colleges, student 
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outcomes, and the improvement of educational systems generally (Ellis & McNicholl, 

2015; Murray et al., 2019b). Teacher education is a fundamental component of 

economic and social development (Tatto & Menter, 2019). This suggests the need for 

universities, and TEds, to ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ΨƧǳstify their claims to centrality in the education 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΩ όaǳǊǊŀȅ, 2017: 1021), to ΨŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ 

education and research-ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŦŦŜǊΩ όIƻǊŘŜǊƴ, 2014b: 232). This 

elevates TEds as key insiders and stakeholders (Murray et al., 2019b) but whose insider 

perspectives on policy and practices in research and pedagogy of TE remain under-

researched (ibid.).  

TEds are educators of a profession and, apart from imparting the tips and tricks of the 

trade, they convey implicit values, attitudes (Murray, 2008b) and standards of 

professional integrity and judgement (Beck & Young, 2005) that underpin professional 

practice. Ideally, on ITE programmes in universities student-teachers will be socialised 

into recognising what constitutes valid teacher knowledge, how that knowledge is 

valued and used in the formation of their professional expertise.  

For PCET, however, this may be problematic. Following the reforms, the sector is 

deregulated, with attendant implications as noted. In addition, like TE for the 

compulsory schools sector (TE-schools), there is no agreed codified knowledge base for 

teaching (Winch, 2004) or teacher education (Goodwin et al., 2014). No formal 

qualification programmes (Crawley, 2014; Eliahoo, 2014; Goodwin, 2019) nor 

professional standards exist for TEds in England to guide the structuring and framing of 

their knowledge base. When one also considers that PCET TEds in the academy are 

drawn from the PCET sector (Noel, 2006) rather than disciplinary fields in academia, 

there may be differences amongst them as to what counts as teacher knowledge, or 

what knowledges should be prioritised, and how knowledge should be produced and 

validated. Whilst ostensibly practising TE in the broad sense of preparing new teachers 

for the sector, a ¢9ŘΩǎ own (original) teaching specialism, academic trajectory and 

experience of teaching, may reflect and privilege different forms of knowledge. This 

would potentially convey mixed messages as to what counts as the basis for success 

and achievement in teaching. This is not to be underestimated for, as Furlong et al. 

(2000: 36) make clear with reference to pre-service TE-schools: 
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what student teachers learn during their initial training is as much influenced 

by who is responsible for teaching them as it is by the content of the 

curriculum. (my emphasis) 

Considering the foregoing, this study is an exploration of the specific knowledge 

grounds upon which TEds base their own claims and that of academic TE-PCET to 

academic legitimacy as a distinct specialised field in the academy. This will offer insight 

into its current and future position within it. 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŘǊŀǿǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ aŀǘƻƴΩǎ όнлмпύ [ŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻŘŜ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅ (LCT), 

which is a sociological framework for analysing knowledge practices, dispositions and 

beliefs. ¢9ŘǎΩ depictions in talk and text are theoretically reconstituted to excavate the 

organising properties of TEd knowledge practices. These properties afford insight into 

the bases for a sustainable, distinct academic culture (Henkel, 2010) and critical mass 

of scholars (Delamont et al., 1997), considered among the necessary conditions for 

establishing focused research programmes, and designing and delivering integrated, 

coherent professional curricula (McNamara, 2009b). Simply, such programmes are key 

resources for cumulative knowledge-building in intellectual and educational fields. 

Insight into the organising principles of a field thus affords an understanding of the 

facility the principles confer on it to exploit opportunities (McNamara & Fealy, 2011) 

and, particularly given the current policy discourse concerning TE, to resist how others 

would seek to define and control it.  

A key theoretical premise of LCT is that in their knowledge practices and beliefs TEds 

are at the same time making a claim of legitimacy which Maton (2014: 24) terms 

ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ [ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ:  

claims made by actors for carving out and maintaining spaces within social fields 

of practice. These languages provide a ruler for participation within the field and 

proclaim criteria by which achievement within this field should be measured. That 

is, they offer messages as to what should be the dominant basis of achievement. 

/ŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ aŀǘƻƴΩǎ ŀǊƎument in conceiving of knowledge practices as languages of 

legitimation is that they are the empirical expression of underlying generative 

mechanisms that govern what constitutes legitimacy. They are hence both structured 

and structuring (Maton, 2014; McNamara, 2010a). They are structured in that they 
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ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘ. They are 

structuring in that they are not simply a reflection of those positions within power 

relations of the field, but the knowledges comprising the claims embody intrinsic 

structures and properties that can, in turn, have structuring significance for the field 

(Maton, 2014). That is to say, languages of legitimation encompass organising principles 

that have effects (ibid.).  

1.3 The sociology of education and social realism 

This study resides within a relatively new but growing body of literature in the sociology 

of education (Moore, 2013b): social realism. Maton (2014) refers to those working in 

this ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘǎΩ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мффлǎ όaŀǘƻƴ 

& Moore, 2010b). Despite diversity of intellectual antecedents and manner of 

argument, these scholars (for example, Moore & Maton, 2001; Moore, 2013b; Muller, 

2000; Rata, 2012; Wheelahan, 2010a; Young, 2008) make a persuasive case for 

considering knowledge as an object of study in its own right with properties, tendencies 

and powers. Social realism has been in critical response to both positivist and social 

constructivist/post-modernist accounts of knowledge and truth. The former denies the 

sociality of knowledge in that beliefs must be context- and value-free, and objective 

(Moore, 2013b). The latter holds that knowledge is socially constructed within historical 

and cultural conditions (Maton, 2014) and hence about relations of power between 

groups in society (Maton & Moore, 2010a; Moore, 2007); on that basis it is claimed 

knowledge cannot be objective (Rata, 2012).   

Social realists adopt a middle ground position. They acknowledge that whilst knowledge 

production is inescapably social ς actors in social fields of practice socially produce 

knowledge (Rata & Barrett, 2014) ς it is not constructed as individuals see fit. This would 

reduce knowledge to standpoints entwined with particular social interests (Moore, 

2013b) in the immediate socio-historical context of its production (Rata & Barrett, 

2014). This would see ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ Ψŀǎ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ nothing but ǎƻŎƛŀƭΩ όaƻƻǊŜ, 2000: 25, original 

emphasis), where conceptǎ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀǊŜ ōƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ 

seamless reality (Young, 2008). Rather, it is separated from experience by the 

development of concepts relatively independent of any particular experiential base 
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(Moore, 2013b; Rata, 2012). Objectivity of knowledge is guaranteed by being the 

product of socio-intellectual networks extensive in time and space (Rata & Barrett, 

2014) and whose collective procedures allow for its independent evaluation (Moore, 

2013b). Knowledge is thus able to transcend the social conditions of its production 

(Muller, 2000; Young, 2008) and is irreducible to them. This underscores one argument 

of social realists that not all forms of knowledge are equal, that some are more powerful 

than others for reliability and explanatory power. This allows for the importance of 

disciplinary knowledge (Rata, 2012), knowledge that is context-independent, that 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ¸ƻǳƴƎ όнллуύ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇƻǿŜǊǎ ƻŦ 

generalization, abstraction and affordances for new ways of thinking or imagining 

(Wheelahan, 2010a; Young, 2008).  

Social realism supports these claims by drawing on critical realist (CR) philosophy 

(Bhaskar, 2008) and its commitment to depth ontology that conceptualises real 

structures and mechanisms that lie beneath surface appearances embodied in practices 

and beliefs (Clarence, 2013). This affords insight into ways practices are shaped and 

changed over time. TƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ /wΩǎ ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ontological realism, 

epistemological relativism and judgmental rationality.  

Briefly, ontological realism posits a reality independent of human experience and from 

which humans can create knowledge (Moore, 2013b). One can distinguish between the 

world and our experience of it, the distinction serving to highlight that knowledge of 

reality is not reality itself. This is because reality for critical realists is identified at three 

levels: the real, actual and empirical that are hierarchically arranged domains, the 

foundation of which is the real. The real is made up of objects ς natural or social ς which 

have structures and possess causal powers and causal liabilities or passive powers, that 

ƛǎΣ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜƘŀǾŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ όǇƻǿŜǊǎύ ƻǊ ΨǎǳǎŎŜǇǘƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ 

kinds of chanƎŜΩ όƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎύ ό{ŀȅŜǊΣ нлллΥ ммύΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ 

interact with other mechanisms, they produce something new. The extent to which 

their powers or liabilities will be realised will depend on the circumstances of their 

interaction (Moore, нлмоōύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ΨŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜΩ ό{ŀȅŜǊΣ нлллύ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ 

is produced cannot be reduced to its constituent parts despite those parts being 

necessary for its existence. In the social world, then, causal powers may be activated 
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but the results will depend on the conditions at that time. The actual refers to what 

happens when and if these powers and liabilities or mechanisms are activated and what 

effects they have. The empirical represents the human experience of the actual. This 

study draws on the domain of the real when considering generative mechanisms and 

structures, for example, disciplines as socio-epistemic entities (chapter 2), the 

legitimation device, and structures of knowledge and knowers (chapter 3). These are 

ontological entities from which events and experiences emerge and which are 

represented by the accounts of the study participants (chapters 5 ς 8).  

Epistemological relativism holds that the world can be known only via knowledge that 

is produced by humans through descriptions and discourses (Sayer, 2000) reflecting the 

conditions under which it was produced (Moore, 2013b). As such, it cannot be universal 

Truth but subject to Ψchange over time and across socio-cultural contextsΩ (Maton & 

Moore, 2010a: 4). This does not imply judgemental relativism, however, the notion that 

we cannot adjudicate amongst knowledges (ibid.). Rather, judgemental rationality 

draws attention to the ways in which knowledge is arrived at and for which we may 

ƘŀǾŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜΦ ²Ŝ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘǳǎ ōŜ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜΩ 

(Moore, 2013b: 345).  

Social realism thus affords an understanding that knowledge and knowers may be seen 

and analysed together without reducing one to the other. Chapter 4 will address the 

methodological implications of social realism for the research design, drawing on these 

philosophical underpinnings.  

1.4 Context: the PCET sector in England 

PCET is a complex, multi-faceted sector with significant implications for the economy 

and society. Despite this, PCET is considered by many to be the Cinderella of education 

in England (Norton, 2012; Orr & Simmons, 2010; Poma, 2017). Subjects cover a broad 

spectrum of vocational and academic specialisms and levels in sites as disparate as 

prisons, community and adult education colleges, FE colleges, sixth form colleges, 

private colleges, and workplaces. It is a sector reliant on predominantly fractional and 

part-time teaching staff (Jameson & Hillier, 2008; Orr, 2008). FE colleges encompass the 

largest institutional component within PCET, accounting for over 2.2 million students in 
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2017-18, employing 60,000 teaching staff with learning delivered across 189 general FE 

colleges and 73 sixth-form colleges in England (AoC, 2017). The student profile is equally 

diverse with students ranging from 14 years (Bathmaker & Avis, 2013) through to 

retirement age. Most teachers come into the sector from other professional or skills 

backgrounds (Orr & Simmons, 2011). Often ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ professional allegiance is to the 

original profession or occupation rather than to the teaching profession itself (Orr, 

2008; Spenceley, нллсύ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ΨǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 

culture (Blair, 2011).  

CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ΨōŜƴƛƎƴ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘΩ ό[ǳŎŀǎ, 2007: 93), the training of teachers for PCET 

has been the subject of quite intense reform by successive UK governments over the 

past two decades regarding standards and regulatory frameworks (Fisher et al., 2019; 

Fulford et al., 2019). Prior to 2001, participation in ITE was voluntary. With the election 

of the New Labour government in 1997, the requirement that all FE teachers hold 

teaching qualifications based on national standards (ibid.) was mandated with effect 

from 2001. Following the recommendations of the Lingfield Independent Review of 

Professionalism in Further Education (BIS, 2012b), however, it is no longer a statutory 

requirement for teachers in the sector to be qualified as teachers (BIS, 2012a; 2012b). 

Commensurate with this policy churn, professional standards for teachers in PCET have 

undergone several iterations over the past two decades (Fulford et al., 2019) 

commencing with FENTO standards (FENTO, 1999), largely employer-led and modelled 

on an occupational-industrial approach of competences and skills, and which formed 

the basis of teaching qualifications for the sector (Fulford et al., 2019). These standards 

were subsequently criticised by hŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ LƴǎǇŜŎǘƻǊŀǘŜ, the Office for Standards in 

Education (Ofsted). In a 2003 report, the standards were considered an inappropriate 

basis for TE programmes (Ofsted, 2003). The successor organisation to FENTO, Lifelong 

Learning UK (LLUK) introduced revised standards (LLUK, 2006) which underpinned a 

new qualification framework for ITE. These comprised of prescribed learning outcomes 

and assessment criteria that were ΨƳŀǇǇŜŘΩ ǘƻ L¢9 ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ό[ǳŎŀǎ, 2013). 

Underpinned by an objectivist view of knowledge (Maxwell, 2010), an inherent 

assumption was that standards would capture the complexity of teacher professional 

knowledge. Maxwell (2010) suggests that the standards ignored the significance of 
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context and workplace learning settings emphasised in more recent socio-cultural 

conceptions of professional knowledge. The standards were thus criticised as technicist, 

mechanistic and too prescriptive (Lucas et al., 2012; Lucas & Nasta, 2010); an 

inadequate representation of codified knowledge for PCET teaching (Lucas, 2007), 

subject to uneven application amongst the TEd community (Lucas et al., 2012).  

Following the Lingfield review and subsequent deregulation of the sector, the LLUK 

standards were scrapped. A new employer-led organisation, the Education and Training 

Foundation (ETF) was charged with devising, in concert with the sector, new standards. 

The resultant (current) twenty standards are structured around three areas: 

professional values and attributes, professional knowledge and understanding, and 

professional skills (ETF, 2014). They have no regulatory force although Ofsted draw on 

them when inspecting provision (Ofsted, 2015). Thompson (2014) notes that the 

standards do not specify levels of performance but rather offer general aspirational 

statements as to what teachers should value and know at any stage of their career. They 

are designed less as a prescriptive set of competences and more of what professionals 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ Ψto maintain and improve standards of teaching and 

learning, and outcomeǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ό9¢C, 2014: 1). Fulford et al. (2019: 23) suggest that 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ Ψŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅΩΣ ŀǊŜ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǎȅƳǇŀǘƘŜǘƛŎ ǘƻ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

and social construction of teacher knowledge to be found in literature on the work-

based learniƴƎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǎƻƴŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ 

in the discussion sections in chapters 7 and 8 when considering ¢9ŘǎΩ curriculum and 

pedagogy knowledge practices. 

The involvement of the academy in this provision extends back over more than 60 years 

(Simmons & Walker, 2013). The most recent data (Zaidi et al., 2018) shows that, in 

England, 34 universities offered this provision. Forty-six Awarding Organisations (AO), 

dominated by City & Guilds and Pearson, awarded ITE qualifications delivered mainly 

by FE colleges. ¢Ƙƛǎ !h ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎǘƛŎΣ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ-

Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩ ό{ƛƳƳƻƴǎ ϧ ¢ƘƻƳǇǎƻƴ, 2007: 179) to teacher training. The majority 

of ITE provision for the sector is in-service on a part-time basis usually over a two-year 

period. This is not to suggest, however, that all in-service student-teachers are in paid 

employment in teaching (Thompson, 2014; Zaidi et al., 2018); that is, they are not 
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necessarily experienced teachers. This may reflect those seeking to be qualified soon 

after employment or to secure voluntary placements in colleges to become qualified 

(ibid.). Whilst in-service student numbers have declined over the period 2011-12 to 

2015-16, pre-service student numbers at universities have remained relatively stable 

(Zaidi et al., 2018). 

Further, in comparison with TE-schools where there are between 15 and 20 subject 

areas, the PCET curriculum has possibly up to 200 (Crawley, 2014; Eliahoo, 2017) and 

this diversity requires generic ITE programmes (Eliahoo, 2017) which dominate over 

subject-specific ones (Lucas et al., 2012; Rogers, 2011). The university programmes are 

offered at different levels: level 5 Certificate in Education (Cert. Ed.), level 6 Professional 

Graduate Certificate in Education (ProfGCE) and level 7 Post Graduate Certificate in 

Education (PGCE). Not all universities engaged in the provision offer all levels. 

The diversity and complexity of PCET gives insight into the challenges faced by the TEds, 

an under-researched occupational group.  

1.5 Teacher educators, teacher education and the research problem 

The empirical research problem 

There has been growing academic interest in TE-schools. This is partly in response to 

how governments have sought to position the field and its practices (Loughran, 2014). 

The focus has tended to be on the organisation and structuring of provision, and to 

what ends (ibid.). This has been at the expense of a more scholarly consideration of the 

role of the TEd and their knowledge work (Murray, 2014).  

For PCET more relevantly, there is a paucity of research on TEds and their knowledge 

and skills (Crawley, 2013; Eliahoo, 2014; Noel, 2006; Thompson, 2014; Thurston, 2010) 

and as a field for PCET, TE ƛǎ ΨǳƴŘŜǊ-researched and under-theorizedΩ ό[ƻƻ, 2014: 338). 

I could find no empirical peer-reviewed research that exclusively privileged the voice of 

the university-based TEd for PCET, nor that offered an exploration of the field in the 

academy pertaining to their knowledge practices. This study seeks to fill that gap. It will 

also address the under-theorisation of the field by theorising knowledge. Given the 

ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƛƳǎΣ this is necessary because the accounts of knowledge for 
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teaching and TE, and the predominant methodology of reflective practice in developing 

knowledge, are inadequate to this end, as I shall briefly sketch.  

The intellectual research problem 

Knowledge is far from a silent topic of research interest. Typologies and taxonomies of 

knowledge abound, and for teaching ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ƛǎ {ƘǳƭƳŀƴΩǎ όмфутύ. These 

are useful for articulating knowledge content at a descriptive level and are thus valuable 

tools that bring knowledge into view (Maton, 2014). They only take the theorizing so 

far, for they are limited by this kind of theorizing (Georgiou et al., 2014; Maton, 2014). 

That is, they cannot offer the means for analysis of organising principles of which these 

types are surface realisations (Bernstein, 1990) that would allow for properties, powers 

and effects to be explored (Maton, 2014; Moore, 2013b).  

Similarly, literature that addresses TEds as knowers and their forms of knowing offers 

insight into ¢9ŘǎΩ identities as academic workers and their enquiry practices based on 

reflective practice. Reflection as a form of theorising, however, conflates knowledge 

with knowing. That is, content is displaced by exploring conceptions of content and 

context: knowledge is a category reducible to the contexts from which it emerges 

(Young, 2009). An underlying assumption is that knowledge does not have features 

independent of such practices (Wheelahan, 2010a) rather than, as social realists would 

argue, an object emergent from but irreducible to the ways and means of coming to 

know (Georgiou et al., 2014). In such cases, the differences in the forms of knowledge 

are side-lined (Maton, 2014).   

The literature on professional knowledge for TE offers very little by way of analysis of 

knowledge as an object that would support the uncovering of its organising principles 

to explore its effects. For this study, this is necessary to consider the implications for 

the TE-PCET field. LCT satisfies that aim. 

1.6 The research questions 

Drawing on interview data of 27 university-based TEds and associated programme 

documentation from three universities in England, the study sought answers to the 

following research questions:  
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1. How do TEds conceive of the distinctiveness of academic TE-PCET as a 

specialised field of study in the academy? 

2. On what bases do teacher educators legitimate their knowledge practices and 

beliefs in  

a) the intellectual field of knowledge production (research)? 

b) the educational field of knowledge recontextualisation (curriculum)? 

c) the educational field of knowledge reproduction (pedagogy and 

assessment)? 

The first research question establishes the macro context within which TEds practice 

and their claims for TE-PCETΩǎ institutional position. The second question addresses 

¢9ŘǎΩ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ what is deemed special and worthy of achievement in their specialism. 

Answers to these questions will afford analysis to gauge the status of university-based 

TE-PCET and provide insight into the extent to which it might wither or flourish in 

contemporary academia (McNamara & Fealy, 2011).  

It is not my intention to develop a TE professional knowledge canon nor the criteria for 

such. The study does not seek to further categorise teacher knowledges in typologies, 

nor contest the range and diversity of knowledge needed for teaching and TE-PCET. 

Whilst I acknowledge that teacher expertise differs from TEd expertise, I am not 

attempting to derive TEd expertise. Expertise involves mediation between a body of 

knowledge and its application within contexts that entail aspects of decision, advice and 

action, involving manual and intellectual skills (Grundmann, 2017). That is too broad for 

my purposes. As noted, the theoretical aim of the research is to make visible knowledge 

as an object. It does not seek to form judgement on the quality of work undertaken by 

TEds. Indeed, Ofsted has acknowledged the value of TE ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ό½ŀƛŘŀ 

et al., 2018). For the last four years, Ofsted inspectors have consistently rated the 

quality of their work highly. All university-led ITE provision for PCET in England has been 

graded a minimum Grade 2 (Good). More than one in ten universities have been graded 

Grade 1 (Outstanding) (ibid.).  

Clarifying terminology 

In the field of teacher preparation, the terms teacher education or teacher training; 

student-teacher or trainee-teacher, reflect different, shifting and contested historical 

and discursive positioning (Czerniawski et al., 2019) of the field. In this study, reflecting 
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both how the TEds conveyed their understanding of their work and that of the student-

teachers, and the place of the academy, the terms teacher education and student-

teachers have been used, unless variations were offered in direct quotations.  

The study takes a definition of TEds adopted from Loughran (2014) to be university-

based staff with a responsibility for the education of prospective and current teachers 

enrolled on pre-service and in-service teacher preparation programmes and who have 

formal responsibility for the professional development of teachers. TE, in turn, includes 

ITE prior to qualification and continuing professional development (CPD) post 

qualification. The focus in the study is on TE-PCET as a disciplinary field in the academy 

and, to distinguish it from college-based provision undertaken by college-employed 

TEds delivering AO qualifications, I refer to it as academic TE-PCET.  

Without wishing to engage with the rules and criteria for definitional distinctions of an 

academic discipline, important as they may be, in this thesis I follow Barnett (2009: 436) 

in conceiving of ΨŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩ with a small ΨdΩΣ that is, ΨōǊƻŀŘ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ. Thus, following 

.ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ field (chapter 3), disciplines can be understood as relatively 

autonomous social fields of practice, comprising both knowledge structures and social 

agents, and hence are socio-epistemic entities. Section 2.3 will further explore this 

understanding of disciplines. wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻƛnt forward can be 

read as coterminous with a specialised field of study or practice. This accounts for how 

education (and TE as a subspecialism (Becher, 1994)) is viewed as a discipline. I also 

follow Maton (2014: 63 n1) in that, to avoid confusion between the uses of field by 

Bourdieu and Bernstein, L ŘŜƴƻǘŜ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ όǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƴŀƭƻƎƻǳǎ ǘƻ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ 

ΨŀǊŜƴŀΩ (chapter 3)) by social field. 

1.7 Structure of the thesis 

An overview of the study has been set out in this chapter. It identified academic TE-

PCET as an under-researched and under-theorised social field. The aims and rationale 

for the research were stated and the study situated in the sociology of education 

literature, drawing attention for the need to theorise knowledge as an object. The 

thesis, made up of a further nine chapters, will proceed on the following basis.  
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Framed by an understanding of the role of the academy in professional knowledge and 

conceiving disciplines as socio-epistemic entities, Chapter 2 will explore the scholarly 

literature relating to TE as a specialised field of study in the academy. It will survey the 

knowledge traditions and TEds as disciplinary custodians. This will draw attention to the 

contested nature of knowledge for teaching with implications for the role of TEds as 

members of a disciplinary community in the academy. This chapter concludes with an 

acknowledgement of the contribution this literature makes to the study. Its limitations, 

particularly regarding the research problem, foreground the setting out of the 

explanatory framework adopted in the study and its theoretical foundations in Chapter 

3. Figure 1.1 provides an overview of the bodies of literature and theory that the study 

draws on.  

Chapter 4 offers a detailed account of the research methodology. It considers the 

methodological implications of a social realist study for the research design. It will 

proceed to an account of the choice of institutions, participants, and data collection. A 

detailed account of the staged approach to analysis culminating in themes linked to 

theory is expounded. Chapters 5 ς 8 present the outcomes of this analysis.  

Addressing the first research question, chapter 5 provides an account of how the TEds 

conceive of the institutional position of academic TE-PCET, considering its relations with 

other disciplines in the academy, the social field of PCET and government policy makers. 

Chapter 6 considers the intellectual field of academic TE-PCET in response to research 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нŀΦ Lǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŀǎ ŀ 

research/knowledge production site, the dispositions that they bring to that site, and 

their resultant knowledge production practices. Chapters 7 and 8 consider the 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘΦ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нōΣ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ т ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ 

perceptions of the approach of the PCET ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǘƻ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳΣ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

resultant practices in mediating curricula in those circumstances. Chapter 8 offers an 

account of their approaches to pedagogy and assessment considering the curriculum 

perspectives, in response to research question 2c. In the penultimate chapter, Chapter 

9, the findings are reviewed and the implications for academic TE-PCET arising from the 

study are discussed. Chapter 10 concludes the thesis. In addition to recommendations 

for academic TE-PCET, the chapter addresses delimitations and limitations of the study, 
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suggestions for future research, and the theoretical, empirical and methodological 

contributions to knowledge.  

Figure 1-1 Principal bodies of literature and theory used in the study 
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Chapter 2 Knowledge and knowers: the academy, disciplines 

and professional knowledge for teaching 

2.1 Introduction 

In the absence of scholarly literature on academic TE-PCET as a distinct academic field, 

this study sought a greater understanding of this specialism. This situated the study in 

literatures that address the role of the academy in professional knowledge. Specifically, 

disciplines as key mechanisms for generating and validating knowledge, influenced by 

both the structure of knowledge and the nature of the relations between actors within 

disciplinary communities; and education as a discipline where, in England, it is 

inextricably tied to TE as an academic field within it (Ellis & McNicholl, 2015).  

The education of teachers is ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩǎ raison d'être (Biesta, 2011; Furlong, 2013), 

and central to its academic mission (Ellis, 2012). Yet there appears to be no settlement 

on the epistemological and sociological questions attaching to education and TE as a 

sub-discipline: questions of theory, method, evidentiary base, and the struggle to 

defend a distinct space in the academy, endure. Operating in a hybrid space that is at 

once research-oriented and experiential (Furlong, 2013), TEds as disciplinary custodians 

and their academic community navigate tensions inherent in its knowledge traditions.  

This may account for TE being conceptualised as ambiguous and ill-defined (Grenfell & 

James, 1998; Murray et al., 2019a) with implications for the sustainability of the field in 

the academy. 

Given the paucity of literature on TE-PCET, this review is accordingly dominated by 

reference to TE-schools. It sets the context within which the research resides and is a 

precursor to the conceptual framework and research design presented in the following 

two chapters. 

2.2 Professions and professional knowledge ς framing the argument 

Whilst aǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΣ ΨǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴΩ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘ όEvetts, 2013; Freidson, 2001; Saks, 2012; 

Young & Muller, 2014a), one enduring attribute ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

claim to professional status is the possession of specialist knowledge (Freidson, 2001). 

Complex work considered valuable for society is specialised and unavailable to the 
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uninitiated (Hordern, 2015). Maintaining authority over this knowledge base has been 

a key tenet of professions (Beck & Young, 2005). This classic assumption (Guile, 2014) 

in the literature considers tertiary education and training based on theoretical 

knowledge as a necessary precursor to professional work. Disciplinary knowledge 

frames professional formation, identity and expertise. This in turn affords the 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊΩ role such that they can ΨΨƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘŜΩ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻƴ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǇŜǊǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΩ όDǳƛƭŜ, 2014: 131). 

Professions, at least traditionally, embodied ideals of public service and were able to 

operate relatively autonomously, their professional codes of conduct promulgated 

from within the profession via the jurisdiction of a self-regulating professional body. 

The laity placed a high degree of trust in their expertise and services (Evetts, 2006; 

Kotzee, 2014b; Saks, 2012; Whitty, 2008). This speaks to the power and status of 

professions. 

Young and Muller (2014a; 2016) note that much of the literature considers issues of 

power and status without necessarily interrogating the forms and effects of 

professional knowledge, of particular significance for this thesis, where it is contended 

that different forms of knowledge have different powers and tendencies that have 

effects. Distilling contemporary debates within the sociology of the professions, the 

authors remark that the nature of professional knowledge, and particularly conceptual 

knowledge, needed for work in the rapidly changing knowledge society has been 

overlooked. Offered instead is a ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ΨŎŀƴ ŘƻΩ 

of professional expertise in terms of skills and competencies. This has been at the 

expense of a scholarly consideration of Ψǿhat the knowledge is that professionals have 

had to acquire to be expertsέ ό¸ƻǳƴƎ ϧ aǳƭƭŜǊ, 2016: 207, original emphasis).  

For higher professional education curricula and in the literature on professional 

knowledge, reflective practice has had considerable influence here (Bradbury et al., 

2010; Young & Muller, 2014a; Winch, 2010), particularly in the nursing (e.g., Kinsella, 

2007), social care (e.g., Fook, 2010) and teaching (e.g., Furlong, 1996; Orr, 2008) 

professions. Whilst concepts that underline reflective practice in the modern era can 

ōŜ ǘǊŀŎŜŘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ 5ŜǿŜȅΩǎ όмфооύ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŜƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ 

Brookfield, 2017; Gibbs, 1988; Kolb, 1981), it is the work of Donald Schön and his theory 
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of reflective practice that has had a pervasive influence on professional knowledge and 

formation (Young & Muller, 2014a; 2016). It is worth briefly outlining {ŎƘǀƴΩǎ principles 

for that reason. I also introduce it here for it foreshadows a contestation over the role 

of the academy and disciplinary knowledge, and the privilege it affords the knower in 

coming to know in professional contexts.  

2.2.1 Reflective practice in professional education  

In a penetrating critique, Schön (1983, 1987) referred to the traditional model of 

professional education in the academy ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ƻǊǘƘƻŘƻȄȅ ƻŦ Ψ¢echnical 

RŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΩ (1983: 21), where theory taught on professional programmes was intended 

to be applied to problems in practice, as ill equipped to prepare the professional for 

practice. The academy ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘΣ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ όΨƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘΩύ 

knowledge that he criticised for placing students at a considerable distance from the 

demands of the everyday professional world. Neophytes, Schön asserted, were not 

adequately prepared to cope with the messiness, uncertainties and challenges ς the 

ΨǎǿŀƳǇȅ ƭƻǿƭŀƴŘΩ (1983: 42) ς of everyday professional life. Schön (1983: 69) proposed 

ŀ ƴŜǿ Ψepistemology of practiceΩ in which the traditional theory-practice relationship 

was inverted, and practice competence was placed at the core of professional training. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎǳƳΩ ό{ŎƘǀƴ, 1987: 157-172).  

HŜǊŀƭŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ Ψprofessional ŀǊǘƛǎǘǊȅΩ (Schön, 1987: 22), research-based 

knowledge was to be framed by the arts of problem solving, implementation and 

improvisation which could be used as tools for mediation in the use and application of 

theoretical knowledge. This would, Schön maintained, build on what he referred to as 

ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-in-ŀŎǘƛƻƴΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Ψtacit, spontaneously delivered without 

conscious deliberationΩ (Schön, 1987: 28). Where an outcome is unexpected, the 

ΨǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ-in-action, that is, the questioning of assumptions 

underpinning knowledge-in-action, giving rise to on-the-spot experimentation (Schön, 

1987: 28). Together with reflection-on-action ς making sense of an action that has 

already happened (Schön, 1983; Eraut, 1994) ς professionals can build a repertoire that 

will inform future, similar situations; that is, they can generalise from the specific 

(Schön, 1983) and thereby generate new knowledge.  
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There is considerable literature critical of {ŎƘǀƴΩǎ work (for instance, Eraut, 1994, 1995; 

Erlandson, 2005; Kotzee, 2012; Newman, 1999) that is beyond the scope of this review. 

What is relevant, however, is that in {ŎƘǀƴΩǎ critique of technical rationality a spotlight 

alights on the academy - the site of this research study - and disciplinary knowledge. I 

wish to address this by first outlining an understanding of disciplines, the fundamental 

organising mechanisms of disciplinary knowledge in the academy, before considering 

TE as a discipline (Loughran, 2009).  

2.3 Locating the study in the academy: disciplines as socio-epistemic 

entities  

All disciplines, in order to be disciplines, have objects of study, and in order to 

be robust and stable, display objectivity ς that is to say, they possess 

legitimate, shared and stably reliable means for generating truth. Truth is, by 

this account, a stable partnership between the objects of study and an 

informed community of practitioners (Young & Muller, 2016: 75). 

 

Here attention is drawn to both the epistemic and social dimensions of disciplines. The 

nature of the objects of study and those engaged in that partnership account for 

differences between disciplines: dimensions of disciplinary knowledge are said to shape 

unique disciplinary attitudes, behaviours and beliefs, and the form a discipline takes 

may influence its security and trajectory in the academy.  

Biglan (1973a, 1973b) differentiated disciplines and his resultant typology continues to 

resonate today (Simpson, 2017; Tight, 2019). He distinguished between hard and soft 

disciplines in terms of paradigmicity (Muller, 2009), that is, ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ ƻǊ 

sharing of beliefs within a scientific field about theory, methodology, techniques and 

problemsΩ (Lodahl & Gordon, 1972: 58). Biglan also distinguished between pure and 

applied ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ό.ŜŎƘŜǊ, 1989: 

11) of its disciplinary output. Specifically, and mindful of the risk of oversimplification, 

the hards have defined boundaries that help sustain theory development, are 

concerned with universal laws and causal propositions, and generate cumulative and 

generalisable findings. The softs are characterised by weak boundaries and theoretical 

architectures with relatively ill-defined objects of study. The pures tend to address 

themselves and not the external world of professions, for example, whereas the 
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applieds are subject to more external determinants, reflecting their orientation to 

outside problems. This hard-pure soft-applied continuum ǎǇŜŀƪǎ ǘƻ ŀ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩǎ 

cognitive dimension (Muller, 2009).  

The hard-pure and soft-applied disciplines distinction can be traced back to a 

Durkheimian understanding of the distinction between the sacred and the profane. 

Sacred knowledge is not tied to specific contexts and extends beyond immediate 

experience. As noted by Muller & Young (2014: 130):  

its distinctiveness lay both in its non-context boundedness and in its internal 

connections that relied on ties internal to the body of knowledge itself, not on 

external relevance or utilities.  

Profane knowledge, on the other hand, is tied to specific contexts and concerns 

practical considerations in the material world. It is of value within those contexts but 

with limited generalizability beyond them (ibid.). 

Becher (1989, 1994) expanded .ƛƎƭŀƴΩǎ ǘȅǇƻƭƻƎȅ, considering the social dimension in 

terms of convergent/divergent and rural/urban continua (Becher, 1989). Convergents 

conform to agreed methodologies and standards and represent relatively stable 

research elites. Divergents accommodate intellectual promiscuity that leave them 

vulnerable to shifting research standards (Trowler, 2012). The rural/urban dichotomy 

ǎǇŜŀƪǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘƴŜǎǎΩ όaǳƭƭŜǊ, 2009). Urban disciplines, for 

instance, have a high people-to-problem ratio and thus engage in highly collaborative 

research endeavours. The rural disciplines, on the other hand, enjoy a lower people-to-

problem ratio and hence less collaboration.  

The Biglan-Becher tyǇƻƭƻƎȅΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ΨǎƘƻǊǘƘŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ 

ǊŜŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ όYǊŀǳǎŜ, 2014: 4), has been called into question. For example, within academic 

tribes (Becher, 1989) there are individuals who may hold different ideological 

orientations that in turn will affect how they view their discipline. This less essentialist 

account (Trowler et al., 2012) challenges the power of disciplines to condition practices 

of its disciplinary custodians, that is, the knowledge structure is not necessarily the 

driver of disciplinary cultures (Trowler, 2014). Individual academic identities shape and 
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ŀǊŜ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ Ψŀ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭ Ŝōō ŀƴŘ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΣ 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ό¢ǊƻǿƭŜǊ et al., 2012: 258).  

Regarding the epistemic dimension, the impact of substantial changes in higher 

education (HE) globally and within disciplines have seen the rise of inter-, multi- and 

trans-disciplinarity. This reflects shifting disciplinary boundaries and the influence of 

massification of HE (Altbach, 2013). The exclusivity of the university as the main site of 

knowledge generation in an increasingly market-led, internationally competitive, 

technical and modern knowledge-based society (Furlong & Whitty, 2017; Young & 

Muller, 2016) is thus challenged. The work of Gibbons et al. (1994) and their 

categorisation of Mode 1 and Mode 2 knowledge production is relevant here.  

Gibbons et al. (1994) posit that knowledge production cannot be confined solely to 

traditional research in the academy as represented by Mode 1 knowledge for, in Mode 

1:  

problems are set and solved in a context governed by the, largely academic, 

interests of a specific community. By contrast, Mode 2 knowledge is carried 

out in a context of application. (Gibbons et al., 1994: 3) 

Mode 2 knowledge emphasises the tacit components of knowledge (ibid.), grounded in 

contexts for which solutions are sought to problems, characterised by trans-

disciplinarity such that it is: 

more socially accountable and reflexive. It includes a wider, more temporary 

and heterogeneous set of practitioners, collaborating on a problem defined in 

a specific and localised context. (ibid., 3) 

Mode 2 knowledge and the recasting of knowledge production as multi-site claims to 

address practical problems that require inter-disciplinarity to solve them. This has also 

seen outside stakeholders, for example, think-tanks and consultancies, having 

considerable influence in directing the type of curriculum offered by the academy 

(Millar, 2016). This has resonances with education as a discipline, which will be 

addressed in 2.4. 

²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ΨǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΣ ¸ƻǳƴƎ & Muller (2016) 

argue that the Gibbons et al. (1994) thesis fails to recognise that innovations depend 

on conceptual advance that can be found predominantly in the disciplinary 



 
 

36 
 

communities within universities. A proclamation heralding their end would be 

ǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊŜΣ ŦƻǊ ΨŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ǎŜŜƳ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƻōǎǘƛƴŀǘŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƎŜǊ ƻƴΩ ό¸ƻǳƴƎ ϧ aǳƭƭŜǊ, 2016: 

74). As Henkel (2010) notes, disciplinary organisation as a model remains a powerful 

identifier to which newer epistemic communities aspire. It retains a key role in 

academic identity formation (ibid.; Bernstein, 2000).  

It is on that basis that disciplines are socio-epistemic entities (Furlong, 2013; Hordern, 

2014; Young & Muller, 2016) embodying both knowledge structures with 

epistemological properties and knowledge communities sharing cultural and social 

characteristics. These norms afford consensus on the value of knowledge and 

disciplinary procedures for evaluating knowledge claims that are internally generated 

(Hordern, 2018). It draws attention to the social realist perspective that avows both the 

objectivity and sociality of knowledge (Shay, 2014) underlining the core theoretical 

premise of languages of legitimation introduced in 1.2:  

The notion of legitimation highlights both the sociological nature of knowledge 

practices, as comprising strategies by actors socially positioned within a field 

of struggle over status and resources, and its epistemological nature as 

potentially legitimate knowledge claims. (Maton, 2014: 41) 

2.4 Education as a discipline  

To the question, what sort of discipline is education and specifically the sub-specialism 

of TE as an academic field within it: how robust and stable, and how well defined are its 

objects of study? After introducing education as a soft-applied discipline, this section 

first explores its epistemological properties with reference to knowledge traditions in 

TE in England, followed by an exploration of TEds and the TEd community. It will 

demonstrate that TE is a disciplinary specialism with a considerable degree of 

arbitrariness in its knowledge base. This is because as an academic field, it is a site of 

struggle amongst stakeholders and interest groups, namely the academy as an 

institution, government, employing colleges, TEds, professional associations and 

student-teachers, inviting questioƴǎ ƻǾŜǊ ΨwhatΩ and ΨwhoseΩ knowledge should 

predominate ό¢ŀǘǘƻΣ нлмфύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ¢9Řǎ ŀǎ ¢9Ωǎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŎǳǎǘƻŘƛŀƴǎ Ƴŀȅ be 

challenged to form a defined academic identity with implications for their epistemic 
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community and its possession of reliable and legitimate processes for generating truth 

(Young & Muller, 2016).  

The soft-applied region of education  

Furlong (2013: 41) notes that ΨǿƘŀǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎΣ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

researched and Χ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ 

since the mid-nineteenth century. For universities, the study of education as an 

intellectual endeavour and the practical dimension of educating teachers are held in 

constant tension (Furlong & Lawn, 2011). Researchers and TEd scholars navigate that 

tension. This is a considerable challenge because the knowledge traditions are complex 

ŀƴŘ ǳƴǎǘŀōƭŜ Ψand their legitimacy has to be argued for in constantly changing 

institutional conditions and in changing relationships with different audiencesΩ όƛōƛŘΦ, 

175).  

To that end, education is a non-paradigmatic, idiosyncratic (Biglan, 1973a), soft-applied 

discipline (Becher, 1994; Muller, 2009; Neumann, 2001; Neumann et al., 2002) or 

ΨǊŜƎƛƻƴΩΣ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ όнлллύ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ that are at the interface between the pure 

disciplines, ƻǊ ΨǎƛƴƎǳƭŀǊǎΩ, and the fields of practice to which knowledge is applied. 

wŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊes where several singulars are brought together within 

ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩ (Young, 2008: 154). This implies a prioritising or ordering of 

knowledge relations; those based, on one hand, on abstractions and generalisations 

accordant with the intellectual field of singulars, and on the other, the particularity of 

specialised knowledges concretised in context, as is the nature of professional work 

(Barnett, 2006). Common to soft-ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ƛǎ ΨƻǾŜǊƭŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇΩ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 

the acaŘŜƳƛŎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦǘŜƴ 

strongly influencing curricula and research agendas together with client groups (Becher, 

1994: 156). This also has implications for the institutional position of soft-applieds 

wƘŜǊŜƛƴ Ψperceived relevance is a strong criterion for determining funding supportΩ 

ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ Ψparticularly vulnerable to external pressureΩ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ tŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ 

in education is (potentially) highly contested depending on whose perspective is 

privileged (e.g., that of government, employers, institutions, and academics) and how 

they respectively conceive of the issue or problem (Hordern, 2017). This, in turn, may 

determine the relative weighting of disciplinary-based and practice-based knowledge 
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deemed appropriate for teaching (ibid.). A further tension to navigate is whether 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜΩ ƻǊ ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ όCǳǊƭƻƴƎ ϧ ²ƘƛǘǘȅΣ 

2017). Normative refers to the moral, social and political values (Shay, 2012) attaching 

to the aims of education. An objective understanding emphasises the explanatory 

power of knowledge courtesy of disciplinary protocols for adjudicating knowledge 

claims.  

Understanding education as a soft-applied region offers a useful lens into the 

infrastructure of knowledge production and validation for the purposes of professional 

education (Hordern, 2014) that helps set the conditions for the reorganisation of 

knowledge deemed suitable for curriculum and pedagogy (ibid.). Specifically, 

disciplinary and other knowledges must be selected, simplified, adapted and recast, 

that is, recontextualised (Bernstein, 2000) or transformed for a curriculum of learning. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨǎŜƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

or orgŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǿƻǊƪ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΩ ό.ŀǊƴŜǘǘΣ нллсΥ 

147). Barnett refers to this ŀǎ ΨǊŜŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩ όƛōƛŘΦ) resulting in a 

ΨΨǘƻƻƭōƻȄΩ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩΦ !ŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŀȅŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ then 

to recontextualise it for pedagogy. Educational knowledge may thus be conceptualised 

differently depending on the different social sites in which it is developed and 

articulated (ibid.), for example, the college/school, academy, and professional bodies, 

as the following knowledge traditions will attest. This may have consequences. A region 

ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀŎƪǎ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ōŀǎŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ǎŜŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀ ƭŀŎƪƛƴƎ ΨŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ 

ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜΩ όaǳƭƭŜǊ, 2009: 216). Cleaving away from the practical, occupational 

demands of the profession, however, may result in curricula and pedagogy lacking 

ΨŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜΩ όƛōƛŘΦύ ǘƘǳǎ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ƴŜƻǇƘȅǘŜǎ ƛƭƭ-equipped to deal with complex 

forms of problem-solving (Wolff, 2018) in line with {ŎƘǀƴΩǎ critique of technical 

rationality. This at once acknowledges the complexities of knowledge for professional 

TE. Attempting to recontextualise different types of knowledge through a process 

involving dedicated classroom learning and intentional workplace experience to relate 

formal and informal learning, is a perennial problem for TE (Lucas, 2007) and its 

pedagogy. 
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In the TE community, a constructivist pedagogy that focuses on the learner as an active 

participant in the acquisition of knowledge is predominant (Beck, 2019; Schleicher, 

2012). This, in turn, has a bearing on the nature of assessment of professional learning. 

In addition to essays and project-based assessments, for example: 

peer and self-assessment tasks are more common, the intention being to 

improve self-reflection and practical ǎƪƛƭƭǎΧ ώDϐuidelines for marking and 

grading are typically ambiguous, because many of the practical skills students 

are expected to demonstrate are inexplicit and difficult to specify in precise 

terms. There is, therefore, more need for constructive, informative feedback 

on assessment tasks (Neumann et al., 2002: 409). 

Having described in general terms the soft-applied discipline of TE, with a brief 

description of potential implications for curriculum and pedagogy, I now examine more 

closely its knowledge dimension. This is followed by a review of the social dimension as 

it pertains specifically to the TEds as knowers and their ways of knowing. These sets of 

literature draw attention to the enduring debates about the types of knowledge 

appropriate to TE and the role the academy should play. Drawing attention, inter alia, 

to the permeability of its disciplinary boundaries, (in)security of its institutional position 

and vulnerability to external determinants shaping its form and focus, it reinforces the 

point that these disagreements have implications for the field and its disciplinary 

custodians. Collectively this suggests consequences for academic TE as a ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ-

informed, research-oriented or research-ōŀǎŜŘΩ όaŜƴǘŜǊ ϧ aǳǊǊŀȅΣ 2011:2) specialism. 

Note that the epistemic and social dimensions are not necessarily sharply distinct but 

are employed for clarity of presentation. 

2.4.1 The knowledge dimension: knowledge traditions 

Furlong & Whitty (2017) identify three clusters of knowledge traditions in the study of 

education that I selectively draw upon when considering TE in England. The first cluster 

relates to academic knowledge ƻǊ ΨǎƛƴƎǳƭŀǊǎΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ нлллύ; the second considers 

practical knowledge; and the third is categorised as integrated knowledge traditions.  

Academic knowledge traditions 

Representing a multidisciplinary set of discourses (Furlong & Whitty, 2017; McCulloch, 

2017), tƘŜ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ or foundation disciplines of education (Furlong, 2013) are 
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sociology, psychology, philosophy and history of education. They represent the canon 

(Lawn & Furlong, 2011). Although emerging at different times (McCulloch, 2017), they 

were collectively dominant from the 1960s through to the 1980s (Bridges, нллсύ ƻƴ ΨǘƘŜ 

ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ Χ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΣ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 

ƎǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ όCǳǊƭƻƴƎ ϧ ²Ƙƛǘǘȅ, 2017: 19). Hirst (in Hirst & Carr, 2005: 618) argued 

that teachers needed theoretical understandings afforded by these specialisms, 

independent of context, so that they may develop practical wisdom based on 

ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ΨƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŦƭectively adequate to all the complexities of 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ. A central role for systematic conceptual 

knowledge in the form of these disciplines, produced and iterated within the academy 

(Tatto & Hordern, 2017) would therefore afford a sound basis upon which teachers 

could build professional judgement.  

By the 1980s, there was growing concern as to the relevance of this foundations 

approach (Carr, 2006). It was perceived that the knowledge generated was not so easily 

relatable to the discourses circulating within the field of educational practice (ibid.) and 

teaching practice. Following Schön (1983, 1987) and others (e.g., Eraut, 1994), it was 

claimed that the tacit nature of much of the ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǿŀƳǇȅ ƭƻǿƭŀƴŘΩ 

(Schön, 1983: 42) of the professional world could not be captured or reflected in 

theoretical, disciplinary-based knowledge. In England, since then, there has been a 

tendency by government and policy makers to question its relevance and applicability. 

An emphasis on practical knowledge has been the result (Furlong & Lawn, 2011). 

At first glance, practical knowledge, often perceived as ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŦǊŜŜ ƻŦ 

formal concepts and theories, learned by experience, and instrumental for performing 

ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ǘŀǎƪǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΩ όFreidson, 2001: 31) may be conveniently 

contrasted to academic knowledge. This distinction between academic and practical 

knowledge, however, is not clear-cut, for ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ΨΨƛƴŦƭŜŎǘŜŘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ (Furlong & Whitty, 2017: 30). Young & Muller (2014a) make a 

similar point regarding pure and applied knowledge; that is, knowledge specialised to 

develop conceptually and knowledge specialised to a contextual purpose. Young & 

Muller (2014a: 9) say that the interrelatedness of these two specialised knowledge 

ŦƻǊƳǎ ΨŎƻ-ƻǇǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΩ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ:  
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contemporary for-ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ΨǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƘŀǎΣ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǘΣ 

conceptual cores of different sorts; and likewise, much contemporary 

theoretical knowledge has roots in technical solutions reached in advance of 

basic science to explain it.  

This reinforces the point that the theory-practice binary is not so easily rendered. 

Teachers, for example, certainly need procedural knowledge to know how to do things 

by drawing on techniques and skills for teaching. Crucially, these various kinds of know-

how are dependent upon conceptual knowledge (Beck, 2009; Freidson, 2001; Muller & 

Young, 2014; Winch, 2004). ¢ƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ΨƛƴŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

theoretical cores within practice knowledge that at the same time must consider 

particularities of situated practices, are issues that underscore what Furlong (1996: 155) 

Ƙŀǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƴŘŜƳƛŎ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅΩ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ With 

that caveat in mind, I turn to the practical knowledge traditions. 

The practical knowledge traditions 

Carr (in Hirst & Carr, 2005) debunked the role of generalisable educational theory. Later, 

he argued that it was:  

simply an expression of a widely felt need to ground our beliefs and actions in 

knowledge that derives from some authoritative, external and independent 

source. (Carr, 2006: 137) 

He suggested that no such authority exists. Given the complex interplay of context, 

emotion, artistry and theoretical knowledge in teaching, Carr & Skinner (2009) suggest 

that educational theory cannot be the sole preserve of academics and researchers 

working in a de-contextualised zone, separate and abstracted from the everyday 

concern of practitioners in their classrooms. One implication to draw from this is an 

orientation to a craft knowledge basis for teaching.   

Teaching as craft knowledge 

²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨŎǊŀŦǘΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ όGamble, 2006), teaching as 

craft relies on teachers gaining teaching knowledge from practice (Barnett, 2006; 

Winch, 2012). The classroom is the primary locus of ITE (Winch, 2012): a teacher learns 

by immersion in the classroom with an experienced mentor, akin to an apprenticeship. 

Teaching is a form of know-how developed through situated, context-specific practices 
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allowing student-teachers to Ǝŀƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ΨŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƳƛȄǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ƳŀȄƛƳǎΣ ŘƻƎƳŀ ŀƴŘ ǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘǳƳōΩ ό/ŀǊǊ, 2006: 138).  

This practical knowledge tradition privileges ΨǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΩ ό{ƘŀƭŜƳ ϧ {ƭƻƴƛƳǎƪȅ, 2014: 202). One could point here to the 

influence ƻŦ tƻƭŀƴȅƛΩǎ (1966: 4) conception of the tacit dimension to knowledge, based 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƪƴƻǿ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǘŜƭƭΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ŎƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ 

but embodied within the practitioner by exposure to practices, situations, and more 

experienced others. It is evidenced in models of practice such as the Dreyfus and 

Dreyfus (1986) model of skill acquisition involving five stages from novice to expert, a 

ƳƻŘŜƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴŜŘ ōȅ ƛǘǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ΨƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ƘƻǿΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ψknowing 

ǘƘŀǘΩ (Dreyfus and Dreyfus, 1986: 4, original emphasis). It is manifest in {ŎƘǀƴΩǎ (1983; 

1987) reflective practitioner model. In the context of ŀ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭΩǎ expertise, 

knowledge is thus ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨŦƭǳŜƴǘ ǿŀȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΩ 

(Young & Muller, 2016: 209) reflecting WinchΩǎ (2010: 138) depiction of these practice 

knowledge traditions as fluency theories: 

Fluency theories make the claim that an essential, or almost essential, feature 

ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΧƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻŦ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

in relation to the standards appropriate to that field, but that it is conducted 

without hesitation, with rapidity and in such a way that the expert is not able 

to give a full account of what it is that he or she does, such that a non-expert 

could become one through listening to and acting on such an account.  

The key is the role of experience, gaining a feel for teaching work. To varying degrees, 

this conception of teaching as craft-based has been evidenced in official policy in 

England since the 1980s (Beauchamp et al., 2015; Kuhlee & Winch, 2017; Whitty, 2016), 

the implications for university TE of which were addressed in chapter 1. The coalition 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ²ƘƛǘŜ tŀǇŜǊ ƻŦ нлмл ƴƻǘŜŘΥ 

Too little teacher training takes place on the job, and too much professional 

development involves compliance with bureaucratic initiatives rather than 

working with other teachers to develop effective practice. (DfE, 2010: 19) 

In a speech to the National College Annual Conference, the then Secretary of State for 

Education, Michael Gove (2010), commented: 
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Teaching is a craft and it is best learnt as an apprentice observing a master 

craftsman or woman. Watching others, and being rigorously observed yourself 

as you develop, is the best route to acquiring mastery in the classroom. 

Arguably, fluency theories and the practical knowledge tradition acknowledge that the 

academy is not the exclusive realm for knowledge production in accordance with the 

Gibbons at al. (1994) thesis. Nonetheless, it has been critiqued as representing a 

reductive anti-intellectualist position (Kotzee, 2014; Shalem & Slonimsky, 2014). 

Downplaying of a ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛǎŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ǊŜǎŜǊǾƻƛǊ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ 

Ψǘƻƻƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ (Shalem & Slonimsky, 2014: 198), and reliance on individual 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘǳƛǘƛƻƴΣ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊ ŀƴ ΨƛŘƭŜ ǿƘŜŜƭΩ όYƻǘȊŜŜ, 

2014: 171). This can ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ΨǇŀǊƻŎƘƛŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ όDƻƻŘǎƻƴ, 2003: 130) circulating 

outside the academyΦ {ǳŎƘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ Ŏǳǘ ƻŦŦ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ 

ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘ ΨƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜΩ, in turn limiting ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ 

cognitive ƳŀǇǎ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊΩ όƛōƛŘΦ, 130). Referring to the lack of agreement as to the 

existence of a body of empirical theory for teaching, Winch (2004: 190) makes the point 

that, regarding the reliance on conceptions of teaching as craft work:  

(o)ne can only contribute to applied theory if there is a body, however 

tentative, of applied theory to contribute to, and one can only become a 

practitioner of applied theory if one has acquired that theory in the first place.  

This weakening of the region of professional TE knowledge, then, presents a challenge 

for curriculum designers. McNamara & Fealy (2014: 166) argue that: 

[c]urricula based on weak regions tend to be characterised by a carrier bag 

ŀǎǎƻǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨǘƻǇƛŎǎΩ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ by means of attenuated versions of 

disciplinary knowledges, detached from their disciplinary matrices, together 

with attempts to instil generic competencies and graduate attributes. They 

may be delivered by teachers who are not specialists in the disciplines being 

plundered and who are often long removed from the relevant professional 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΧ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜŎƛǇŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ. 

This form of professional TE can, therefore, downplay epistemological and sociological 

debates about education and mask, if not appear to render immaterial to the student-

teacher, a conceptual and normative framework of education (Winch, 2012). That is to 

say, a view of what counts as teacher knowledge grounded in abstract principles, is 

contestable and subject to critique in line with protocols for establishing truth claims; 
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and the value position underpinning the purpose of education for learners, teachers 

and society (Furlong & Whitty, 2017). Thus, according to critics, craft-based accounts of 

teacher knowledge as rendered here contribute to a devaluing of the professionalism 

of teaching (Abbott, 1988; Gamble, 2010; Loo, 2014; Shalem & Slonimsky, 2014; 

Shalem, 2014; Winch, 2004).  

Teacher competences and standards 

Associated with perhaps the most instrumentalist interpretation of teaching as craft lies 

the notion of teaching as a technical activity manifest in competences and standards. 

LƴǾƻƪƛƴƎ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ (2000: 59) ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜ ƻŦ ΨǘǊŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ, where practices are detached 

from a disciplinary base and hence offer no basis for professional or intellectual identity 

formation (Beck, 2002), Beck & Young (2005) refer to this as a drift ǘƻ ΨgenericismΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

is where the professional logic is subordinated to the logics of the market and/or the 

State (Beck & Young, 2005; Beck, 2008; Freidson, 2001). Rather than the professional 

education of teachers, here the context of the particular focuses on professional 

training (Furlong & Whitty, 2017) in competences and skills attuned to meeting the 

demands of government and its agencies (e.g., Ofsted). Standards afford governments 

the opportunity to control the work of teachers and education (Sachs, 2016) through, 

for example, accountability regimes that demand reporting on student outcomes or 

teacher performance. The effect, suggest Groundwater-Smith & Mockler (2009: 8), is 

ŘŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ Ψŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƴǳance of teaching 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ stifling of debate to engender a compliant teaching profession (Sachs, 

2016). 5ƻǿƴ όнлмнΥ ссύ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǘƘǳǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ΨƛƴǎƛŘƛƻǳǎ ǿŀȅǎΩ 

ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘƛƴƎ ΨŎƻƳƳƻƴǎŜƴǎƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜŀǎΩ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƴȅƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ 

normative considerations of the ethical and moral basis for education. For PCET, the 

standards-led, outcomes-based competence model of in-service teacher training 

drawing on a set of overarching professional standards (LLUK, 2006) is relevant. These 

standards made minimal reference to specific knowledge, instead resting on generic 

competence statements open to interpretation (Lucas, 2007; Nasta, 2007). The since 

revised standards (ETF, 2014) reinforce this.  

The under-specification of disciplinary knowledge (Taylor, 2014) and educational theory 

(Marshall, 2014) in teaching standards would suggest that TEds in the academy have 
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considerable scope in choice of content, strategies and means of developing curricula, 

possibly more crafted to the needs of student-teachers in specific contexts. These may 

ǘƘŜƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ΨƭƻŎŀƭΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ 

ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ όIƻǊŘŜǊƴ, 2017: 205). This may deprive student-teachers 

ΨǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ, where content of the curriculum is 

ΨŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ΨōƛǘǎΩ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ ό²ƘŜŜƭŀƘŀƴ, 2010a: 

106). The scope of student-ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ is thus limited (Ulvik & 

Smith, 2019). The extent to which TEds may defer to this characterisation is addressed 

in 2.4.2. 

Integrated knowledge traditions 

The practical knowledge traditions emphasise tacit, situated knowledge. One means by 

which this type of knowledge can be explored and articulated is through networks of 

professional knowledge, with TEd ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ΨƘȅōǊƛŘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ 

(Zeichner et al., 2015: 124). It speaks to the idea that, even where the practical view is 

dominant, it does not necessarily mean that research is side-lined (Alvunger &  

Wahlström, 2018). Hargreaves (1999; 2003) heralded professional knowledge 

generation in the school with practitioners as the main source of such knowledge 

(Hargreaves, 1999). It may be claimed that its growing influence in educational thinking 

and policy in England (Hordern, 2018) was in reaction to the perceived relative practical 

irrelevance inhered in the traditional hierarchies of disciplinary knowledge (ibid). There 

can, however, be important implications for cumulative knowledge-building in the field 

if, as noted by Hordern (2018: 588-589), this form of knowledge generation does not 

ƘƻƭŘ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǳǇ ŦƻǊ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ Ψcriteria for judging truth claims developed through 

disciplinary processesΩΦ Instead: 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ΨǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛƴ 

England governments and leaders of educational organisations, set the terms 

for what counts as valid knowledge (ibid.),  

thus potentially rendering more or less redundant the role of the disciplinary 

community.  

Associated with this, albeit in less formalized forms, is practitioner enquiry and action 

research as part of teacher-research communities (Lytle & Cochran-Smith, 1992). Often 
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self-evaluative and highly situational knowledge, drawing on existing literatures 

(Furlong & Whitty, 2017), it reflects ΨǘƘŜ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΩ 

(Furlong, 2013: 38). This is considered a valuable form of continuing professional 

development for teachers, affording them roƭŜǎ Ψŀǎ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ 

ƻōƧŜŎǘǎΣ ƻŦ ǊŜŦƻǊƳΩ ό²ƛƴŎƘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2015: 207) with its associated benefits for professional 

empowerment and (potentially) autonomous judgement (ibid.).  

One challenge for the discipline of education, and its sub-specialism of TE, is how this 

local, context-specific knowledge relates to the already existing formal, public 

disciplinary knowledge. There can be, in other words, considerable reinventions of the 

wheel (Furlong, 2013) with much of the knowledge not made publicly available for 

critical scrutiny to test its robustness (Furlong & Whitty, 2017; Wyse et al., 2018). 

Indeed, as Furlong (2013: 84) notes:  

Practitioner enquiry that simply celebrates might well be a useful professional 

development for those teachers who engage in it but, by definition, cannot 

count as research.  As a result, it has a somewhat problematic role in the 

development of the discipline.  

Summary  

TE is a soft-applied discipline or region where theoretical and contextualised 

knowledges converge to support a field of professional practice (McNamara & Fealy, 

2014) but where questions of ¢9Ωǎ form, legitimacy and location (ibid) persist. There 

appears to be no agreed foundation on which to base the privileging of either 

theoretical or practical knowledge nor, indeed, how and where such knowledge is 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƻǊ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŘǳŜ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛǎ ǘŀŎƛǘ 

hence theoretical knowledge is not seen as central to the acquisition of professional 

knowledge (Shalem & Slonimsky, 2014). At one end of extremes, theoretical 

knowledge, offered as a means of developing practical wisdom based on theoretical 

reason (Hirst in Hirst & Carr, 2005), is considered too academic and remote from the 

exigencies of practice. At the other, practical knowledge, encapsulating much of what 

is tacit, situated and highly contextualised, is conflated with a technical-rational model 

of competence (Furlong, 2013; McNamara et al., 2014). Whilst neither knowledges are 

separate and distinct, but rather holistic and integrated (McNamara et al., 2014), they 
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are reflected in arguably unhelpful bifurcations associated with teacher knowledge, 

such as pure/applied; conceptual/contextual; and abstract/concrete.  

Of further relevance for this study is how the TEds as scholars in an epistemic 

community are positioned by these contested disciplinary traditions. Arguably, 

contestability of teaching knowledge extends to the knowledge base for specialist TE 

work. As the literature following will demonstrate, lack of agreed, codified knowledge 

shaping TEd consciousness would suggest an uncertain academic identity. This has 

implications for new knowledge production, professional autonomy, and communal 

cohesion for an epistemic community of scholars who may struggle to secure control 

over their field.  

2.4.2 The social dimension: TEds as knowers and their ways of knowing 

What is distinctive about the TEd in the academy, unlike their school- and college-based 

counterparts, is that simply put, they are members of the university (Furlong, 2013). 

They generate and have access to theoretical knowledge based on ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ 

research; they are members of an instituǘƛƻƴ ΨǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǎƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅΩ όFurlong, 2013: 179). The 

capacity of the university-based TEd community to generate new knowledge will also 

rest in part on the existing knowledge base of the TEds and their ability to surface, 

articulate and communicate their own assumptions and tacit knowledge about their 

practice (Korthagen et al., 2005; Loughran, 2006). It may reasonably be claimed that if 

neophyte teachers across all phases of education are to have access to differentiated 

forms of knowledge, able to rise above the specificities of context, they will need to be 

taught by specialists in both practice and theory (Loughran, 2009; Winch, 2004). TEds 

should be able to provide meta-commentary (Lunenberg et al., 2007; Ruys et al., 2013) 

that explicates underlying philosophical and pedagogical perspectives, linked to 

relevant publicly available theory (Ruys et al., 2013; Swennen et al., 2008). However, 

Swennen et al. (2008: 532) suggest that studies indicate that TEds fail to do this, instead 

relying ΨǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǎŜƴǎŜΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƴŀȅ 

reflect the nature of teacher education standards and the knowledge base of TEds.  
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Absence of teacher education standards and codified knowledge base 

There are no formal professional formation, induction and mentoring programmes for 

TEds in England (Eliahoo, 2017) nor in many countries in Europe (Dolan, 2019; Myrdal 

et al., 2013) and in the US (Goodwin et al., 2014). Further, there are no agreed standards 

or a codified knowledge base for TEds (Goodwin et al., 2014), although attempts have 

been made to define one, despite its complexity (Murray, 2008b). This has been mainly 

part of accreditation frameworks (Murray, 2014) the most notable of which are those 

originating from the Association of Teacher Educators in the USA (ATE, 1992) as well as 

the standards and knowledge domains identified by the Dutch teacher education 

association (Lunenberg et al., 2014). As with teacher standards, interpretation of TEd 

standards may be variable and the potential for using them as a tick sheet noted (Koster 

& Dengerink, 2008). Kleinsasser (2017: 1039) suggests that authors writing about TEd 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƭǎƻ ΨǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ƳŜǎƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪΩΦ DƻƻŘǿƛƴ ϧ 

Kosnik (2013) argue that, whilst standards are necessary, they lack specificity regarding 

TEd preparation for TE work.  

Ball et al. (2014: 331) caution that, in the absence of formal induction programmes 

accompanied by an agreed, conceptual knowledge base, the seductiveness for the TEd 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΩ, ŎƻǳǊǘŜǎȅ ƻŦ ŀ ΨǾŀǎǘ ǊŜǎŜǊǾƻƛǊ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΩ, may result in convictions 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨƳŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ǘƘŜ 

¢9Ř ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ Ψwide range of untested assumptions and biases, the 

product of unexamined experience and cultural mythsΩ όƛōƛŘΦ, 331) go unchallenged or 

unexplored the professionalism of TE and its TEds will be impoverished.  

In respect of a disciplinary discourse grounded in a pedagogy of TE, Loughran (2006) 

suggests it should address three inter-related apsects: TEds teaching about teaching, 

student-teachers learning about teaching, and student-teachers learning about 

learning. Noting the complexity of developing a pedagogy of TE (ibid.), he nonetheless 

contends: 

Teacher education must be comprised of scholars with expertise in, and of, 

teaching; in the field of teacher education, the content must surely be 

teaching. Teacher education is teaching teaching; teacher education scholars 

must therefore be expert pedagogues with sophisticated knowledge and skills 
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of teaching teaching, which is the central content of their discipline and their 

field of scholarly endeavor. (Loughran, 2009: 198-199) 

TEd hybrid identity and implications for professional development in the academy 

Much of the literature on and by TEds from different countries relates to formation of 

a TEd identity as academic worker (Kleinsasser, 2017; Murray & Male, 2005; Murray & 

Kosnik, 2011; Swennen & Volman, 2019; Swennen et al., 2010). As a concept, identity 

can be difficult to define (Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009) drawing on and relating theories 

from psychology, sociology, anthropology and inter-disciplinary fields such as cultural 

studies (Holland et al., 1998). From a sociocultural perspective (Beauchamp & Thomas, 

2009; Swennen & Volman, 2019) identity is considered in the literature as a concept 

combining the:  

intimate or personal world with the collective space of cultural forms and 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΧƭƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΧconceptualised as they develop in 

social practice. (Holland et al., 1998: 5)  

Regarding the professional identity of TEds, the cultural space is TE ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ 

personal sense-making of their experiences in that space (Swennen & Volman, 2019). 

The inteǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ¢9ŘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ 

(Beijaard, 2019) suggests it is not something fixed and imposed (Sachs, 2005) but rather 

a continuing construction and re-construction (Swennen & Volman, 2019) as TEds 

negotiate past histories with social, institutional practices and values that form their 

present professional contexts (Murray et al., 2019a; Williams, 2010). The professional 

identity of TEds is therefore more than self-understanding (Kelchtermans, 2013) and 

can shift over time (Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009; Murray et al., 2019a). There are 

ǊŜǎƻƴŀƴŎŜǎ ƘŜǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ Ƙŀōƛǘǳǎ όŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ оύΦ For TEds in academic TE-PCET, 

whose voices are absent in the academic literature, this is explored in detail in Chapter 

6. 

A related body of literature considers the place of TEds within the university, exploring 

their experiences of transition from the school-based teacher to the university-based 

TEd (e.g., Boyd & Harris, 2010; Field, 2012; Murray & Male, 2005). Murray & Male (2005: 

126) conceptualise academic TEds as Ψfirst-order practitionersΩ (schoolteachers) 

working in the Ψsecond-orderΩ settings of the academy where, as second-order 
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practitioners, ΨǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ΨŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭƛƴƎΩ. This serves to 

highlight an important distinction: that between a field of research in teacher education 

and a field of research in teaching (Grossman & McDonald, 2008). A cultural 

ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢9Ř ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΣ ΨŦǊƻƳ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭΣ ŦǊƻƳ 

personal to intellectual, from particular to universal, and from experiential to 

ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭΩ όLabaree, 2003: 13). Murray et al. (2011) in their study of schools-sector 

¢9ŘǎΩ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘǿƻ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΣ ƴƻǘŜ 

that very few TEds come to the academy with doctorates or experience of research. 

These concerns are reflected in a growing body of literature that considers the 

professional development of TEds in the school sector (see, for instance, Van der Klink 

et al., 2017) and for the PCET sector (Crawley, 2016; Eliahoo, 2017).  

That literature suggests the need for research capacity-building amongst the university-

based TEd community (Christie & Menter, 2009; Menter & Murray, 2011; Murray et al., 

2009a,b; Willemse & Boei, 2013). This may be challenging. A study by Murray (2008a) 

looked at the induction of new TEds in pre-service training as a form of work-based 

learning and immersion into informal research and teaching practices as part of micro-

communities of practice. This study raised concerns regarding the consistency and 

quality of induction, with the author calling for a curriculum of induction for TEds. As 

Ellis et al. (2013: 277-278) report, there seems to be limited possibility for university-

based TEds progressing through a defined academic career structure, given that they 

ŀǊŜ Ψdenied opportunities to accumulate academic capital from their labour within the 

value systems of higher education where research activity is prioritisedΩ. This reflects 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀǎ ΨǳƴŜŀǎȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳŜΩ ό5ǳŎƘŀǊƳŜ ϧ 

Agne, 1989: 67) and TEΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛcally low status (Murray et al., 2019b; Murray, 2008b) 

and marginalisation (Murray, 2007; Rothblatt, 2011) in the academy. 

Hatton (1997) and Maguire (2000), however, draw attention to the structure and status 

of the institution as being a determinant of professional attributes of TEds employed 

ǘƘŜǊŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ L¢9 ƛǎ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘΩ όaŀƎǳƛǊŜ, 

2000: 1) and where, in prestigious research-intensive universities, for example, there is 

greater likelihood of positive engagement with research practices (Ducharme & 

Ducharme, 1996; Reynolds, 1995). Ellis et al. (2012) undertook research surveying job 
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advertisements for TEds and conducted interviews with senior figures in education 

departments in English universities. They highlighted how TEd academic work was 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƻƭŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƴŜǿΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ1 ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ΨǊŜǎearch 

ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΩΩ όǇсфмύΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ old research-intensive universities, Gleeson et al. (2017) claim 

TEds are required to serve two masters, one reflecting the need to have currency with 

the professional field of schools and the other to satisfy research commitments and 

associated publication in peer-rŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ƧƻǳǊƴŀƭǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ Ψa contradiction between 

research productivity and professional credibilityΩ ό9ƭƭƛǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2012: 691) and the TEd in 

ǎǳŎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀ ΨƘȅōǊƛŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ contrasts with the new 

universities whose leaders conceptualised TEd work as:  

an exceptional category, somewhat distinct from the rest of the institution, 

with different expectations made of them and different institutional goals. 

(ibid., 691)  

Boyd & Harris (2010: 12) studied sixteen TEds appointed within the previous four years 

ŀǘ ƻƴŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΣ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ŀǎ Ψƴƻǘ ŀ ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ-ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΩ 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ-based TEd and it found that TEds 

did not identify as active researchers or academics. ¢9ŘǎΩ expertise was grounded in the 

ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ Ψnot appear to value strong links between research activity and 

ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΩ (ibid., 20). Their identity as practitioners appeared Ψto constrain the priority 

they give to scholarship and research activityΩ όƛōƛŘΦΣ 13).  

Mayer et al.Ωǎ όнлммύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛƴǘƻ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ 

nature of the transition from school to academy, their choice of career as TEd not a 

conscious one, with attendant implications for their role as academics. Those who 

identified with expertise in the classroom tended to emphasise practical knowledge 

over peers with less practical experience and more research expertise. The authors 

noted that, following ¢9ŘǎΩ recruitment into university TE resting on expertise as 

practitioners, they had ŀ ΨƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŀ 

 
1 !ǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ōȅ aǳǊǊŀȅ όнллуōΥ омΣƴмύΣ ΨƻƭŘΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜ-1992 institutions established by charter 
and tend to be more research-ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨƴŜǿΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ǉƻǎǘ-1992 institutions established by 
statute. Many were former polytechnics with a focus on vocational and professional course 
programmes. 
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ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇƭŀȅǎΩ (Mayer et al., 2011: 257). This may result in a rejection of the 

ǇǊƻŦŀƴŜ ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ ΨŜƳōǊŀŎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ sometimes 

moving out of the field of learning to teach as their focus of scholarshipΩ όƛōƛŘΦύ. A survey 

of 18 European countries conducted by the European Commission found that a third of 

the countries reported TEds moving away from TE to more distinct disciplinary areas 

(Caena, 2012). It is incumbent on the teaching profession and academe, therefore, to:  

ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ΨǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ΨŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΩ ŀǎ 

one with its own field of research and scholarship as well as an informed 

knowledge base about learning to teach. (Mayer et al., 2011: 247)  

The authors go on to suggest that it could be argued that TE Ψƛǎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜd field 

ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘǎΩ because of ¢9Ř ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ΨŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻΩ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ όibid., 258). 

Goodwin (2019: v) makes a similar point, suggesting that TEds in the academy lack a 

distinctive disciplinary identity and TE ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ Ψŀǎ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōŀǎŜΩΦ 

It is noted that these studies concern the compulsory schools sector. The extent to 

which these findings may apply to TE-PCET, considering the distinctiveness of academic 

TE-PCET as a specialised field and its claims to a specialised knowledge base as 

articulated by its TEds, are explored in this thesis. 

¢ƘŜ ΨǘǊƛōŜΩ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ educators: an epistemic community of scholars? 

Research on identity formation, professional learning and development has tended to 

concentrate on the individual and their individual professionalism (Hadar & Brody, 

2017) rather than the profession (European Commission, 2013). Relatedly, few 

professional organisations (ibid.) exist that could regulate the quality of TEds in the 

legislator role (Guile, 2014). Part of the role of a professional organisation would be to 

agree knowledge appropriate for the profession. In England, there are professional 

associations, such as the Teacher Education in Lifelong Learning (TELL) network, an 

informal community of members who meet, conduct seminars and promote collective 

interests. This extends beyond university-based TEds to include college-based TEds and 

mentors. There is also in England an institutional network, the University Council of 

Teacher Education (UCET) to that end.  

There is nevertheless a growing body of literature that explores engagement with and 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ΨŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳō-ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ όaǳǊǊŀȅ, 2017: 1017) as part of a 
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professional learning community (Hadar & Brody, 2010) of collaborative inquiry 

(Dinkelman, 2011) in the field of self-study of teacher education practices (S-STEP). It 

has generated considerable literature: the International Handbook of Self-Study of 

Teaching and Teacher Education Practices (Loughran et al., 2004), a dedicated journal, 

Studying Teacher Education A journal of self-study of teacher education practices; and 

to date, since 2005, nineteen ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇǊƛƴƎŜǊ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜǊǎΩ ōƻƻƪ ǎŜǊƛŜǎΣ Self-Study 

of Teaching and Teacher Education PracticesΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ψgrowing 

momentum for the articulation and development of a pedagogy of teacher educationΩ 

(Loughran, 2006: 173). It is interesting to note that an accepted pedagogy of TE does 

not currently exist (Boyd et al., 2007; Field, 2012; Loughran, 2006). Field (2012: 824) 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛŦ ƛǘ ŘƛŘΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭΩ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ¢9 ǿƻǊƪΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ΨŀŘ ƘƻŎ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴΩΦ Nevertheless, Loughran (2011: 285) claims that, S-

STEP: 

with its focus on teacher educators as researchers of their own practice, has 

raised the stakes in relation to research. S-STEP has created new opportunities 

for teacher educators to question what research is and how it should be done 

because of this focus on practitioner inquiry.  

This valuable body of literature has also supported understandings of becoming a TEd, 

negotiating identities as practitioners and academics, and about continuous learning to 

be a TEd through sustained enquiry. The S-STEP movement partly reflects the: 

long traditions of practitioner engagement in small-scale and often informal 

action research, often seen as a vehicle for professional improvement or 

renewal. (Murray et al., 2011: 272)  

Loughran (2011: 284) speaks of the importance of reflection as a key means for a TEd 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ Ψǘƻ ŜƳōǊace the world of ideas, theories, research and practice that matter in 

ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ For TE-PCET, Azumah-Dennis et al. (2016: 

10) suggest that a ¢9ŘΩǎ Ψcapacity to critically reflect is partly what defines the PCET 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ōŜƛƴƎΩ. The authors go onto claim that not only does 

reflection pertain to a characteristic of TEd quality but also in self-study it underpins the 

basis of an approach to research and scholarship (ibid., 10). This work inforƳǎ ƻƴŜΩǎ 

scholarly identity as a TEd of teaching and learning expertise (Loughran, 2011).   
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In their systematic literature review of S-STEP, Vanassche & Kelchtermans (2015) 

highlight the challenge for the TEd S-STEP researcher in navigating boundaries of rigour 

and relevance. This involves the personal and/or professional development in tension 

(potentially) with a grounding in a publicly accessible knowledge base for TE. This 

mirrors the concern raised in 2.3. ¢ƘŜ Ψǎƻ ǿƘŀǘΚΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ is resonant if the value of the 

research output claims do not, and cannot, extend beyond the particularities of 

practice. Thus, S-STEP has not particularly focused on developing an academic 

knowledge base (van der Klink et al., 2017) for a pedagogy of TE despite that being how 

it has been promoted (Snoek et al., 2011). 

Leading proponents of S-STEP (e.g., Berry, 2007; LaBoskey, 2004; Loughran, 2007, 2010; 

Zeichner, 2007) acknowledge the need for the S-STEP movement to conceptually, 

theoretically and methodologically (Zeichner, 2007) build on existing work in the field. 

Loughran (2010) claims that there are examples of self-study research that contribute 

to public knowledge that offer conceptualisations for others to examine and build upon. 

He is, nonetheless, mindful of its tendency to context dependency. As Zeichner (2007: 

37) avers: 

Although there is clear evidence in many self-studies in teacher education that 

the teacher educators who conducted them benefited from the research 

experience in a personal way and became better teacher educators as a result, 

there has been little attention to how we can begin to accumulate knowledge 

across these individual studies in a way that will influence policy makers and 

other teacher education practitioners. 

Vanassche & Kelchtermans (2015: 520) found a number of S-STEP studies where the 

ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎΣ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎΣ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ Ψunclear, ambiguous or implicitΩ. These studies 

ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƳƻǎǘƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜ-ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ Χ and developed 

largely independent of existing theories, concepts or hypothesesΩ (ibid.). Certainly, as 

[ŀōŀǊŜŜ όнллоΥ мтύ ƴƻǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ΨƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭΣ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƛǎǘƛŎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛŀΣ 

journals and book series, in knowledge terms it tends to segmented knowledge and 

therefore may lack the means of conceptualising practices in ways that can capture 

similarities and difference across contexts.  
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The foregoing has focused almost exclusively on TEds for the TE-schools sector based in 

the academy, highlighting the scarcity of literature on TEds for PCET. As noted in 1.2, 

there is a paucity of academic literature on TEds in PCET and their knowledge and skills 

(Crawley, 2013; Eliahoo, 2014; Noel, 2006; Thompson, 2014; Thurston, 2010). 

PCET TEds 

Referencing her doctoral study exploring the professional development needs of 

beginning and experienced TEds in PCET in the south of England, which included both 

university-based and college-based TEds, Eliahoo (2017: 187) ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ŀ ΨǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 

ŀƴƛƳƻǎƛǘȅΩ ǘƻ ŘƻŎǘƻǊŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ¢9Řǎ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ŀ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ тл ¢9Řǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

TE-PCET. In the survey almost two-thirds of participants disagreed with the need for a 

professional doctorate (EdD). An even higher number of participants disagreed with the 

necessity for a PhD, as they felt that these qualifications Ψcould lead to the TEd becoming 

divorced from the needs of their studentsΣ ŀǇǇŜŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ Ψǘƻƻ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΩ ŀƴd working 

ŀǘ Ψǘƻƻ ƘƛƎƘΩ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭΩ (Eliahoo, 2017: 187). Instead, priority was accorded to practical 

knowledge, skills and experience.  

This speaks to a degree of academic readiness that may partly account for Clow & 

HarkinΩǎ (2009) research findings of college-based TEds that highlighted the lack of any 

consensus on propositional knowledge used by them. This finding was reinforced in a 

study undertaken by Lucas et al. (2012). This research evaluated the then existing 

regulatory regime in shaping student-teachersΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

and the influence, inter alia, on the pedagogical practice of TEds in university-led ITE 

partnerships. Based on questionnaire and workshop data involving university-based 

TEds, there was no agreemŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΩ, for 

instance, nor what theories should be covered in the curriculum.  

It seems that in practice the introduction of theory into ITT [Initial Teacher 

Training] courses is (and probably always has been) constrained by time, 

resources and the knowledge and views of the teacher educators themselves. 

(Lucas et al., 2012: 691, my emphasis) 

A study by Aubrey & Bell (2017: 108) investigating how TEds in four large FE colleges 

and one university in England were impacted by the ITE reforms between 2000 and 

2010 found that they ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ΨǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŜǎΩ to 
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avoid or subvert the intentions of the reforms. This individualist prerogative may have 

implications because research suggests that student-teachers are influenced at least as 

much by how they are taught as by what they are taught: ΨǿƘƻΩ ƛǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 

ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘŀǘΩ ƻŦ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ (Furlong et al., 2000; Loughran & Berry, 2005).  

The relative lack of a sustained research culture amongst PCET TEds is acknowledged 

by Crawley (2018: 25-26). He argues that:  

TEds also need to more assertively claim their professional status, work 

together in new ways and engage in more research about their field, if they are 

to make their own future.  

It is unsurprising that Crawley has been instrumental in the establishment of the TELL 

body to support that endeavour. 

Summary  

TEds tend to rely on experience, implicit theories and common sense in their work 

(Swennen et al., 2008). This may reflect in part the absence of formal preparatory 

programmes, a codified knowledge base and public standards for TEd work in England. 

Indeed, ¢9ŘǎΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ-order practitioners in a second-order setting of the 

academy suggests that they are challenged to develop an insulated academic identity 

and research-capacity. This may account for their relative marginalisation as academic 

workers, commensurate with the marginalisation of TE as a sub-specialism in the 

academy. Reinforcing the pervasiveness of reflection as a form of theorising 

professional work, tƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƻƴ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ŀǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ Ƙŀǎ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

own practices, drawing on reflective enquiry as part of the S-STEP movement where the 

focus has been on the TEd as an individual professional coming to know. The practices 

within S-STEP have not tended to contribute to a cumulative knowledge base to realise 

a disciplinary discourse centred on a pedagogy of TE (Loughran, 2006, 2009). There has 

been less focus in the literature on the community of TEd scholars beyond studies 

focused on small-scale innovation in micro communities of practice (Murray et al., 

2019c) although S-STEP and dedicated journals represent fora to which the community 

can contribute.  
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2.5 Conclusion 

Viewing disciplines as socio-epistemic entities and foregrounding the literature review 

with reference to the enduring debates about the role of disciplinary knowledge in the 

formation of professionals, the chapter considered education as a discipline in England 

given the central role TE plays in defining it ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ academic 

TE-PCET.  

TE is a field shaped both by the disciplinary knowledges (the singulars) and the 

knowledges circulating in the social fields of practice thus forming the region. Given that 

it embraces the academy and schools (and colleges) as co-sites of teacher learning, it 

has been described as an ambiguous, ill-defined field (Murray et al., 2019a) on account 

of what knowledge counts and who decides. This epistemological uncertainty and 

degree of incoherence (Czerniawski et al., 2019) concerning its foundational base, form 

(e.g., different conceptions of practical and theoretical knowledge) and utility, 

ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ΨŜƴŘŜƳƛŎ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅΩ όCǳǊƭƻƴƎΣ мффсΥ мррύ ƻŦ teaching knowledge. This 

in turn suggests consequences for the sustainability and a distinctly academic culture 

attending to TEds as ¢9Ωǎ disciplinary custodians whose uncertain academic identities 

have affected cumulative knowledge-building in the intellectual field. In the highly 

regulated environment in England this has undoubtedly allowed for the emergence of 

overly simplistic versions of teaching as craft in the practice tradition that may account 

ŦƻǊ ¢9Ωǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ό/ȊŜǊƴƛŀǿǎƪƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмфύΦ 

This review of literature has framed the study. The clear gap in the literature is a 

scholarly consideration of academic TE-PCET as a discrete specialised field. The study 

seeks to gain insight into academic TE-PCET lensed through its PCET TEds as academic 

workers. It addresses their legitimation of the discipline, and what they consider to be 

distinctive about it as a specialism. This insight is necessary in order to provide a 

foundation to explore academic TE-t/9¢Ωǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǊŜǎƛǎǘ 

external threats (McNamara & Fealy, 2011), and build an epistemic community that can 

sustain a research agenda and develop and deliver coherent curricula. This speaks to 

the need to excavate organising principles of knowledge to reveal its properties, 

tendencies and hence effects. 
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To that end, I return to the research questions to which the study seeks answers: 

1. How do TEds conceive of the distinctiveness of academic TE-PCET as a 

specialised field of study in the academy? 

2. On what bases do teacher educators legitimate their knowledge practices and 

beliefs in  

a) the intellectual field of knowledge production (research)? 

b) the educational field of knowledge recontextualisation (curriculum)? 

c) the educational field of knowledge reproduction (pedagogy and 

assessment)? 

This highlights the need for the study to consider how TEds construct their field of TE-

PCET ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōƛƴŘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ΨǘǊƛōŜΩΣ 

occupying a distinct disciplinary space within it. This is particularly necessary in light of 

ǘƘŜ ΨŦǳȊȊƛƴŜǎǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƛƭƭ-ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΩ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǊŀ-field of education within which TE 

sits in the academy.  
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Chapter 3 Theoretical and conceptual framework  

3.1 Introduction 

This study pertains to the construction of academic TE-PCET as a field of social practice. 

It seeks to gain insight into ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΣ its security of tenure in the academy and 

its cumulative knowledge-building potential. In the absence of empirical data exclusive 

to this specialism, one is left to speculate and make assumptions based on what is 

known about academic TE-schools given the literatures in chapter 2. This seems an 

unreliable basis to form judgement about academic TE-PCET. One of the theoretical 

aims of this research, therefore, is ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ ƻŦ academic TE-PCET. That is, to make explicit the organising principles of 

knowledge practices that are deemed legitimate, and by whom, and thereby provide 

insight into the current and potential future shape of academic TE-PCET as a distinct 

field in the academy.  

Given the research questions and considering the literature review, the study called for 

a theoretical foundation and conceptual framework that could address three principal 

aims. First, a means of being able to view academic TE-PCET as a distinct field irreducible 

to other fields was required. This is on account of the supra-field of TE being ill-defined 

and ambiguous given its form as a soft-applied region and the contestation over the 

knowledges appropriate for teaching. In addition, and specific to TE-PCET, the 

foundations in both the fields of HE and PCET underpin TE-PCET, the latter also 

extending to government, industry, and employers. Further, the limited literature on 

TE-PCET (e.g., Aubrey & Bell, 2017; Eliahoo, 2014) did not differentiate sites of practice; 

there was no distinction made between HE TEds and college-based TEds.  

Second, given the paucity of literature privileging the voice of the university-based TEd 

for PCET and their work, this called for a means of gaining insight into ¢9ŘǎΩ academic 

and educational dispositions to illuminate what underpins their practices, claims and 

beliefs. This would afford understanding the basis of their achievement and success as 

TEds in the academy.  

Third, theoretically, knowledge itself ς its intrinsic properties and powers - remains 

under-theorised. That is to say, the literature on disciplines and knowledge traditions in 
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respect of TE highlighted the tendency to typologies, taxonomies and (often-inferred) 

sets of binaries (e.g., pure, applied; hard, soft; conceptual, contextual; context-

independent, context-dependent; propositional, procedural; formal, informal; and 

abstract, concrete). These bring knowledge into view ς one of the key theoretical aims 

of the research - and offer useful first steps as exploratory accounts of knowledge. 

However, they suffer from knowledge myopia (Howard & Maton, 2011; Maton, 2014) 

in that, whilst a useful first step to seeing knowledge as an object (Maton, 2014) they 

do not extend beyond empirical surface description to enable analysis of their 

characteristics or their internal structure that account for their differentiation. They are 

thus inadequate as explanatory theoretical frameworks (Howard & Maton, 2011). 

Furthermore, the literature on TEds highlighted how knowledge is constructed through 

reflective practice and immersion in communities of practice. Knowledge is conflated 

with knowing, blurring the boundaries between knowledge and how it can be known. 

Moreover, ¢9ŘǎΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ 

power relations, thereby foregrounding knowers and knowing, and backgrounding 

knowledge (Georgiou et al., 2014).  

To address this under-theorizing of knowledge called for a means of distinguishing 

between surface practices and the underlying structure (Maton, 2005b), thus 

conceptualising the underpinning organising principles that generate a diverse range of 

knowledge forms and practices and that transcend the gravity-well of individual 

contexts (Maton, 2014). This refocused attention to the features of knowledge as an 

object and less to the purposes for which knowledge is designed to serve (Wheelahan 

2010a); to move beyond empirical descriptions of the contents of knowledge. This 

would allow for the effects and powers of knowledge to be explored, fundamental to 

ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎ in seeking to determine academic TE-t/9¢Ωǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ cumulative 

knowledge-building, and its position in the academy.  

The purpose of this chapter, then, is to present the theoretical foundations for the study 

and articulate the analytic tools that will be utilised to meet the above criteria. Depicted 

in Figure 3.1, there are three interdependent and mutually constitutive parts to the 

theoretical architecture as follows: 
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1. Selected elements of tƛŜǊǊŜ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ .ŀǎƛƭ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ 

theory will provide the study with its theoretical foundation.  

2. This in turn offers the foundational elements for, and are extended and 

subsumed within, the explanatory conceptual analytic framework and specific 

conceptual tools of Legitimation Code Theory (LCT). Given the review of the 

literature in the preceding chapter considered knowledge and knowers as key 

themes within disciplines as socio-epistemic entities, LCT allows for both 

knowledge practices and knower dispositions to be brought together. 

3. Further, I have abstracted and selectively drawn on components of one element 

of LCT, the epistemic pedagogic device, to serve as the orienting frame for the 

study, thus delimiting its scope (see section 3.3.3). 

Figure 3-1 Theoretical / conceptual framework and orienting frame for the study 

 

 

T
h

e
o

ry
, 
co

n
ce

p
ts

 a
n

d
 o

ri
e

n
tin

g
 f
ra

m
e

Theoretical foundation

Bourdieu field theory

field, habitus, capital

Bernstein code theory

pedagogic codes, pedagogic device, 
knowledge structures

Conceptual analytic 
framework

Maton Legitimation Code Theory

legitimation codes, epistemic pedagogic 
device, knowledge and knower structures

Orienting frame 

based on epistemic pedagogic device 

to explore TE-PCET as a specialised 

ŦƛŜƭŘ ŀƴŘ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 

knowledge:  

¶ production (research) in the 
intellectual field 

¶ recontextualization 
(curriculum) in the 
educational field 

¶ reproduction (pedagogy & 
assessment) in the 
educational field 



 
 

62 
 

The study thus offers a framework that allows a reorientation of focus from seeing to 

analysing, from types to principles (Maton, 2014). LCT affords the study the means of 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ practices in research, curriculum, pedagogy and 

assessment. This analysis is brought into relation with analysis of the TEds themselves 

to offer a comprehensive insight into their field: that is to say, the dispositions that they 

bring to academic TE-PCET, the HE context within which that is situated, and their 

resultant experiences and practices (Maton & Chen, 2020). 

3.2 LCT: foundational concepts of Bourdieu and Bernstein 

As a conceptual framework within social realism, LCT provides researchers with tools to 

identify the underlying organising principles of social fields and hence explore the 

effects of knowledge. Over the past decade, there has been considerable empirical 

research into education that draws on LCT. This covers research at institutional levels, 

from primary through to university education, disciplinary specialisms, and national 

contexts (Maton et al., 2016). For professional education, for example, studies in 

academic development (Ellery, 2017); design (Dong et al., 2015; Giloi & Belluigi, 2017); 

engineering (Wolff, 2017; 2018); law (Van Heerden et al., 2017); marketing (Arbee et 

al., 2014); nursing (McNamara, 2009a; 2009b; 2010a; 2010b); and vocational education 

and training (Locke & Maton, 2019) have drawn on different dimensions of LCT.  

[/¢ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎΣ ƛƴǘŜǊ ŀƭƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ 

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘs the significance for intellectual and 

educational fields of the structured position-takings of actors in struggles over status 

and resources, that is, their stances and claims to legitimacy (McNamara, 2007) are a 

function of the relationships of positions (Moore, 2013a). Knowledge relations are thus 

for Bourdieu intrinsically arbitrary (ibid.): a reflection of power relations (Maton, 2014). 

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘs the significance for intellectual and 

educational fields of the structuring effects and non-arbitrary nature of knowledge 

όƛōƛŘΦύ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ǘǊǳǘƘΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ 

2000: 149). 

In LCT, following Bourdieu, social fields are described as spaces in which actors 

cooperate and struggle to maximise status in relation to others, contesting the control 
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ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ōƻǘƘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŀƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

to shape wƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нлмпΥ 

17). The practices of actors therefore represent competing claims to legitimacy 

(Carvalho et al., 2009; Maton, 2014) and are conceptualised as languages of 

legitimation. The organising principles of actors, their practices and dispositions, and 

social fields, are conceptualised as legitimation codes, each code representing the 

ΨŎǳǊǊŜƴŎȅΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǊǳƭŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нлмпΥ муύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ 

are created, maintained, transformed or changed is via the Legitimation Device (LD) 

(ibid.) that Maton puts forward as the deep, generative mechanism underlying all social 

ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǊŜǎƻƴŀƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΣ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ 

currency exchange in which people enter with social currency or value of various forms 

and quantities. The LD is the ruler of the field: whoever controls the LD controls how 

people define what is legitimate as reflected in the legitimation codes.  

What immediately follows is a highly attenuated summary of aspects of the Bourdieu 

and Bernstein corpus relevant to the study. It provides the theoretical roots to the LCT 

conceptual tools discussed in 3.3. 

3.2.1 BourdieuΩǎ Ψthinking toolsΩ: field, capital, and habitus 

BourdieuΩǎ ΨǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǘƻƻƭǎΩ of field, capital and habitus are each integral to 

understanding the social world (Thomson, 2012). They are important for this research 

in supporting the conceptualisation of academic TE-PCET as a distinctive field of study 

in the academy in line with ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎ ŀōƻǾŜ. The Autonomy dimension of LCT in 

section 3.3.1 will enhance this conceptualisation.  

Field 

bƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΣ ΨŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘΣ Ψŀ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ ǘƻ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘΩ 

(Lawn & Furlong, 2011: 4). For Bourdieu, field ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ Ψŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

practices of those who partake of it and the surrounding social and economic 

ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό.ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳ ϧ ²ŀŎǉǳŀƴǘΣ мффнΥ млпύΦ CƛŜƭŘ ǘƘus refers to a social-spatial arena 

of specialised or differentiated practice occupied by agents (individuals, groups of 

actors, institutions) who struggle over resources and status to assert authority over it, 

to maximise their position and through such dƻƳƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ 
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ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΩ ό.ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΣ мффоŀΥ ууύΦ IŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

actors engaged in a form of game playing involving struggles underpinned by explicit 

and/or implicit rules known to those playing the game. The structure is represented by 

two competing determinants of hierarchisation: an internally oriented, intrinsic 

principle and an externally-oriented principle (McNamara, 2007). The former looks 

ƛƴǿŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ΨǎŀŎǊŜŘΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘe field. In the case of HE, for example, 

it may be the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake (Maton, 2005a). The latter orient 

practices beyond the field, for example, again in the case of HE, generating research 

income (ibid.) The tension between the two structures the field. The structure of a field 

as a whole means that, prism-like (Bourdieu, 1993b) it refracts external influences 

according to its specific logic (Maton, 2005a). Wider macro influences of social, political 

and economic power will be refracǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǿŀȅǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ 

relative autonomy from other fields and its internal logic, politics and structure (Jenkins, 

2002; Maton, 2005a). The internal structure of the field mediates those effects. Chapter 

5 explores this in detail concerning academic TE-PCET as a specialised field.  

Capital 

Each field, as a site of struggles, presupposes a set of resources that are required to gain 

entry and play the game. Capital is accumulated in fields, that is, the assets (goods and 

resources) which are at stake in the field (Jenkins, 2002) the forms of which represent 

the currency values that agents can draw on in their struggles for status and authority. 

¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨΨŜƴŜǊƎȅΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŘǊƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƛƳŜΩ 

(Moore, 2012: 102). What volume of capital one possesses distinguisheǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƘŀǾŜǎΩ 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨƘŀǾŜ-ƴƻǘǎΩΦ ²Ƙŀǘ Ŏƻǳƴǘǎ ŀǎ ΨƘŀǾƛƴƎΩ ƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ 

available. Bourdieu highlighted these as cultural, economic, social and symbolic, the 

latter of which being the form of capital that can stand for all the others and can be 

exchanged in other fields (Thomson, 2012).  

The volume and form of capital possessed by agents determines their relative position 

in a field and their mode of practice within it. Aiming to increase volume of capital and 

seeking to make their form of capital the defining mark of achievement in the field 

όaŀǘƻƴΣ нллрŀύ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƎŜƴǘǎΩ ΨŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜǎΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нллрōΥ офύΦ  
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Habitus 

The formation and acquisition of symbolic capital (Moore, 2012) can be understood by 

habitus. Habitus refers to an embodiment of internalised collective dispositions, 

experiences and histories (Asimaki & Koustourakis, 2014; Rawolle & Lingard, 2013). 

These dispositions are acquired through socialisŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻǳǊǘŜǎȅ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ 

education and upbringing (Wacquant, 1989). Habitus conceptualises ways of seeing, 

feeling, acting and making sense of the world, and which shape and are revealed 

through current practices. Such sets of dispositions for agents in a field allow for 

adoption of certain stances and strategies ς position-takings ς that are reflected in their 

field positionality.  

The value and lƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ 

BourdieuΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƛǎ valuable in enabling academic TE-PCET to be conceptualised 

as an object of study. Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǎƻ ōȅ ƻŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ¢9ŘǎΩ practices and 

beliefs as a set of positions in the academy (Maton, 2005a). This was necessary because 

the literature is silent on academic TE-PCET and only provides approximations based on 

the TE-schools sector.  

In focusing on social relations of power for how agents are differentially positioned in 

fields, however, knowledge practices are part of the scholastic game (Thomson, 2012) 

ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ мффрΥ мпύΥ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀre 

reduced to epiphenomena of its play of positions in the field (Maton, 2014). Herein lies 

the blindspot for this study, the case of what: knowledge. .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ 

ŀƎŜƴǘǎΩ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ relations to knowledge but not the relations within 

knowledge and its constituent features (Bernstein, 1990). The structuring effect of 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ŀƎŜƴǘǎΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǎ ƻŎŎƭǳŘŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ aims. The 

conceptual apparatus offered by Bernstein supports such an analysis.  
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3.2.2 .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΥ ŎƻŘŜǎΣ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ 

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊŜƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ 

study (Maton, 2009). His theoretical framework on codes, the pedagogic device and 

knowledge structures show:  

how structurings of intellectual and educational knowledge specialize actors 

and discourses in ways that shape social relations, institutional organization, 

disciplinary and curricular change, identity, consciousness and habitus. 

(Maton, 2007: 87) 

¦ƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻǊǇǳǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ consideration and illumination of 

the way power and control operate in pedagogic settings and pedagogic relations. 

Bernstein uses the principle of classification to conceptualise power relations. 

Classification refers to the degree of insulation between social groups, discourses, and 

agents (Bernstein, 2000). The power residing in the classification principle is in the form 

ƻŦ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ΨǿƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǎΩ as legitimate and how it should be differentiated from other 

categories. Power thus creates, sustains and legitimises boundaries between different 

categories or contexts such as disciplines, subjects, professional groups, and 

institutions. Framing is concerned with the regulation of the locus of control of 

communication within these categories or contexts (Moore, 2013a), between 

transmitters and acquirers of knowledge. In educational terms, classification regulates 

ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘŀǘΩ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘǎΤ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƻǿΩ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 

transmission concerning the control over the selection, sequencing, pacing and criteria 

of knowledges to be transmitted (Bernstein, 2000). 

The relevant combination of relative strengths of classification (C) and framing (F) gives 

the code (e.g., +C /  φF). Any given code modality embodies rules regulating and 

distributing power and forms of control in a field of practice, thus encapsulating what 

is considered appropriate capital, habituses and practices within the field and what is 

deemed a marker of achievement within it (McNamara, 2007).  

Pedagogic device 

Bernstein conceptualised the pedagogic device (PD) (Figure 3.2) as the underlying 

generative mechanism that generates, sustains and changes the structuring principles 
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that any given code modality represents and of which practices are realisations. In the 

creation and transmission of knowledge, Bernstein (1990: 206) posits that the PD 

represents ŀƴ ΨŀǊŜƴŀ ƻŦ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜΩ όŀƴŀƭƻƎƻǳǎ ǘƻ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ social field) across three sub-

fields of practice in an operational hierarchy: knowledge production, 

recontextualisation and reproduction. The field of production is where new knowledge 

is (typically) created or advanced via research in intellectual fields. Recontextualisation 

is where this knowledge is translated into curriculum knowledge. The reproduction field 

is where the curricularised knowledge is pedagogised. These three sub-fields can 

represent discrete sites, for instance, knowledge produced in the academy, 

recontextualised in curriculum by government education specialists and reproduced in 

the classroom. The device resides within a space defined by relationships between the 

state, its government and government departments, educational system, economy and 

civil society (Moore, 2013a). Within and across these spheres, their agents strive for 

control of the device in order to shape pedagogic discourse and further their own 

interests (Maton, 2004). Of relevance to this study is that in the academy all three sub-

fields overlap and TEds engage in practices across and within each as researchers, 

curriculum designers and teachers. This studyΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŦƛŜƭŘǎΦ   

Figure 3-2 .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŀǊŜƴŀ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ 

 

The epistemic-pedagogic device 

Maton (2014) has developed the PD in several respects in the conceptualisation of the 

epistemic-pedagogic device (EPD), a full explication of which is not necessary for the 

purposes of this thesis but can be found in Maton (2014: 43-64). In essence, the PD is 
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primarily concerned with the educational field and the underlying processes 

constructing pedagogic discourse rather than new knowledge in the intellectual field 

(Maton, 2014). As Figure 3.3 shows, there is recognition that knowledge flows (and is 

transformed) around the arena in multiple directions rather in the predominantly one 

way direction (from left to right) in the PD. Knowledge enacted in the field of 

reproduction can lead to changes in the way curricula are developed. Similarly, flowing 

from recontextualisation fields to production fields, knowledge can form antecedent 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƴŜǿΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΦ /ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ aŀǘƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ 

advance, the EPD allows for an integration of the analyses of all three fields of the 

device. LCT provides the conceptual tools to analyse practices across all three sub-fields 

together with the habituses actors bring to the arena created by the EPD. This is 

ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎΦ 

Figure 3-3 Arena created by the epistemic-pedagogic device 

 

As previously noted, in LCT the Legitimation Device (LD) is conceptualised as the deep, 

generative mechanism underlying all social fields. The EPD is thus a key component of 

the LD.  

Knowledge structures - vertical and horizontal discourses   

The structure of knowledge in the field of knowledge production will influence the type 

of curriculum in the recontextualisation field and thence the type of pedagogy in the 

reproduction field. This section therefore provides conceptual language and tools to 
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reveal the nature and implications of the structure of knowledge for disciplines to which 

the Biglan/Becher typology alludes.  

It was towards the end of his life that Bernstein directed his attention to the forms and 

structure of knowledge ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭΩ 

discourses (Bernstein, 2000: 155). Horizontal discourse refers to common-sense, 

everyday, often tacit knowledge tƘŀǘ ƛǎ ΨƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻǊŀƭΣ ƭƻŎŀƭΣ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ нлллΥ мртύ ǘƘǳǎ bounded by the specific context in which it is 

realised (Wheelahan, 2010a). Here learning is acquired tacitly by way of modelling or 

showing (Bernstein, 2000). This correlates with the practice knowledge traditions and 

WƛƴŎƘΩǎ ŦƭǳŜƴŎȅ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ discussed in section 2.4.1. Vertical discourse is representative of 

esoteric scholarly or professional knowledge that, unlike horizontal discourse, is 

relatively independent of and abstracted from meanings embedded in everyday life 

(Moore, 2013a) as represented by the canon in education (2.4.1).  

Within vertical discourse, Bernstein conceptualises two knowledge structures, the 

hierarchical and the horizontal. These are distinguished by how theory develops 

(verticality) and how theory relates to the world (grammaticality) (Muller, 2007). 

Verticality in the case of hierarchical knowledge structures is where theory develops 

through the integration and subsumption of propositions at lower levels (Maton, 2010) 

to create more general propositions and theories (Bernstein, 2000; Muller, 2007). This 

is exemplified by the physical sciences and symbolically this can be represented as a 

triangle: 

 

Horizontal knowledge structures in vertical discourse, on the other hand, do not have 

this high capacity for verticality. They develop by adding more segments or languages 

(L) horizontally, accordant with the social sciences and humanities (Bernstein, 2000). 

Symbolically this can be represented thus (Bernstein, 2000: 161): 

L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7ΧΦ[n 
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Whereas verticality is concerned with how theory develops internally, grammaticality 

is Ψhow theoretical statements deal with their empirical predicatesΩ (Muller, 2006: 13). 

Horizontal knowledge structures with strong grammars will have shared rules to enable 

speakers of one language to talk to speakers of other languages within the discipline. 

They would recognise the object of study and agree what counts as research evidence 

(Wheelahan, 2010a), for example, in mathematics, economics, linguistics (Maton, 2014) 

thus allowing for an element of verticality like that inhered in hierarchical knowledge 

structures (Maton & Muller, 2007; Muller, 2007). They are regulated by a 

recontextualisation principle whereby: 

competent members can give an explicit account of the way in which they 

arrived at a specific position; they can retrace their steps and show how they 

ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ΨƘŀƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΩ. (Muller, 2000: 84) 

For those with weaker grammars, and which lack shared rules, empirical descriptions 

are difficult to generate: there may be little basis on which to agree the object of the 

study or the means of researching it (Maton, 2014: 69). As Muller (2006: 14) states: 

grammaticality determines the capacity of a theory or language to 
progress through worldly corroboration; verticality determines the 
capacity of a theory or language to progress integratively through 
explanatory sophistication. Together, we may say that these two criteria 
determine the capacity of a particular knowledge structure to progress. 

Figure 3.4 represents these conceptual relationships. 

Figure 3-4 Vertical and Horizontal discourses 
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As suggested by the Biglan/Becher typology (section 2.3), these knowledge structures 

have implications for the shape of intellectual fields of production (Maton & Muller, 

2007) and specialise consciousness and identity differently within them (ibid.). 

Horizontal knowledge structures with strong grammar, have shared rules: theories are 

open to one another thus enabling a degree of integration of language (Moore, 2006). 

Horizontal knowledge structures with relatively weak grammar, on the other hand, tend 

to proliferate: with such an approach, different theories are defined as competing 

paradigms (Moore, 2013a). Here a synthesis of knowledge can be difficult given the 

incommensurability of the languages. Without recourse to empirical research as the 

basis for agreement between the languages, it settles on critique (Maton & Muller, 

2007). It then becomes possible that Ψthe speakers of each language become as 

specialised and as excluding as the languageΩ (Bernstein, 2000: 162). In respect of 

educational research, Labaree (2003: 14) notes: 

Soft-applied knowledge does not accumulate easily because findings are more 

visibly open to challenge than is the case with hard-pure knowledge. As a 

result, educational researchers continually tend to rebuild the foundations of 

the field, instead of building scholarly skyscrapers on the apparently durable 

base of hard-pure research. And this works against the "urban" concentration 

of integrated scholarly effort, instead leading to a dispersion of resources into 

a variety of parallel projects that are scattered across the terrain, each working 

its own discrete portion of the educational context and building its own 

intellectual foundations for analyzing that context. 

This discussion also highlights implications for knowledge acquisition. Horizontal 

knowledge structures with strong grammar support the acquirer in recognising what it 

ƛǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ΨǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎΩΦ aŜŀƴƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΤ ǘƘŜȅ ǘǊŀƴǎŎŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ 

and provide the learner with means to integrate knowledge and understandings Ψnot 

consumed at ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴ, 2000: 160). For horizontal 

knowledge structures with weak grammar, the acquirer may be unsure whether they 

are writing or speaking the subject. How it is transmitted may be down to the 

perspective of the transmitter. University student-teachers of ITE, for instance, will 

need to recognise and realise a vertical discourse reflected in multiple specialised 

languages that make up a horizontal knowledge structure (McLean et al., 2013) which 

ΨŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ нлллΥ мссύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 
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strong relation to horizontal discourse of everyday life (McLean et al., 2013). For the 

acquirer, then, it might be a struggle to realise that voice so a Ψgaze has to be acquired, 

that is a paǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ Ŏƻǳƴǘǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎΩ 

sociological realityΩ (Bernstein, 2000: 164). This gaze is tacitly transmitted, most likely 

through oral transmission in the context of a social interactional relationship with those 

ǿƘƻ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƎŀȊŜΩ όibidύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ ƛƴ aŀǘƻƴΩǎ [/¢ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 

and knower structures (3.3.2).  

The value and lƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ 

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ in conceiving of knowledge as an object of 

study. It offers the means of identifying boundaries between different knowledges 

circulating within TE as outlined in the literature reviewed in chapter 2, their different 

forms, derivations and potential effects. The pedagogic device, reconceptualised by 

Maton (2014) as the epistemic pedagogic device (EPD), frames the key components and 

ǘƘŜ ŘŜŜǇ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǿƘŀǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻŦ 

achievement should be dominant and therefore legitimate. Whoever controls the EPD 

therefore controls the rulers of participation and achievement in fields embodied by 

their strategic stances aimed at maximising their positions within the fields.  

The foregoing would suggest that the soft-applied region of academic TE-PCET is a 

vertical discourse with horizontal knowledge structure and weak grammars. Bernstein 

(1999) suggests that in such cases disciplinary knowers have limited means of insulating 

their constructions from experience grounded in horizontal discourse. This weak 

grammar, as Bernstein notes, suggests that there may be little basis on which to agree 

the object of the study or the means of researching it, its capacity to progress thus 

limited. This echoes the concerns raised in chapter 2 in respect of the practical and 

integrated knowledge traditions.  

Maton (2014) argues, however, that there may be a different strength to knowledge 

fields ǘƘŀǘ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƘŜŘ ƭƛƎht on that allows for knowledge-building 

and progression (Maton, 2014). This raises the question: could academic TE-PCET have 

different capacities for knowledge-building and progression and if so, what is the basis 

of these differences (ibid.)? The key point is that, by focusing on one dimension of fields, 
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that is, the formation of knowledgeΣ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŎŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ 

formation of knowers. This is addressed specifically in 3.3.2. 

3.3 LCT ς Autonomy and Specialisation 

To recap, absent from the literature are empirical studies exclusively addressing 

academic TE-PCET as a specialised field of study. This chapter is addressing the 

theoretical foundations and conceptual tools that afford the study the means to gain 

insight into the current and potential future shape of academic TE-PCET as a distinct 

field in the academy. As noted in chapter 1, languages of legitimation embody 

organising principles that afford insight into ŀ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩǎ bases for a sustainable, 

distinct academic culture (Henkel, 2010) and critical mass of scholars (Delamont et al., 

1997). These are conditions necessary for focused research programmes in the 

intellectual field of knowledge production, and the design and delivery of integrated, 

coherent professional curricula (McNamara, 2009b) in the educational fields of 

knowledge recontextualisation and reproduction.  

There are currently five principal dimensions of LCT ς Specialisation, Semantics, 

Autonomy, Temporality and Density (Maton, 2014) where each dimension is focused 

on conceptualising principles underlying practices. A complete structural analysis of the 

field of academic TE-PCET drawing on all dimensions of LCT was not the purpose of this 

study, however. Rather its focus was principally TEds and the way in which they 

constructed the field of academic TE-PCET by way of their representations of their 

practices, with a focus on knowledge production, curriculum, pedagogy and 

assessment. To that end, these representations may be conceptualised as realisations 

of settings of the legitimation device (LD), a key component of which is the EPD. 

Embodied in their discursive practices (talk and associated documentation ς chapter 4) 

about knowledge practices, beliefs and contexts are claims to status and resources for 

carving out and maintaining their intellectual and institutional positions (Maton, 2014) 

in the field of academic TE-PCET. Their strategies are used to help shape the rules of the 

academic game, deeming what counts as legitimate academic participation, and who 

decides (McNamara, 2007). 
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The research draws on Autonomy and Specialisation. 9ȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ 

hierarchisation principles of fields, Autonomy will offer a conceptual lens to address, 

principally, the first research question (How do TEds conceive of the distinctiveness of 

academic TE-PCET as a specialised field of study in the academy?). This relates to the 

external relations of the field of academic TE-PCET (that is, external to academic TE-

PCET as a distinct field in its own right). It will furnish the means of conceptualising the 

structuring of these external relations via an analysis of how practices, beliefs and ways 

of working from the higher educational and other social spheres are articulated within 

the experiences and perceptions (Locke & Maton, 2019) of TEds in academic TE-PCET. 

This will establish the macro context within which TEds practice, embodying their claims 

for the institutional position of the field (chapter 5). This will frame the substantive part 

of the study, in which are explored the intellectual claims via relations between its social 

and symbolic dimensions (chapters 6 - 8) as articulated by the TEds. These relations 

construct what is deemed special and worthy of achievement in knowledge practices 

and beliefs in the arena across the three sub-fields of knowledge production, 

recontextualisation and reproduction. That more substantial part of the thesis will draw 

on Specialisation.  

3.3.1 Autonomy 

CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ field, ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ 

external relations, the degree of differentiation and insulation between fields thereby 

establishing its marker of status. In the case of HE this has traditionally been associated 

ǿƛǘƘ ΨŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нллрŀΥ сфнύ ŀǎ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ 

in the oppositions expressed in the binaries of, for instance, education/training, 

pure/applied, and liberal/vocational where the former are valorised (ibid.) over the 

ƭŀǘǘŜǊΦ [/¢ !ǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ƛŘŜŀ ōȅ ŎƻƴŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ autonomy as consisting of 

two analytically distinct dimensions: positional autonomy and relational autonomy 

where each can be points on a continuum from stronger (+) to weaker (-). It will be 

drawn on in the study to determine academic TE-t/9¢Ωǎ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
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Positional autonomy (PA) 

Positional autonomy refers to the nature of the relations between positions in one 

social universe and positions in other universes (Maton, 2005a). Essentially, it is 

concerned with where actors are located and the degree to which the social context is 

insulated from external control and influence. In the case of HE, this refers to academic 

freedom (McNamara, 2010a). Where agents occupying positions in the field of practice 

originate from within that field, the field is said to exhibit stronger positional autonomy. 

Where agents occupying positions originate from or are largely located outside the 

social field in question, the field is said to exhibit weaker positional autonomy.  

Relational autonomy (RA)  

Relational autonomy refers to the relations between principles of relation, that is, the 

ways of working, measures of achievement, aims, the logics within a social universe and 

those emanating from outside it. In HE, pursuit of knowledge for its own sake, valorised 

over economic imperatives (such as preparing students for employment) would 

indicate stronger relational autonomy.  

Positional autonomy invites the question: who runs the field? And, for relational 

autonomy, according to whose principles (Maton, 2005a)?  

¢ƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŘǊŀǿǎ ƻƴ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

and external framing which relate to the strength of the boundary insulation between 

categories and the locus of control across them (Maton, 2005b). The conceptualisation 

provides for a typology of four principal modalities or autonomy codes (following Locke 

& Maton, 2019: 6-7): 

¶ sovereign codes (PA+, RA+): status is granted to strongly insulated positions and 

autonomous principles; i.e. what is valued stems from within the context and 

acts according to its specific ways of working; 

¶ exotic codes όt!φΣ w!φύΥ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅ ŀŎŎǊǳŜǎ ǘƻ ǿŜŀƪƭȅ ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

heteronomous principles; i.e. what is valued, and ways of working, come from 

elsewhere; 
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¶ introjected codes (t!φΣ w!ҌύΥ legitimacy resides with weakly insulated positions 

and autonomous principles; i.e. what is valued stems from outside the context 

but oriented to ways of working from within; 

¶ projected codes όt!ҌΣ w!φύΥ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜŘ Ǉƻǎƛtions and 

heteronomous principles; i.e. what is valued stems from within the context but 

oriented to ways of working from outside it. 

The relative strengths of positional and relational autonomy can vary independently 

and seen as intersecting continua across a Cartesian plane in Figure 3.5.  

Maton (2005a, 2005b) draws attention to the traditional notion of the elite university, 

valorising liberal humanist ideals and insulated from external control (sovereign code: 

PA+, RA+) in contrast to lower status institutions (such as former polytechnics in 

England) weakly insulated from government control and oriented to the needs of the 

market (exotic code: t!φΣ w!φύΦ [/¢ !ǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎhising 

principles to reveal two further dimensions: the case of the institution being led by non-

academics from outside of academia (e.g., from politics, industry) but run according to 

academic principles (introjected codeΥ t!φΣ w!Ҍ); and, conversely the institution 

managed by academics but according to economic / vocational principles (projected 

code: PA+, w!φύ. The former is less likely, but the latter is particularly relevant to this 

study. TE-PCET has been deregulated and many providers are embarking on 

revalidation of programmes freed from the strictures of LLUK standards. It is, 

nonetheless, subject to audit from the government inspectorate, which applies criteria 

to provision drawn from outside academia. The conceptual delicacy offered by LCT 

Autonomy can capture the shifts in either component of autonomy at this time of 

change.  
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In summary, following Maton (2016a; 2016b) Autonomy explores practices in relatively 

autonomous social realms whose organising principles are given by autonomy codes. In 

this study, these concepts are used in order to construct academic TE-PCET as a semi-

autonomous field of social practice. They afford analysis of the degree to which TEds 

are perceived as being from inside HE or associated with other fields such as 

government, business and PCET (positional autonomy); and their ways of working are 

perceived as based on specifically higher educational principles or on those from 

outside HE (relational autonomy) (Locke & Maton, 2019).  

For TEds as TE-t/9¢Ωǎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŎǳǎǘƻŘƛŀƴǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ degree of control and ways of 

working are intimately entwined with how both they as knowers and knowledge are 

specialised within their field. 

3.3.2 Specialisation - basis for differentiation in intellectual and educational fields 

Knowledge and knower structures and specialisation codes   

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƛǎ ƻŦ ƛƳƳŜƴǎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

knowledge but offers only a partial account of knowledge fields:  knowledge structures 

are not the only dimensionΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ ΨŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

Sovereign 

PA+ 

RA+ 

PAφ 

RAφ 
Relational 
Autonomy 

Positional Autonomy 

Projected 

Exotic Introjected 

Figure 3-5 Autonomy plane 
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ŀ ƪƴƻǿŜǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нлмп: 72) thereby offering a more complete perspective of 

a disciplinary ŦƛŜƭŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƪƴƻǿŜǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ƳƛǊǊƻǊƛƴƎ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛsation of 

hierarchical and horizontal knowledge structures, may also be hierarchical or 

horizontal. Maton (2014: 70) defines a hierarchical knower structure as a:  

systematically principled and hierarchical organization of knowers based on the 

construction of an ideal knower and which develops through the integration of 

new knowers at lower levels and across an expanding range of different 

dispositions (my emphasis).  

A horizontal knower structure, on the other hand, is defined as a: 

series of strongly bounded knowers, each with specialized modes of being, 

thinking, feeling and acting, with non-comparable habituses (or embodied 

dispositions) based on different trajectories and experiences (ibid., 71).  

aŀǘƻƴ ǘƘǳǎ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŀ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ōƻǘƘ 

knowledge and knowers may be specialised. The notion of a hierarchical knower 

structure is important in overcoming a deficit tendency when viewing horizontal 

knowledge structures: knower structures can embody a hierarchy of their own and thus 

a field may develop and progress through sociality by means of subsuming and 

integrating habituses (Maton, 2014).  

Specialisation posits that knowledge practices and contexts establish not only what is 

legitimate to know and how; they establish who is an ideal knower. In other words, 

Specialisation is premised on the fact that Ψpractices and beliefs are about or oriented 

towards something and by someoneΩ (Maton, 2014: 29). This allows for a 

conceptualisation of epistemic relations (ER) between knowledge and its object, a non-

arbitrary relation intrinsic to the knowledge itself (Luckett, 2009), analytically 

distinguished from social relations (SR) between practices and their subject / author, 

that is, an arbitrary relation based on power dynamics and context (ibid.) as illustrated 

in Figure 3.6.  
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These relations bring into focus what can be described as knowledge (ER) and who can 

claim to be a legitimate knower (SR). Bringing these two aspects together, drawing on 

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ and framing principles, it is possible to conceptualise the 

underpinning principles of knowledge practices as specialisation codes (Maton, 2014). 

The conceptualisation provides for a typology of four different modalities or 

specialisation codes (ibid.) depicted in Figure 3.7:  

¶ knowledge codes (ER+, {wφ): where legitimacy is based on possession of 

specialised knowledge of determinate objects of study and/or specialised means 

of accessing said objects; attributes of knowers are not considered significant; 

¶ knower codes (9wφ, SR+): where dispositions of knowers mark the measures of 

achievement and specialised knowledge less emphasised. Dispositions may be 

innate, socially based or cultivated; 

¶ elite codes (ER+, SR+): where the basis of achievement is possession of 

specialised knowledge and being the right kind of knower; and  

¶ relativist codes (9wφ, {wφ): where neither specialist knowledge nor knower 

dispositions appear to legitimate practices and identity - Ψŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ΨŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ 

ƎƻŜǎΩΩ (Maton, 2014: 31).  

Objects 

Knowledge practices 

Subjects 

Combination of relative strengths of ER 

and SR = Specialisation codes 

(Maton, 2014: 174) 

Figure 3-5 Specialization of knowledge practices  Figure 3-6 Specialisation of knowledge practices 
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Following PA and RA in Autonomy, the relative strengths of the classification and 

framing for ER and SR can vary independently and ER and SR seen as intersecting 

continua across a Cartesian plane ς the Specialisation plane (Figure 3.7). As for the 

Autonomy plane, the Specialisation plane represents a topological space whereby each 

relation may be relativelȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ όҌύ ƻǊ ǿŜŀƪƭȅ όφύ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ 

ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎΩ ƻǊ ΩǿŜŀƪΩ όMaton, 2014).  

Figure 3-7 Knowledge-knower structures and Specialisation codes 

 

In the science disciplines, Maton (2014) suggests that the knowledge code (ER+, {wφ) 

dominates such that the hierarchical principle lies in the knowledge structure (Luckett, 

2009). Who you are as a knower is relatively immaterial ({wφ) provided you possess 

the knowledge and draw on the correct methods and procedures (ER+). In the arts and 

humanities where knowledge boundaries are blurred, the knowledge structure less 

hierarchical thus exhibiting weaker grammar (9wφ), the hierarchical principle lies in the 

knower structure (9wφ, SR+) (ibid.). hƴŜΩǎ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀnd social and cultural capital 

ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ όƻƴŜΩǎ ΨƎŀȊŜΩύ ƛǎ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ όŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 

{wτ {wҌ 

9wτ 

9wҌ 

ŜƭƛǘŜ 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

ƪƴƻǿŜǊ 

Hierarchical knowledge structures 

Hierarchical knower structures Horizontal knower structures 

Horizontal knowledge structures 

(adapted from Maton, 2014) 
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than explicit). Here ƻƴŜΩǎ ΨǘŀǎǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ thus ŦƻǊƳŜŘ Ψōȅ ƛƳƳŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎǳƭǘǳǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƳƛƭƛŜǳΩ όaŎbŀƳŀǊŀ нллтΥ 36) of these disciplines. In other 

words, they tend to have hierarchical knower structures. Essentially this translates in 

practice to mean: 

For knowledge-code fields the principal basis for legitimacy is developing 

knowledge, and training specialized knowers is a means to this end. For 

knower-code fields the principal basis for legitimacy is developing 

knowers, and creating specialist knowledge is a means for doing so 

(Maton, 2014: 96). 

Importantly, the relative strength of the epistemic relation (ER+) reflects the relative 

strength of the relations to a determinate object of study ς the what that is the focus 

of the practice or claim, and/or the relative strength of relations to the ways of dealing 

with or referring to a particular object of study (Wolff, 2018) ς the how. They thus give 

insight into the extent to which knowledge practices strongly bound and control 

legitimate objects of study and/or the legitimate procedures for constructing such 

objects2.  

Similarly, the relative strength of the social relation (SR+) reflects the relative strength 

of the relations to kinds of knowers, concerning their subjective characteristics (Martin, 

2016), and/or the relative strength of relations to their ways of knowing through 

ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нлмпΥ мурύ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŦƛƴŘ ƛƴ 

master-apprentice relations (ibid.). They thus give insight into the extent to which 

knowledge practices strongly bound and control legitimate kinds of knowers and/or the 

legitimate ways of knowing3.  

  

 
2 This distinction Maton conceptualises in his 4-K model (2014:171-195): ontic relations (OR) between 
practices and that part of the world towards which they are orented; and discursive relations (DR) 
between practices and other practices, the combination of which generates insights. Both are 
constituents of epistemic relations. This finer grained conceptual delicacy informed the analysis but is 
not explicated in the thesis for brevity and readability. 
3 Following note 2 and the 4-K model in which social relations can be distinguished further into 
subjective relations ό{ǳōwύ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ΨƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿŜǊǎΩΤ ŀƴŘ interactional 
relations όLwύ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ψǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎΩ, the combination of which generates 
gazes. 
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Gazes 

To recall, referencing disciplines characterised as a horizontal knowledge structure with 

weak grammar, .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴ όмфффΥ мсрύ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ψǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƛǎ ǘƻ ΨƎŀȊŜΩΩΦ aŀǘƻƴΩǎ 

conceptualisation of social relations offers a conceptuŀƭ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ΨƎŀȊŜΩ 

where the distinction between kinds of knowers and ways of knowing helpfully 

articulates four types. As shown in Figure 3.8, these gazes reflect a continuum of 

progressively weaker social relations: born, social, cultivated and trained/blank. The 

progressively weaker social relations reflect a corresponding increasing openness to 

potential knowers (Maton, 2014). 

Figure 3-8 Social relations and gazes 

 

Briefly, those whose practices reflect their innate natural talent or genius (neither that 

is to say, learned in the classroom nor acquired through experience) possess born gazes. 

They are both the right kind of knower and have the right dispositions, and reflect the 

strongest social relation. Those legitimate knowers who belong to a social category 

(e.g., race, gender, sexuality, social class) possess social gazes and the gaze can only be 

acquired courtesy of belonging to this group and sharing the same attributes. This 

speaks to a strongly bounded and controlled kind of knower. In intellectual fields, this 

is associated with standpoint theories (e.g., queer theorists, Black feminism theorists). 

Unless one can successfully change social class, gender, ethnicity, for example, the 

social gaze will only be for those who possess it already (Maton, 2010). Less strong 

relative to born and social gazes are cultivated gazes. Here the kind of knower is not 

circumscribed but rather the ways of knowing are limited to specific legitimate means; 

that is, dispositions can be inculcated and the gaze acquired by immersion in 

relationships with those who already possess the gaze. This would closely accord with 

.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ό2000) notion of gaze ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ .ƛƎƭŀƴΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǘhat dimensions of 

Stronger social relations  

SR+ 

Weaker social relations 

SRφ 

born gaze Trained/ blank gaze cultivated gaze social gaze 
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disciplinary knowledge shape unique disciplinary attitudes, behaviours and beliefs 

(section 2.3). It is the relative strength of these interactional relations that allow for 

cultivated gazes to represent, alongside born and social gazes, relational modalities of 

stronger social relations (SR+) (see p. 81Σ ƴΦоύΣ ǘƘŜ ΨҌΩ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ 

hierarchical knower structure based on an ideal knower: that is, either born, social or 

cultivated. Relatively weakest is the trained gaze: who you are as a kind of knower and 

the inculcation of dispositions are relatively immaterial. One can be trained into the 

ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƎŀȊŜ ό{wφύΦ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

commensurate epistemic relation whereby specialist knowledge/skills are emphasised. 

LŦ ǘƘŜ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƛŎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜŀƪ ό9wφύΣ ƘŜƴŎŜ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘ ŎƻŘŜ ό9wφΣ {wφύΣ ǘƘŜƴ 

it is a blank gaze.   

It is helpful if in advance I identify that in this study, as will be made clear in subsequent 

findings chapters, there was no evidence offered where TEds claimed that they were 

ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭǎΩΣ ƻǊ ΨōƻǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪΩΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛƴƴŀǘŜ ǎŜƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǊŀƴǎŎŜƴŘŜŘ 

experience or was independent of cultivation of some kind. This draws attention to the 

cultivated gaze where the basis of success and achievement in academic TE-PCET would 

draw on cultivated disciplinary knower attributes and dispositions, rather than a 

particular social category (there are no limitations on who can know). In order to reflect 

relatively stronger social relations, these dispositions would, crucially, be cultivated via 

ǇǊƻǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŦƛǊƳŀƳŜƴǘΦ 

This would be in the form of a disciplinary master and extended exposure to, and 

immersion in, exemplary models (Maton, 2014; Luckett & Hunma, 2014ύΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ΨƛŘŜŀǎΣ 

ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǘǊŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ŜƭƛǘŜΩ όCǊŜƛŘǎƻƴΣ нллмΥ фсύ that 

represent a recognised canon and delivered via a systematic, structured programme of 

learning (Moore, 2009). This is not to claim a canon as a hegemonic construct; asocial, 

ahistorical and thus unchanging:  it is subject to changes that result from those working 

within its tradition over time (Moore 2013b; Maton & Moore, 2010a). Nevertheless, it 

ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ΨŦƻŎǳǎ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜΩ όaŀǘƻƴΣ нлмпΥ мллύ 

within disciplinary discourse. This explains why in this study the cultivation of attributes 

and attitudes such as criticality, creativity, passion and enthusiasm that are relatively 
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free-floating of a disciplinary anchor are discounted as evidence for stronger social 

relations.  

It is important to note that ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ 

may not be transparent or go uncontested (Maton, 2014). There may be more than one 

code present, resulting in struggles. ¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƴŀȅ ōŜΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ΨŎƻŘŜ ŎƭŀǎƘŜǎΩ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ 

TEds. That is, disagreements as to what constitutes the basis of status and identity: for 

example, what is known about and how (knowledge code) versus who you are (knower 

code) (ibid.). This may, in turn, send conflicting signals to the neophyte teachers and 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǳƴǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘŜǎ 

establish.  

In summary, following Maton (2016a; 2016b), Specialisation explores practices in terms 

of knowledge-knower structures whose organising principles are given by specialisation 

codes. These comprise strengths of epistemic relations and social relations mapped on 

the Specialisation plane to explore the workings of the epistemic-pedagogic device, one 

of the key aspects of the Legitimation Device. In essence, drawing on Bourdieu, 

Specialisation visualises one dimension of the socio-spatial arena in which agents 

occupy relational positions and, by ensuring their own codes are dominant, attempt to 

maximise their positions (Maton, 2018). 

3.3.3 ¢ƘŜ 9t5 ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǊƛŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ 

For theoretical purposes, the EPD is fundamental to the conceptual architecture for it 

is the generative mechanism over which actors struggle for control and represents the 

object of contestationΦ Lǘ ŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ ΨǎŜǘΩ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƻŦ specialisation codes 

which serve as the means for contestation (Jackson, 2014) thereby establishing the 

basis of hierarchies (Maton & Chen, 2016) in academic TE-PCET.  

In addition, for practical purposes iǘ ǿŀǎ ŘǊŀǿƴ ƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨƻǊƛŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜΩ 

as shown in Figure 3.9. That is, it oriented the focus of the study to those knowledge 

practices and beliefs that pertain to the construction of academic TE-PCET as a semi-

autonomous ΨŀǊŜƴŀ ƻŦ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜǎΩΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ όΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ 

researchΩ), knowledge recontextualisation, of which curriculum is its symbolic structure 

όΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳΩ) and knowledge reproduction, in which pedagogy and 
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assessment reflect the valid transmission of knowledge and its valid realisation, 

respectively, to secure student understanding όΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ).  

¢ƘŜ 9t5Ωǎ ƎǳƛǎŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǊƛenting frame draws attention to what the study is not: an 

analysis of the flows of knowledge across the sub-fields of production, 

recontextualisation and reproduction according to specific field rules (Figure 3.2 ) or 

logics (Figure 3.3). Relations between the three sub-fields and how knowledge is 

transformed as it moves from research through to pedagogy (Ashwin, 2014) are 

backgrounded and not problematised. It does not seek to explore criteria that would 

establish the boundaries between the sub-fields of the arena. Whilst it explores 

knowledge practices and beliefs in the three contexts it is not concerned directly with 

recontextualising activity involving de-locating knowledge from production and shaping 

it for curriculum structures and pedagogy. Such caveats arise from the premise of the 

research that, as an under-researched specialism, an overarching understanding of 

academic TE-PCET was first needed. What arises from the study may point to future 

research that could interrogate specific subfields of the device. As an orienting frame, 

the EPD as the arena is represented in Figure 3.9. 

 

(Maton, 2014; Ashwin, 2014) 

3.4 Conclusion  

This chapter detailed the theoretical foundations and conceptual / explanatory 

framework underpinning the study of academic TE-PCET. The research required a 

means of seeing the field as a distinct specialism, and the basis of success and 

Figure 3-9 Arena of the EPD as an orienting frame for the study  
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achievement within it. This was necessary because of the relative silence in the scholarly 

literature concerning this specialised field, its academic community and practices, and 

in the context of literature on TE-schools in the academy that called attention to the 

degree of arbitrariness attending to knowledge for teaching and TE.  

Conceptually refashioning the soft-ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢9 ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŀǊŜƴŀ ƻŦ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜΩΣ ǿƛǘƘ 

the EPD establishing the grounds over which TEds struggle and compete for resources, 

it has provided the study conceptual language and tools to excavate underpinning 

organising principles of knowledge in both the intellectual and educational domains. In 

particular, to move beyond description of different knowledge forms (section 2.4.1) to 

analysis that articulates the epistemic and the social dimensions of knowledge to reveal 

the different powers and tendencies and hence effects of knowledge. This will support 

judgements on TE-t/9¢Ωǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ resist how others may seek to define and control 

it, to exploit opportunities (McNamara & Fealy, 2011) and build and sustain a distinct 

epistemic community.   

! ōǊƛŜŦ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŘǊŜǿ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

academic TE-PCET being conceptualised as a distinct field of study. The more detailed 

exposition oŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

framing, vertical and horizontal discourses and the pedagogic device, conceptualised 

knowledge as an object in possession of powers and effects that can react back and 

shape TE-P/9¢Φ ¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŀƴŘ .ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

to this study progressively brought into sharper focus those aspects of the conceptual 

framework of LCT and its dimensions of Autonomy and Specialisation, that provide a 

fine-graineŘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ¢9-PCET.  

Theoretically, for the study, the EPD was vital for an understanding of one element of 

the Legitimation Device that acts as the generative mechanism underpinning social 

fields of practice. For practical purposes, using the EPD as an orienting frame, I 

selectively abstraŎǘŜŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ 

encapsulates the range of knowledge practices in which TEds are engaged. In 

acknowledging this, it underlines the point that as an exploratory study it can offer a 

partial conception of ǘƘŜ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ. Nonetheless, I offer that the study makes 
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an important first step in an empirical and theoretical exploration of an under-

researched and under-theorised field of education.    
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Chapter 4 Methodology  

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter addresses the research methodology ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

theoretical architecture. Six sections make up the chapter. The first section briefly 

returns to the sociological perspective of social realism to which the study is aligned to 

consider its methodological implications. There follows an account of the overarching 

qualitative research design, the research methods and a detailed account of the process 

of data collection. Next, the chapter addresses measures undertaken to address the 

quality of the research, including ethical considerations, researcher positionality and 

insider research. The final section moves to data analysis and the process followed in 

developing an analytic device based on LCT.  

4.2 Research approach 

A research paradigm is said to constitute abstract beliefs and principles that inform the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǾƛŜǿ όaŀŎƪŜƴȊƛŜ ϧ YƴƛƎƘǘΣ нллсύ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƻƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘǎ 

within the world (Lather, 1986). These beliefs are reflected in the ontological, 

epistemological and methodological premises underpinning a research project.  

As noted in Chapter 1, this study was framed by the social realist tradition of the 

sociology of education (Maton & Moore, 2010a; Moore, 2009; Muller, 2000; 

Wheelahan, 2010a; Young, 2008). This tradition, inter alia, seeks to overcome the 

subjectivist doxa associated with constructivist and post-modernist theories of 

education (Luckett, 2019; Maton, 2014). Here the preoccupation with Ψsubjective states 

of consciousness and mental processesΩ reflects: 

the widespreŀŘ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘΣ 

consciousness or willingness to act, is wholly sensory in source, and must be 

inextricably associated with a knowing subject. (Maton, 2014: 4)  

¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ΨƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōƭƛƴŘƴŜǎǎΩ όƛōƛŘΦύ ǿƘŜǊŜ knowledge is confused with how it can 

be known. Social realism seeks to overcome this by enabling us to see knowledge as an 

object with its own tendencies and powers that can have effects. As noted in chapter 1, 

this can be explained by reference to the critical realist (CR) philosophical position 
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ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǎƳΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƻƴǘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ /wΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ 

depth ontology introduced in chapter 1 (1.3).  

Whilst the conceptual tools used in this study are informed by the critical realist 

philosophical position, it is not a critical realism study. It is not concerned with mapping 

the ontological character of social reality. Its interests reside in the sociological domain. 

Intellectual and educational fields, comprised of both relational structures of 

knowledge practices as well as TEds as actors located within specific socio-historical 

contexts (Maton, 2014), speak to an interplay between agency and structures. This is 

ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ Ǿƛŀ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƭƛŎƛǘŜŘ by engagement with them through 

talk and text (section 4.4). As the research subjects, their situated perspectives and 

understandings are representations of an objective reality (Wheelahan, 2010a).  

Grounded in the social realist tradition, LCT as the analytic framework for this study 

thus offers a theoretical language that breaches the surface reality and establishes 

contact with the reality that exists below the level of events. It is important to note that 

representations of that reality are nonetheless constructions: a realist position adopts 

an interpretivist stance in gaining purchase on that world. In other words, knowledge 

of a real world can only be provisional and interpretive. As noted by Sayer (2000: 23): 

Explanation requires mainly interpretive and qualitative research to discover 

ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ς not in abstraction 

from them.  

It is therefore appropriate that as a researcher, my understanding of the world under 

exploration comes via an examination of the experiences, perspectives and 

ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ όŀǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎύ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ way, I can gain 

knowledge of that world. A qualitative approach was considered most suitable for this 

task. 

4.3 Research design 

Chapter 2 revealed that research was unavailable that specifically addressed how TEds 

in academic TE-PCET perceived the distinctiveness of their field. There was no research 

exploring knowledge practices and beliefs regarding research, curriculum design and 

pedagogy expressed by academic TEds themselves. The voice of the TEds was thus 
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necessary in seeking an understanding of these issues the research posed. Wishing to 

delve below surface descriptions to reveal organising principles of such practices and 

beliefs demanded an approach in which contextual and social dynamics could be 

explored. This was in keeping with the social realist position of LCT adopted by the 

ǘƘŜǎƛǎΥ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ǿŜre considered social constructions that were 

ƴƻƴŜǘƘŜƭŜǎǎ ΨǊŜŀƭΩΤ ǘƘŜȅ Ƙŀd properties and tendencies of their own. Qualitative 

research, which affords an exploration of meanings rather than measurement, and 

allows for greater depth and detail, was thus a suitable research design to pursue. 

Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ƛƴ the context of the academy, 

the study had several characteristics deemed suitable for a qualitative approach as 

articulated in the research methodology literature. Specifically, the study was not a 

contrived situation but related to a natural research setting. This afforded 

understanding and exploration of the academic TE-PCET contexts within which TEds 

operated and acted, and the influence of context on actions (Maxwell, 2005). TEdǎΩ 

multiple and subjective perspectives (Flick, 2014) and meanings (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016) held prominence over my imposed meaning or that of a theoretical architecture 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018). These allowed for an understanding of the process by which 

experiences and events took place (Maxwell, 2005). Rather than imposing or testing a 

theory deductively from the outset, the research considered data on its own merits, 

noting patterns and categories (themes) before considering these in light of theoretical 

ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ ΨǎǇŜŀƪΩΦ {ǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǎections at appropriate 

points below will engage with and where necessary address the challenges presented 

by these elements. 

4.3.1 The Research Settings 

Rationale for selection of universities 

Three university TE-PCET departments from different regions of England were chosen 

as sites for the research. I have named the institutions Blackbridge University (BU), 

Farrisdown University (FU) and Randmeadow University (RU). These institutions 

represented the range of types of university engaged in academic TE-PCET. Reflecting 

the broad dichotomy in UK higher education (HE) ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƴŜǿΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ όƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ 
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ex-ǇƻƭȅǘŜŎƘƴƛŎǎύ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ΨǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΩ όaŎ[Ŝŀƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмоΥ нснύ ŀƴŘ ΨƻƭŘΩ 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΩ όƛōƛŘΦύΣ ǘǿƻ of the universities matched that 

description. A third had undergone a recent shift from what had been, historically, 

teaching-led to become more research-focused. It represented a hybrid of the new and 

old. Within the constraints of the study, the aim was for a representative sample of 

academic TE-PCET in England. In order to protect anonymity, I do not identify 

institutions based on these descriptors (see ethics discussion 4.6.2). It should be noted 

that the status and power of the institutions (and/or their respective education 

departments) that attach to their positioning within the HE supra-field, were not a 

consideration for their inclusion in the study.  

From a pragmatic perspective, access to data was also a consideration, given that I was 

the sole researcher. Access was made possible and facilitated by previous professional 

connections and networking. I had been employed as a sessional lecturer at one of the 

universities in the study which, for reasons of confidentiality and anonymity, I will not 

identify. Researcher positionality is discussed further in 4.6.1. 

4.3.1.1 Participant selection 

I sought to engage all PCET TEds from the three institutions. This was in order to capture 

the spectrum of seniority, experience, qualifications, teaching commitments and 

subject specialisms, and thereby offer the potential for context-rich and detailed 

accounts (Ravitch & Carl, 2016) of this specific academic TE-PCET population.  (Appendix 

1 outlines participant background information.) This was not a data saturation strategy 

per se but rather a purposive sampling strategy (Cohen et al., 2007) for scope and 

variation to ensure as much as possible that comprehensive data could be obtained 

όwƻōǎƻƴ ϧ aŎ/ŀǊǘŀƴΣ нлмсύ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǎǳǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎΦ hƴ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ 

it was a viable proposition: 31 TEds were employed across the three universities at the 

time of the main data collection (2016-2017).  

4.4 Methods 

4.4.1 Interviews 

In order to capture the TEd voice and explore how as academics they understood or 

made sense of TE as a social field of practice, I used the semi-structured interview as 
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the principal research instrument. (The indicative interview protocol can be found in 

Appendix 2.) I viewed the interview akin to an unfolding conversation but one that was 

nonetheless bounded by what I wanted the interview to achieve. I wished to avoid 

limiting TEd responses, instead affording them space to think aloud with the use of 

probes to support deconstruction of the assumptions inherent in their work. This could 

facilitate examining Ψinstitutional and social practicesΩ, and Ψbarriers and facilitators to 

changeΩ (Starks & Trinidad, 2007: 1372). Whilst capturing important specific 

information pertinent to the aims of the study, the semi-structured interview was also 

a suitably flexible instrument to allow for a response in the moment to new ideas on 

the topic, perceptions or views (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Robson, 2002). This meant 

that either the TEd or I could introduce new or unexpected aspects in situ. In short, the 

interview as an instrument offered a powerful means of ƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ 

world, revealing ΨǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǘƻ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜŘ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ 

(Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 3).  

4.4.1.1 Development of Interview schedule  

Exploratory in nature, the interviews drew on and were inspired by my reading of the 

literature, including research conducted into academic and pedagogic practices from 

doctoral theses employing LCT as an analytical framework (e.g., Chen, 2010; 

McNamara, 2007) and my own understanding of the field in the context of TE-PCET. My 

individual meetings with four TEd academics in 2015 also informed this process. 

Discussed in these meetings were types of knowledge produced by university-based 

TEds, research methods used, TEd involvement in the design of the curriculum, and 

influences on their approach to pedagogy. The subsequent semi-structured interview 

schedule ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘemy as a site for TE-

PCETΤ ¢9 ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΤ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǊƻƭŜǎ ŀǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΣ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

teachers; and practices / strategies used in both the intellectual and educational fields. 

vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ and opinions on their own, 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜŜǊǎΩΣ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ  

Specifically, initial questions addressed career trajectories, formative professional 

experiences and academic qualifications, and their relevance to work as university-

based TEds considering current roles and responsibilities. These were important 
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questions designed to establish how the TEds perceived the foundations for this 

specialised work and the processes of acquiring disciplinary knowledge. Questions 

concerning academic TE-PCET and its place in the academy invited TEds to reflect on 

the rationale for academic TE-PCET; the value it offered PCET and student-teachers, and 

its influence on policy-making and professionalism generally. TEds were invited to 

reflect on their personal contributions in that context. This afforded the opportunity to 

consider their own place in the academy, and what they considered constituted a 

successful TEd, including the criteria by which they would gauge that success. Questions 

sought insights into the basis on which they specialised (e.g., researcher, practitioner); 

perceived tensions around identities as academics and teachers; and the barriers and 

opportunities the academy, and outside stakeholders, placed before them. Broadly, this 

cluster of questions aligned with the first research question of the study.  

Regarding ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘΣ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǇǊƻōŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

production practices. These included, for example, how new knowledge was 

incorporated in academic TE-PCETΤ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǳŀƭ όƻǊ ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘύ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ 

undertake research; formal and informal methods of knowledge production and 

dissemination; and the extent to which TEds collaborated on research projects with 

peers, non-TE academics, across institutions and with external bodies. Concerning the 

educational field, TEds were asked, inter alia, about the relationship between theory 

and practice in the ITE curriculum. Their views were sought on what they thought 

relevant or, alternatively, unnecessary content in the curriculum; the influence of 

external stakeholders (e.g., Ofsted); the degree to which they had flexibility in the 

design and enactment of the curriculum; and how it was currently delivered and 

assessed. This enabled TEds to express their view on, for example, what knowledge 

should be privileged, and where and how best it be acquired. 

Following Merriam & Tisdell (2016: 120), I drew on a range of question types. For 

example, devilΩǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ-type questions challenged respondents to consider an 

opposing view or explanation. Here, some leading questions were used as a probing 

technique (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015) (e.g., question 4: should ITE be delivered in a 

university setting?). Hypothetical questions were employed in order to enquire as to 

what they might do, or what a phenomenon might be like in a particular situation (e.g., 
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question 17: What would your ideal TE curriculum look like if you had freedom from 

outside influences or restrictions (e.g. Ofsted, the academy)?  

The interview schedule was a guide and a prompt: given the nature of both the semi-

structured interview and participants involved, it was not imperative that each question 

be asked in order. Invariably participants addressed several of my intended talking 

points without being asked or prompted. 

¢9ŘǎΩ ǾƻƛŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ƛƴ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ 

responsible and / or to which they had contributed in their production.  

4.4.2 Documents 

The principal documentary evidence was programme handbooks and module/unit  

handbooks for ITE course programmes at levels 5 and 6 (and level 7 for two 

universities); and assessment grids used by TEds (for two universities only). In the 

interviews, TEds confirmed that their teams, in accordance with each ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ 

validation procedures, had written these ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǘƘǳǎ ŎƻƴǾŜȅŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ 

collective interpretation and understanding of the professional standards, curriculum 

content, and what they considered were appropriate means of content delivery and 

assessment. Analysis of these principal documents was in conjunction with the analysis 

of the TEd interviews in constructing the arguments put forward in this thesis, 

particularly regarding curriculum and pedagogy practices (chapters 7 and 8).  

I also accessed supplementary documentation. This included the professional standards 

published by Lifelong Learning UK (LLUK, 2006) and the Education and Training 

Foundation (ETF, 2014); Ofsted reports; online resources, ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ 

publication profiles on the univerǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊŜ ǘŜȄǘǎ (prescribed reading, 

listed in the programme documentation). This helped contextualise the study and offer 

evidence to support arguments arising from the analysis. They were not subject to a 

coding analysis (section 4.5.1). 

Table 4.1 outlines the principal documents drawn on in the analysis. (For the purposes 

of anonymity and confidentiality, I do not identify document ownership. The ethics 

discussion in section 4.6.2 addresses this in more detail.) 
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Table 4-1 Course documentation from the three universities used in analysis 

Programme documents 

University A  University B  University C  

PGCE 2016-17 Generic 
programme handbook 
 
PGCE 2016-17 Generic study 
guide 
 
PGCE Full-time 2016-17 
Generic Unit handbooks  

PGCE 2015-16 Generic 
programme handbook 
 
PGCE 2016-17 Unit 
handbooks  
 
 

Generic programme 
handbook  
 
Certificate and PGCE Unit 
handbooks  

Assessment criteria grids for two universities 

4.5 Data collection 

Conducting the interviews 

It was only following ethical consent granted from UCL as the institution in which I was 

enrolled as a doctoral candidate, that research participants were approached. Through 

personal contacts and introductions courtesy of professional peers, TEds were first 

contacted by email or telephone inviting them to participate. I shared a brief overview 

of the research aims, why they were approached, and an indicative time commitment 

to enable them to make an informed decision. I also made them aware of what was to 

be done with the data. Following initial contact, a participant information sheet was 

sent out with an informed consent form to be signed, dated and returned at the time 

of the interview (Appendix 3). 

Of the 31 TEds who were invited to participate, 28 agreed and 27 were interviewed. 

Three declined due to work commitments, and one was unavailable during the data 

collection phase. Interviews took place between July 2016 and March 2017. Mutually 

convenient dates, times and venues were agreed. Most of the interviews took place in 

¢9ŘǎΩ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ ƻǊ ǉǳƛŜǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎŀƳǇǳǎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜǾŜƴ 

interviews (from two universities) conducted over the telephone. This was a necessity 

when not all participants were available for interview on the same day. The distances 

involved and cost of travel made it impractical to make multiple visits.  

As noted by Shuy (2002) it can be difficult to determine the appropriateness of face-to-

face versus telephone interviewing. Certainly, telephone interviewing denies 

apprehending non-verbal cues (for example, displaying discomfort or confusion) (ibid.). 
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Lǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƴŜǎǎΩ ƻŦ ŦŀŎŜ-to-face interviews allows for small 

talk and use of non-verbal communication to make people feel at ease, potentially 

leading to more open expression (Shuy, 2002: 541). I did not feel that these issues were 

of concern. First, initial contact had assured participants of my bona fides as a TEd 

professional peer: it was not a de-contextualised undertaking. Second, I adopted the 

same approach in both face-to-face and telephone interviews, engaging participants in 

small talk to put people at ease and dealing with any questions or concerns before 

formally commencing the interview.  

5ǳǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ŀǎ ¢9ŘǎΣ L ŘǊŜǿ ƻƴ ŀ ΨƳŜǘƘƻŘ 

ƻŦ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇΩ όCƻƴǘŀƴŀ ϧ CǊŜȅΣ нллрΥ сфтύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜƴŀōƭŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ŀǎƪ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ΨǎǘǊŀƴƎŜǊǎ 

would not normally asƪΩ ό.ǊƛƴƪƳŀƴƴ & Kvale, 2015: 109). I felt that the rapport, the 

shared cultural experiential backgrounds, and the symmetrical power relation between 

ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ Ψŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ 

response possibilities, inclǳŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΩ όƛōƛŘΦ, 201). This notwithstanding, I was conscious to ensure that my 

participants felt comfortable and not made to feel vulnerable by being put on the spot. 

Mindful too of the theoretical implications of what was being said, I was able to clarify 

my interpretation of the meanings of their answers during the interview. This form of 

Ψƻƴ-ƭƛƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ƻƴ-the-spot confirmation or disconfirmation on the 

part of the TEd (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 221).  

The length of the interviews ranged from 45 minutes to 80 minutes, the average taking 

one hour. All interviews were digitally recorded. Following the completion of the 

interview, there was a debriefing (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015) where participants were 

invited to address any concerns and/or elaborate points discussed. In some cases, new 

information was shared after the formal interview. Where this information was 

pertinent to the study, permission was sought to use it. Following transcription, 

transcripts were sent to participants to check for accuracy and, if they wished, to clarify 

any points. Four respondents provided additional information post-transcription. One 

asked for certain personal information to be removed from the interview record; the 

remainder clarified factual responses (e.g., providing the name of an author they could 

not recall in the interview). 
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Collection of principal documentation occurred after the interview data, based on 

ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘǳǎ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƳǳǘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΩ όIƻŘŘŜǊΣ 

2003: 703) because their content could not be discussed in interviews. Nevertheless, 

they were important documents intended to convey and guide action for TEds and 

student-teachers ŀƭƛƪŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǾŜǊōŀƭ 

responses in interviews concerning what they said they did and what they were 

required to do. 

4.6 Quality of the research  

4.6.1 Positionality - insider research 

I described my work in TE-PCET and what prompted me to pursue this study in chapter 

1. In this sense, I was an insider-researcher. As suggested by Drake (2010) researchers 

whose study stems from prolonged engagement in an area often have assumptions and 

insight into what they might expect to find. This draws attention to researcher insider-

ness and positionality in the research.  

My insider-ness did not stem solely from my position within the professional field. I 

chose to conduct at least a part of this study, collecting data from interviews and 

documents from an institution with which I had strong and enduring professional links. 

These links were first established when, employed as a TEd by an FE college, I delivered 

the uƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀ ŦǊŀƴŎƘƛǎŜ-type arrangement. Thereafter I was 

employed directly by the university as a sessional lecturer working remotely with 

various FE colleges.  

The notion of insider and outsider may best be viewed on a continuum rather than as a 

binary (Milligan, 2016) that is, there are degrees of insider-ness. This may be perceived 

as ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 

field more broadly. As researchers, we adopt different positionings depending on the 

people with whom we are interacting, and the shared linguistic and socio-cultural 

norms (ibid.). This has both advantages and disadvantages.  

Shared cultural understandings and knowledge of participants and their contexts can 

offer insights not available to outsiders. Being an insider-researcher can also act as a 
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check on validity (Maxwell, 2005). Privileged information can be exploited (Mercer, 

2007) and candour engendered courtesy of the credibility and rapport shared between 

researcher and participant (ibid.). On the other hand, these very benefits can be 

disadvantages as the potential for myopia and taken-for-grantedness may result in 

important significances going unremarked, assumptions not surfaced or challenged, 

sensitive issues not raised (Mercer, 2007). Critical subjectivity (ibid.) is called for; 

researcher reflexivity is imperative in field research. As Probst & Berenson (2014: 815) 

note:  

Reflexivity serves as a dual-lensed critical consciousness: the awareness of 

oneself engaging in experience, like an arrow pointed at both ends or an eye 

that sees itself while gazing outward at the world. 

I discuss how I addressed this in the context of the validity of the research in 4.6.3. 

Brannick and Coghlan (2007: 67-71) address four principal challenges for insider- 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜǎΥ ΨŀŎŎŜǎǎΩΣ ΨǇǊŜǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩΣ ΨǊƻƭŜ ŘǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊΣ L ƘŀŘ primary access, that is, the 

ability to access the TEds and undertake the research. The degree of insider-ness, 

however, was relatively low. For instance, my role was not based at the university 

campus. I did not share office space with the TEds, and I had irregular and infrequent 

contact with them. I was not fully immersed in the institutional culture. Given this 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΣ L ƭŀŎƪŜŘ Ŧǳƭƭ ΨǇǊŜǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ŀƴ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

organisational traditions and protocols and which were part of my research enquiry; for 

example, the processes of curriculum design and validation. As I did not have a 

permanent employment contract, I was unfamiliar with the contractual research 

requirements and hence avenues of support for aspiring researchers in the department. 

I thus ŀǾƻƛŘŜŘ ΨǊƻƭŜ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΧƭƻȅŀƭǘȅ ǘǳƎǎΧƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŘƛƭŜƳƳŀǎΩ ό.ǊŀƴƴƛŎƪ ϧ /ƻƎƘƭŀƴΣ 

2007: 70) that might ordinarily be the case. This distance was also manifest in the 

research not being action research: there was no emancipatory element to the study 

nor an expectation of any practical implementation for the work of the department 

arising from the research.  

The study sought deeper theoretical understanding of an under-explored field. It 

nevertheless held within its focus on knowledge the potential to surface competing 
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allegiances amongst TEds concerning the debate as to what and whose knowledge was 

privileged in academic TE-PCET. I needed to be mindful not to fuel such debates nor be 

perceived as adopting a position in them. To this end, I ensured that I did not share with 

the participants the names of colleagues who had agreed to participate nor relay any 

specific information shared in the interviews. Preliminary findings during data gathering 

were also not shared until all data had been collated and thematised.  

4.6.2 Ethics 

As a researcher, I owed a duty of care to my participants and their respective 

institutions. One of the key commitments in that respect was anonymising data. 

Saunders et al. (2015) highlight the complexities and the challenges the researcher 

faces in balancing two competing imperatives: maximising protection of identities and 

maintaining the integrity and value of data (ibid., 617). They suggest one adopt a 

ΨŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƭȅ-ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴǘΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨƻƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ Ŧƛǘǎ ŀƭƭΩ (ibid.) approach in an effort to 

ŀǊǊƛǾŜ ŀǘ ŀ ΨōŜǎǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΩ ƻǊ ΨƭŜŀǎǘ ǿƻǊǎǘΩ όƛōƛŘΦΣ снуύ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΦ 

Due to the very small number of universities in England involved in TE for PCET, I did 

not reveal geographical locations. Further, I did not identify the universities ς 

Blackbridge, Farrisdown and Randmeadow (pseudonyms) ς based on the rationale for 

institution selection (see 4.3.1). Specific titles of TEds were not used, and their 

qualifications and disciplinary backgrounds slightly altered if specifically referred to in 

extracts. Pseudonyms were used to avoid the participant being identifiable. In some 

cases, I used a smoke screen (Kaiser, 2009; Saunders et al., 2015) in the form of a gender 

change. In instances in which an extract threatened anonymity because identifying 

features could not be disguised, the quote or documentary evidence remained un-

attributed. Examples where this was manifest included, for instance, when addressing 

details of institutional arrangements (Chapter 5), doctoral projects or departmental 

research initiatives (Chapter 6), and assessment practices (Chapter 8) that may be 

known amongst the broader TEd, PCET or academic communities (the potential readers 

of the thesis). 

5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ Ƴȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴƻƴȅƳƛǘȅΣ I 

acknowledge that there remains the risk to internal confidentiality (Tolich, 2004) given 

the insularity of the research context: that is, participants might still identify themselves 
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or peers. Similarly, there remains a risk to external confidentiality (ibid.), the potential 

to be identified by the intended audience of the thesis. Nonetheless, I believe the 

approach adopted provided an appropriate balance between identity protection and 

integrity of data.  

During interviews, I was conscious to ensure that TEds felt comfortable and not made 

to feel vulnerable or exposed. Prior to the interview, I inquired as to whether they had 

any questions or concerns. I also reiterated that their participation was voluntary and if 

they were not comfortable in answering a question, they were not compelled to 

answer. I referred each respondent to the signed consent form (section 4.5) and sought 

confirmation that they were happy for the interview to be digitally recorded. Other 

elements of their signed consent were verbally confirmed at this time, including my 

commitment to their confidentiality and anonymity, and their right to withdraw from 

the interview at any time, or from the research later. 

Interview transcriptions, digital recordings and interview memos were securely stored 

in encrypted files. Once digital recordings were transferred from the device to a secure 

hard drive, they were deleted to avoid risk of exposure should the device be lost. All 

data files stored were assigned a pseudonym, not the ¢9ŘΩǎ name.   

4.6.3 Validity of research 

The quality or validity of qualitative research speaks to its evaluation based on rigour 

and credibility, its soundness (Noble & Smith, 2015) or trustworthiness (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016). This means addressing some of the problems associated with qualitative 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ ōƛŀǎΣ ƳƛǎƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ 

spurious associations or drawing premature conclusions, and the lack of transferability 

or generalisability of findings. Several authors in the qualitative research literature (e.g. 

Creswell & Poth, 2018: 259-264; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016: 242-264; Maxwell, 2005: 110-

116; Yardley, 2000; 2017) suggest strategies for alleviating some of these problems.  

Deep immersion in the theoretical literature of social realism, Bernstein and LCT 

supported a strong and trustworthy analysis, enhanced with reference to other studies 

using the same theoretical architecture (e.g., McNamara 2007; 2009a, b; 2010a, b). This 

sensitivity to the context of theory (Yardley, 2000), however, was not at the expense of 
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sensitivity to the data. Ensuring that theory did not overwhelm or impose itself on the 

data was important. The use of the translation device, or external language of 

description (explained in detail in Section 4.7), showed how the specificities of the 

empirical context of the study related to the concepts and vice versa. The means of 

analysis and the use of the conceptual tools of LCT allowed the data to engage in 

productive dialogue with theory. Such analysis also supported transferability in the 

sense of analytic generalisability. 

Prolonged engagement in the empirical field was necessary to avoid potentially making 

spurious associations and coming to premature conclusions. Here, initial 

ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǘŜǎǘŜŘΩ ƛƴ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ 

ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΤ ƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ 

autonomy TEds had in interpreting and applying the curriculum). This was a form of 

triangulation that allowed for cross-checking and comparing of data (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016). Reference to curriculum documentation also supported triangulation inasmuch 

as what participants shared in interviews could be checked against the documentary 

evidence.  

I strove to maintain a professional distance by noting assumptions I might have had 

prior to the interviews based on my personal knowledge of a participant with whom I 

had a professional association, or of the field itself. During the interviews, asking 

quŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƘŀǾŜ L ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƘŜǊŜΚ Lǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΚΩ 

were helpful in revealing or exposing blind spots (Probst & Berenson, 2014). I used 

memos following the interviews (see 4.7.1) to capture insights, puzzlements, reflections 

on assumptions and biases I might have brought to an interview. I also maintained a 

secure, electronic research journal that served as a platform for adopting a critical 

ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ L ǇƭŀȅŜŘ ŘŜǾƛƭΩǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ Ƴȅ ƻǿƴ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ό.ǊƛƴƪƳŀƴƴ ϧ YǾŀƭŜΣ 

2015).   

Explication of the process of analysis, the detailed account of the stages of analysis, the 

derivation of the codes and the use of a translation device demonstrated transparency 

and the rigour of the research. The workings out have been made explicit and this 

process is intended to be replicable. Rich, thick description at the early stages of analysis 

was achieved by full, complete verbatim transcriptions and use of field notes. A form of 
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peer review (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) was undertaken. I sought perspectives on my 

analyses at different stages with reference to experts (e.g., Professor Karl Maton at the 

University of Sydney) and the academic community via presentations of papers at LCT 

international conferences at the University of Sydney (Herrett, 2017) and the University 

of Witwatersrand (Herrett, 2019), as well as doctoral seminars and conferences.  

Finally, my values, past experiences and orientations to the field are embedded 

throughout the thesis (Creswell & Poth, 2018). As such, it was important that my 

motivations for undertaking the research and the assumptions that I brought to it 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) were made explicit in Chapter 1. This was held uppermost in 

my mind as I carried out the research in order to surface researcher biases and to be 

alert not to impose my meanings or misinterpret the meaning of respondents. 

Of course, in qualitative research the analyses and conclusions are a matter of 

interpretation on my part; it is for the reader to form a judgement on the efficacy and 

validity of those conclusions and the means by which those conclusions were formed.   

4.7 Data analysis 

The process of data analysis for the research was derived from Merriam & Tisdell 

(2016), Miles et al. (2014), Braun & Clarke (2006), Maxwell (2005) and Bernstein (2000). 

The staged analysis, as outlined below, was informed by Maton & Chen (2016). The aim 

ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ŀ ΨŦŜŜƭΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ōȅ ƛƳƳŜǊǎƛƴƎ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǊƛŎƘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ 

and to move slowly from within that data towards theory (Maton & Chen, 2016). This 

avoided imposing concepts too early and enabled a productive dialogue between data 

and theory. It involved a dynamic and dialogic (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) three-stage 

process, as displayed in Figure 4.1, involving:  

1. searching for patterns of meaning (code categories) that emerged from an 

empirical thematic analysis of the data;  

2. arrangement of these categories according to the orienting frame of the 

epistemic pedagogic device (EPD) (Chapter 3); and  

3. development of an analytic device known as a ΨǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǾƛŎŜΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ 

2000) whereby the internal language of a theory is transformed into an external 

language of description (ibid.). This allowed for analysis of the descriptive data 
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in stages 1 & 2 to be theoretically reformulated drawing on the concepts of LCT 

(Maton & Chen, 2016). 

 

 

4.7.1 Empirical thematic analysis 

In stage one of the analysis my theoretical and conceptual knowledge of the literature 

ǿŀǎ Ǉǳǘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ǎƛŘŜΦ L ǿŀǎ ŀƛƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨƛƎƴƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ нлллΥ 

137) by immersing myself in the data. This meant that the data was able to ΨǎǇŜŀƪΩ 

without being made to force-fit into pre-existing codes (Miles et al., 2014) based on 

analytic preconceptions (Braun & Clarke, 2006). This stage of analysis was about making 

sense of raw data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This helped ensure the necessary disruption 

to my initial ideas about the data so that its full potential could be mined. It is noted, of 

course, that my theoretical and epistemological commitments underpinning the 

research were such that data was not coded in an epistemological vacuum (Braun & 

/ƭŀǊƪŜΣ нллсύΤ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƎŀȊŜ ƛǎΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ-laden (Maton & Chen, 2016). 

Stage 1 - Inductive

Empirical thematic analysis

Coding based on 18 hierarchical code structures 
involving 92 codes whittled down from 402

'Thick description'

Stage 2 - Inductive & Deductive

Organisational coding

Coding structures organized into arena, knowledge 
production, recontextualization & reproduction 
'fields' of the Epistemic Pedagogic Device (EPD) 

Development of semantic themes

Stage 3 - Primarily deductive

Analytical coding

Data from Stage 2 analysed using Maton's 
Autonomy and Specialisation codes

Theoretical explanation using LCT - development of 
principal themes
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Figure 4-1 Summary of 3-stage empirical thematic analysis 
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In this first stage, then, all interviews were initially replayed before transcription and 

notes added to the interview logs that were made immediately following each 

interview. This initial step was part of the analysis process as it allowed for the 

development of ideas that informed future categorisation (Maxwell, 2005). It was also 

ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ Ψŀ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƛǘΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƛǘΩ 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016: 204). These memos captured my thoughts on the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎ όŜΦƎΦ Ψǎŀȅǎ ǎƘŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Řƻ ŀƴȅ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ 

written research but is still very interested in understanding where the problems in the 

curriculum lie e.g. where is it breaking down? b. ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ŀƴǘƛ-intellectualistΩύΦ L 

ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳƻǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŘŜƳŜŀƴƻǳǊ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ όΨdisplayed a 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǇŀǘƘȅ ǘƻ ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŘƻŎǘƻǊŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ¢9ŘǎΩύΦ Memos also supported my 

reflection on the ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ όΨan interesting distinction made between 

theory and practice ς ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƴ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎΩ). They provided an 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ όΨLΩŘ ƛƴŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ 

ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜΩŘ ǎŀƛd, that the value of research is in how it can be measured as 

ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΩ). These various insights were drawn on in subsequent 

interviews, made possible as data analysis occurred concurrently with the interview 

data collection.  

I transcribed each interview as soon as possible following the interview. Interview 

scripts were printed, annotated and a summary written. Importantly, this facilitated the 

first cycle coding (Miles et al., 2014) whereby codes or descriptive labels were assigned 

to data that reflected symbolic meaning (ibid.ύ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ƴȅ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ 

what was being transacted in the interviews (Maxwell, 2005). Figure 4.2 provides an 

example of codes applied to a short data segment at this stage. An example of a first 

cycle coded interview script is in Appendix 4. The same approach regarding descriptive 

labels was adopted when analysing document texts. 
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Figure 4-2 Data extract with codes applied 

 

Coding data was the first step in categorising chunks of data and hence a form of data 

condensation (Miles et al., 2014). Initially, 402 codes were derived from the data. 

Through a process of synthesis, the 402 were reduced to 92 codes. This winnowing of 

the data (Creswell, 2013) allowed for code categories to develop. In other words, a form 

ƻŦ ΨǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎȅŎƭŜΩ ƻǊ ΨǇŀǘǘŜǊƴΩ ŎƻŘŜǎ όaƛƭŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмпΥ усύΦ .Ǌŀǳƴ & Clarke (2006) refer 

to these as ΨthemesΩΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ Ψpatterned response or meaning within 

ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΩ όƛōƛŘΦΣ унΣ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎύ ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŦƛǘΦ This 

process ultimately resulted in 18 hierarchical code categories. 

I brought all relevant data coded under each category together by copying and pasting 

extracts from the interview scripts and documents into tables. I then wrote up three 

substantial narrative reports, one for each institution. This was a helpful exercise as the 

process of coding presents a potential danger of failing to see the contextual wholeness. 

Each report chapter represented one code category (theme) and its associated 

subthemes (Appendix 5). Extensive use was made of quotes. Summaries of each report 

chapter were then compared across the dataset. This offered a check on the validity of 

individual categories and that they worked for the entire dataset (Braun & Clarke, 

2006). Any gaps or inconsistencies were noted. One example was the strong 

demarcation between researcher and practitioner identities evident in one university 

that was less evident in the data for the other two. This process also resulted in some 

sub-code categories deemed independent categories. The full coding scheme is in 

Appendix 6. An extract from one of the hierarchical code categories describing code 

sets and codes is in Table 4.2. 

Data extract Coded for 

well I ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

acceptance that ITE courses need to be validated, led 

ōȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ōȅ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ 

a strong feeling, certainly from our point of view, that 

ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ structuring 

and giving a framework 

1. justification for TE in 

academy 

2. purpose of TE in academy 
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Table 4-2 Extract of coding scheme 

1.2 The university provision ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ŎƻŘŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ¢9ŘǎΩ 
perceptions of the exceptionalism of the academy 
for ITE 

1.2.1 Rationale This sub-set of codes identifies ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ 
to why TE-PCET is located in the academy 

1.2.1.1 Teaching 
knowledge 

CƻŘŜǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 
of teaching  

1.2.1.2 Experience CƻŘŜǎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ¢9Ř 
experience as teachers, managers, inspectors 

1.2.2 Research CƻŘŜǎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ 
research contribution to ITE 

1.2.3 Qualifications Codes ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 
university ITE qualifications and Awarding 
Organisation qualifications 

1.2.4 Advantages This sub-ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ŎƻŘŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 
concerning the advantages the academy confers on 
ITE 

1.2.4.1 Status 
 

Codes data indicating the high status attached to 
university-based ITE 

1.2.4.2 Validation 
 

Codes data indicating that university-based ITE 
validates the professionalism of PCET teachers with 
employers 

1.2.4.3 Quality marker 
 

Codes data concerning the academy as 
representing a mark of quality in the marketplace 
of ITE 

 

To sum up, this first stage of the data analysis was an inductive approach using empirical 

ǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ΨǘƘƛŎƪ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴΩΦ /ƻŘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ фн ŎƻŘŜǎ 

whittled down from 402 and arranged into 18 code categories (hierarchical structures) 

that represented patterns of meaning across the dataset. This afforded the next stage 

of the analysis, organisational coding. 

4.7.2 Organisational coding 

Following the coding in stage one, the next stage of analysis involved a move towards 

theory and involved organisƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ му ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΩ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ όaŀȄǿŜƭƭΣ нллрΥ фтύΦ !ƭƭ му ŎƻŘƛƴƎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŜǎ 

were therefore arranged according to the orienting frame outlined in Chapter 3, that is, 
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ǘƘŜ 9t5Ωǎ ŀǊŜƴŀ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƛsation and reproduction 

sub-fields. The results are presented in Table 4.3. 

Table 4-3 Results of data organization based on the EPD  

Elements of EPD: Description Code hierarchies sorted 
under each element of EPD 

Arena Features of the 
distinctiveness of 
academic TE-PCET as 
ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ōȅ ¢9ŘǎΩ 
perspectives 

1.1 Local context 
1.2 University provision 
1.3 External relations 
1.4 University-based TEd 
exceptionalism 

Intellectual field: 
Knowledge production 
(research) 

Features of academic 
TE-PCET research 
ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ōȅ ¢9ŘǎΩ 
practices and 
perspectives 

2.1 Research 
2.2 Academic identity 
2.3 Qualifications 
2.4 Discipline 

Educational field: 
Knowledge 
recontextualisation 
(curriculum) 

Features of academic 
TE-PCET curriculum 
ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ōȅ ¢9ŘǎΩ 
practices and 
perspectives  

3.1 Curriculum 
3.2 Theory-practice 
3.3 Development 
3.4 Policy churn 
3.5 TE as specialist subject 
3.6 TEds disciplinary 
specialists 

Educational field: 
Knowledge 
reproduction (pedagogy 
& assessment) 

Features of academic 
TE-PCET pedagogy 
ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ōȅ ¢9ŘǎΩ 
practices and 
perspectives 

4.1 TEd practitioner identity 
4.2 TEd role 
4.3 Assessment  
4.4 Learner 

(template based on Chen (2010)) 

The coded data within each element of the EPD was further reduced by aggregating the 

code categories into overarching themes. These themes make up the substantive 

content of the findings chapters. Figure 4.3 provides an example of data aggregation. 

Figure 4-3 Sample of aggregation of code categories to overarching theme 

Extract from hierarchical 
coding scheme 

 Overall theme 

1.2 University provision 
1.2.4 Advantages 

1.2.4.1 Status 
1.2.4.2 Validation 
1.2.4.3 Quality marker 

ΨAcademic TE as a marker of 
quality: status, marketability 
and ŜƳǇƭƻȅŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ό/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ 
5, section 5.2.3) 
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To summarise, the second stage of data analysis drew on a mix of inductive and 

deductive approaches in order to organise the coded data according to the arena and 

sub-fields of the EPD as the orienting frame. This second stage enabled the final stage 

of the analysis, that is, a theorisation of the data drawing on LCT principles.  

4.7.3 Analytical coding 

This next stage involved analysing data within the arena and intellectual (research) and 

educational (curriculum, pedagogy and assessment) fields using LCT. The key issue of 

the thesis was to explore TEd knowledge practices, TEd dispositions and their effects in 

the context of academic TE-PCET as a distinct specialised social field of practice. The 

analytical task was to excavate the structuring principles that characterise the arena of 

academic TE-PCET, and the knowledge practices and beliefs of the TEds within its 

intellectual and educational fields, in order that a conjectural inference may be drawn 

for academic TE-PCET. Stages one and two remain in the descriptive domain: 

descriptions that reflect the realisation of the organising principles rather than the 

principles themselves (Maton & Chen, 2016). An orienting frame points to what needs 

ǘƻ ōŜ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘΤ ŀƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻΩ 

(ibid., 35). The next step in the analysis process was to analyse the data using LCT 

concepts of Autonomy and Specialisation.  

Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘ ǘƘƛǎΣ L ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾƛǎŜ ŀ ΨǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǾƛŎŜΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ŀ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 

ƻŦ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜΩ ό.ŜǊƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ нлллύ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŀ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ 

between concepts and data: 

Briefly, a language of description is a translation device whereby one language 

is transformed into another. We can distinguish between internal and external 

languages of description. The internal language of description refers to the 

syntax whereby a conceptual language is created. The external language of 

description refers to the syntax whereby the internal language can describe 

something other than itself. (Bernstein, 2000: 132) 

As Maton (2014: 113) emphasises, each object of study requires its own external 

ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǘƻ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ Lǘ 

represents a means of translating concepts to empirical descriptions and from empirical 
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descriptions to concepts (ibid., 137). This establishes the dialectical relations between 

theory and data, explained by Morais (2002: 564) in a study on pedagogy:  

Our research methodology is also based on Bernstein (2000) and rejects both 

the analysis of the empirical without an underlying theoretical basis and the 

use of the theory which does not allow for its transformation on the basis of 

the empirical. We have developed an external language of description where 

the theoretical and the empirical are viewed in a dialectic way. The theoretical 

models, the language of description and the empirical analysis interact 

transformatively to lead to greater depth and precision.  

What LCT offered me was the strong internal language of description. The process of 

creating an external language of description started with the stage one analysis where, 

as noted, ignoring the theory and model (Bernstein, 2000) I immersed myself in the data 

to realise the richness afforded by the corpus without imposing concepts on it. Stage 

two, as noted, heralded the move towards theory (Maton & Chen, 2016). Stage three, 

the final stage of analysis, involved devising a translation device that was specific to this 

study and which reflected a fidelity to both concepts and data.  

The creation of the translation device was not the end of the analysis: it was the means 

of theorising. Following the template offered by Maton & Chen (2016: 41) broad themes 

arising out of the organisation coding for the intellectual and educational fields were 

interrogated by posing questions such as: 

1. What form do epistemic relations take in this context? What form do social 

relations take?  

2. What form do stronger or weaker epistemic and social relations take in this 

context?  

3. Does this theme indicate stronger or weaker epistemic relations and/or social 

relations? 

Similar questions were asked of the data regarding positional and relational autonomy 

under the Arena coding categories.  

The realisation of these concepts particular to this study can be found in Table 4.4 and 

4.5.  
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Table 4-4 Manifestations of positional and relational autonomy in the study 

Theoretical concept Degree of emphasis on 

Positional Autonomy 
(PA) 

The field of 
academic TE-
PCET 
 

TEds being from inside education 
running academic TE-PCET  

Relational Autonomy 
(RA) 

¢9ŘǎΩ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
specifically HE principles 

 

Table 4-5 Manifestations of the epistemic and social relations in the study 

Theoretical concept Degree of emphasis on 

Epistemic relations (ER) Research Production of new disciplinary 
knowledge for pedagogy of TE 

Curriculum Disciplinary content knowledge of 
course programmes 

Pedagogy The teaching of disciplinary content 
knowledge 

Assessment Explicit evaluative criteria 

Social relations (SR) Research ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊƭȅ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

Curriculum ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ 
experience 

Pedagogy ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
teaching process 

Assessment ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ 
(template based on Chen (2010)) 

This process was involved, lengthy and the emerging external language of description 

repeatedly refined. It necessitated repeated returns to the data, comparing examples 

across the dataset, whilst mindful not to completely isolate the data chunk from its 

broader context. It started with what my instinct told me but returned to the theory 

and the concepts: as Maton & Chen (2016: 42-43) suggest, repeated movements 

between wide-angle / soft focus analysis of the context and telephoto / hard focus 

analysis of specific examples.  

One example of the movement between theory and data was when considering 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘŀƭƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ΨŦŜŜƭΩ ŦƻǊ ¢9-PCET work courtesy of their 

personal experience of a prolonged immersion in the social field of PCET practice. 

Explicated in 3.3.2 was that the relative strength of the social relation (SR) reflects, inter 

alia, the relative strength of relations to the knƻǿŜǊΩǎ ways of knowing through 

interactional relations with significant others. Considered in the light of theory, I was 
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inclined to consider this an example reflecting a stronger social relation based on the 

dispositions of the subject as knower and, more specifically, to be an instance of 

stronger interactional relations in which the significant other was the PCET sector. I was 

inclined to interpret this, because personal experience was being emphasised, as an 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ όΨҌΩύ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ όŀ cultivated knower code: SR+). 

Moving back and forth between the data and theory, however, refined my thinking. 

Fundamentally, it was clear from the dataset that TEd experience varied considerably. 

This suggested that the boundary control over interactional relations was quite weak. 

Bringing into academic TE-PCET a disparate set of experiences meant that there was not 

a prescribed set of interactional relations. By asking the question of the data such as, 

ΨƘƻǿ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƘŜǊŜΚΩ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ¢9ŘǎΩ disparate personal experiences as 

ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǿŜŀƪ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ǿŜŀƪ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό{wφύΦ 

This is one example of the process in which understanding was refined. Thus, by 

developing my own cultivated gaze courtesy of a lengthy and sustained immersion with 

the theory of LCT and the data, I was able to derive a translation device for the study. 

Of course, derivation of the external language of description remains, as Maton & Chen 

όнлмсΥ поύ ǊŜƳƛƴŘ ǳǎΣ Ψŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŎƻƴƧŜŎǘǳǊŀƭΩΦ  

The external language can be found in Tables 4.6 and 4.7 for Autonomy and 

Specialisation respectively. Each table is divided into two sections. Within each section, 

reading from the left acts as a translator of theory into data; reading from the right acts 

as a translator of data into theory (Maton & Chen, 2016), the former showing how 

concepts were enacted in this study, the latter showing how data was conceptualised 

as exemplifying relative strengths of the concepts (ibid.).  It is noted that the indicators 

arose from the data rather than imposed on a priori grounds (Chen, 2010).  

Taking Table 4.6 as an example, the positional autonomy (PA) is on the left; the 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ όw!ύ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ǊŜƴŀ ƻŦ 9t5Ω Ǌƻǿ ƻŦ ΨǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΩΣ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŜ: 

ΨIn terms of being a university, we are given a lot of freedom as to how we operateΩ  

suggests TEds have considerable degree of autonomy in the running of their field. This 

represents stronger positional autonomy and Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻŘŜŘ Ψt!ҌΩΦ 9ǉǳŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŜ 
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ŦƻǊ Ψt!φΩ ŜȄŜƳǇƭƛŦƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǿŜŀƪŜǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΦ ¢ƘŜȅ 

give insight into the kinds of data that reflect differing strengths of relation and how 

further data was conceptualised (ibid.).  

The value of deriving this device was in codifying and systematising analysis: note, it 

was not the end-point of the analysis but the basis of the exploration of the research 

questions. As Maton & Chen (2016: 47) suggest, evolving an external language of 

description requires immersion in the data and the theory. Bridging the two through a 

ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ΨŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘƛŎƪ ŘŜǎcription and thick explanation, both empirical 

ŦƛŘŜƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƻǿŜǊΩ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ /ǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ 

analytical steps explicit support reliability. It also offers a means of analytical 

generalisability, in this case, a form of assertational logic whereby the claim for 

generalisability is one based on theory:  

By specifying the supporting evidence and making the arguments explicit, the 

researcher can allow readers to judge the soundness of the generalization 

claim. (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 297) 

This device offers other researchers a template for use in their own projects. It was also 

considered important to develop because the thrust of the thesis was not in describing 

the surface features of the empirical but in the generative mechanisms and resultant 

structuring principles that give rise to events and experiences. This analytical approach 

thus provided the means of exploring the structuring principles underpinning academic 

TE-PCET ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ and beliefs. From this, it was 

possible to draw conclusions and offer an explanation in satisfaction of the research 

questions. The aim was to make explicit the basis of the theorising of the data and hold 

up for inspection the empirical relations, the conceptual relations, and how they so 

relate. It therefore offered the bases upon which knowledge claims for this specific 

problem-situation could be made.  

In summary, data analysis, following Figure 4.1, was staged: empirical thematic analysis; 

a descriptive account based on the coded categories arising from the empirical thematic 

analysis using the orienting frame of the EPD, followed by an analysis of the descriptive 

data using LCT (ibid.). In so doing, it charted a course of increasing abstraction and 
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condensation of meaning, embodying the induction-deduction dialectic. It thereby 

established the means for a theorisation of data.  
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Table 4-6 An external language of description for Autonomy codes 

  POSITIONAL AUTONOMY (PA) RELATIONAL AUTONOMY (RA) 

  Concept manifested 
ς Emphasis on:  

Indicators  Empirical quotes from the data  Concept manifested 
ς Emphasis on: 

Indicators Empirical quotes from the data 

+ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

φ 

Arena of EPD Insulation of the 
discipline of Teacher 
Education from 
external control  

PA+ Emphasis is placed on TEds 
having the power to run the 
discipline of Teacher Education 
and insulate it from control by 
external others  

In terms of being a university, we 
are given a lot of freedom as to 
how we operate 

Insulation of the 
discipline of Teacher 
Education from 
external ways of 
working 

RA+ Emphasis is placed on 
principles and ways of working 
intrinsic to the academy and the 
discipline of Teacher Education 

we really want to ask educational 
questions about education which 
ƛǎΣ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ it, what are 
ǘƘŜȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΧǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƴ 
educational question 

PAφ 5ƻǿƴǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻŦ 
TEds to run the discipline of 
Teacher Education 

every single thing on the 
programme is micromanaged [by 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎϐ Χ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΣ 
ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭΣ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜΣ 
ethical autonomy whatsoever and I 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
exists to do that 

w!φDownplays academic 
principles and ways of working 
from academia, subordinated to 
those from other fields, such as 
government 

(W)e have a very high 
employability rate on this course 
[and] we say at interview to the 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ Χ Ψ²Ŝ Ŏŀƴ ǘŜƭƭ 
you that the employability rate 
has been very, very high and has 
been noted by Ofsted as being 
ǾŜǊȅΣ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘΩ 

(template based on Chen (2010)) 
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Table 4-7 An external language of description for Specialisation codes 

  EPISTEMIC RELATIONS (ER) SOCIAL RELATIONS (SR) 

Concept manifested ς 
Emphasis on: 

Indicators Empirical quotes from the data Concept manifested ς 
Emphasis on: 

Indicators Empirical quotes from the data 

+ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
φ 

 
Intellectual field: 
Research 

 
¢ƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ΨǇǊƻōƭŜƳ 
ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΩκƻōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ 
research and/or the 
means of constructing 
new knowledge for ITE  
 

ER+ Emphasis is placed on 
ΨƴŜǿΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ 
specifically to pedagogy of TE 
(i.e. Loughran, 2006) as a 
specialism 
Adheres to HE-sanctioned 
research models and 
methodological procedures 

I do think that we need to be 
encouraged to look at how we can 
improve what we know about 
teaching, learning and assessment 
[for TE-PCET] 
 
[Research] has to follow certain 
rules; it has to be peer assessed; it 
has to be within academia in order 
for it to become considered either 
research or knowledge. 
 

 
TEds as legitimate 
knowers based on 
personal knowledge 
and experience i.e. 
how TEds can 
legitimately know as 
legitimate knowledge 
producers 

SR+ TEds develop scholarly 
disposition through, e.g., 
master-apprentice relations in 
doctoral study with doctoral 
supervisors, academic peers, 
contributing to and 
participating in academic 
conferences/publications 

I can draw on material from 
anthropology, from political 
philosophy, from psychology all 
of which are pertinent to [my 
topic of interest]. So, you know, 
ώΧϐ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ 
outside a university setting. You 
need people who are willing to 
get together and think and read 
and discuss and look at the 
bigger picture 

9wφ Less emphasis is placed 
ƻƴ ΨƴŜǿΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
to teaching, learning and 
assessment in TE-PCET 
New knowledge draws on an 
unspecified range of research 
models and methodological 
procedures 

ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΧ Ƙŀǎ 
absolutely nothing to do with 
teacher education at all  
 
LΩƳ ƭǳŎƪȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴȅ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ 
line manager takes a very broad 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎΧ{ƻ 
that my sort of lesson preparation, 
my organising modules, my 
ŎƻŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪΦ {ƻ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ 
to be a paper or working towards 
a PhD or anything like that 

{wφ Experiences from inside 
academia de-emphasised or 
absent. Extends to embracing 
uncircumscribed personal 
experience and opinions as 
basis for developing a 
scholarly/researcher 
disposition 

L ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ψǎƻ ǿƘŀǘΩ 
difference tƻ ƛǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ 
the evidence, how is that 
ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ LΩƳ 
doing as a teacher educator 
ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ 
does actually doing the 
ŘƻŎǘƻǊŀǘŜ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ 

+ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
φ 

Educational field: 
Curriculum 

 
The legitimate content 
of curriculum and/or 
the means of 
constructing curriculum 
content for TE-PCET  

ER+  Insulated theoretical 
foundation of strongly 
bounded objects of study as 
determining form of 
legitimate educational 
knowledge 
Theoretical principles 
emphasised as specialised 
procedural knowledge or 
concepts 

we need to have an understanding 
of certain disciplines, the social 
science disciplines, such as, social 
theories and theories about how 
to learn in psychology 

 
TEds as legitimate 
knowers based on 
personal knowledge 
and experience i.e. 
how TEds can 
legitimately know as 
curriculum specialists 

SR+  Emphasis is placed on 
¢9ŘǎΩ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
backgrounds cultivated 
through prescribed 
interactions within disciplinary 
master-apprentice relations 
(e.g.MA study)  representing 
the ideal curriculum knower 
 

I did an MA in psychology of 
ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ΧŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ 
at that time was very much 
shaped by disciplines and so I 
was the [educational] 
psychologist ώΧϐ it is that kind 
of lens from which I speak 

9wφ Theoretical foundation 
and theoretical principles 
downplayed or absent in 
defining legitimate 
educational knowledge 

ƭŜǘΩǎ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘǊŀǿ ƛǘ 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǊŜ Χ L ŦƛǊƳƭȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
there is an important element for 
the practical reality of the 
classroom and making theories  

{wφ Personal experience and 
opinions working with a range 
of others within and without 
HE (and/or as former PCET 
teachers)  

we have a dialogue with centre 
ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜǎ Χ ǎƻ 
ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ 
ǊŜŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Χ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ 
feedback from centres 
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  EPISTEMIC RELATIONS (ER) SOCIAL RELATIONS (SR) 

Concept manifested ς 
Emphasis on: 

Indicators Empirical quotes from the data Concept manifested ς 
Emphasis on: 

Indicators Empirical quotes from the data 

+ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
φ 

Educational field: 
Pedagogy  

 
The legitimate teaching 
of content based on 
disciplinary pedagogic 
principles  

ER+  Transmission of 
disciplinary content 
knowledge is explicit and 
emphasised as determining 
form of pedagogy. 

we absolutely advocate the 
central importance of critical 
reflection in educational practice 
and model that 

 
TEds as legitimate 
knowers based on the 
personal dimension of 
the teaching process 

SR+  ¢9ŘǎΩ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΣ 
techniques and preferences 
cultivated via exemplary 
model of TE pedagogy as 
ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ϧ ŀǊŜ 
explicitly emphasised as 
determining form of 
pedagogy.  

it was pretty clear that the 
people who wrote the 
programme were trained 
according to the book [on TE] 
and therefore recycling the 
content of that book [when 
teaching] 

9wφ Transmission of content 
knowledge downplayed as 
not significantly shaping form 
of pedagogy. 

ƛǘΩǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ώǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎϐ ƛŦ 
ǘƘŜȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƛǘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ Χ ƛǘΩǎ 
much better to get them thinking 

{wφ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ¢9ŘǎΩ 
preferences informed by 
ǳƴŎƛǊŎǳƳǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΦ aŀȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ 
preferences based on 
disparate experiences 

LΩƳ Ǝƻƴƴŀ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L 
think this is right [and when 
teaching] LΩǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΣ 
ǘǿŜŀƪŜŘ ƳƻŘǳƭŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ LΩǾŜ 
thought it would be beneficial 
to the learners and to their 
practice as opposed to doing 
what the university wanted me 
to do 

+ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
φ 

Educational field: 
Assessment 

 
The legitimate 
evaluation based on 
explicit criteria 

ER+  Explicit, specific 
evaluative criteria are 
emphasised in judging 
student performances. 

[Student-teachers use] a range of 
well-chosen creative resources 
and strategies which match their 
ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ and 
ensure all their learners make 
progress (original emphasis) 

 
TEds as legitimate 
knowers based on the 
personal dimension of 
applying evaluative 
criteria 

SR+  Evaluation of legitimacy 
of student performances 
resides with individual TEds 
drawing on TE pedagogical 
ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 
otheǊǎΩΦ 

ǿŜƭƭΦΦȅŜŀƘΣ L ƎǳŜǎǎ LΩƳ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ 
Ƴȅ ƭŜƴǎ ƛƴ Χ Ƴȅ ōŀƎƎŀƎŜ ώōǳǘϐ 
ƛǘΩǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊƻƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ 
and stuff especially the 
[assessment] grids. And also  
how I was trained as a CELTA 
[teacher] trainer 

9wφ Explicit, specific 
evaluative criteria are less 
significant in judging student 
performances. 

other creative ways of assessment 
move away from that particular 
model [of essays] and are a little 
bit more interactive a little bit 
more inclusive 

{wφ Evaluation of legitimacy 
of student performances 
resides with individual beliefs 
of TEds drawing on personal 
perspectives and experiences. 
Interactions with TE 
pedagogical principles are 
ŘƻǿƴǇƭŀȅŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΦ 
 

you have to play a game of how 
you word assessment [to meet 
criteria] to give yourself enough 
freedom to be able to play with 
ƛǘ Χ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ 
that game 

(template based on Chen (2010)) 
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4.8 Conclusion 

This chapter described the methodological approach employed in the thesis. It began 

with social realism as a research tradition, underpinned by the philosophical 

perspective of critical realism. The methodological implication, considering the 

ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀƛƳǎΣ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ 

research methods, namely semi-structured interviews and documentary evidence. It 

provided a rationale for the choice of institutions and TEd participants. It included a 

discussion of the ethical considerations associated with insider research and the 

various strategies employed that sought to assure the quality of the research.  

The chapter explained the approach to data analysis using the EPD as an orienting 

frame. Data analysis followed a three-stage process that began with a thick 

description of data courtesy of empirical thematic analysis. Moving through the 

second and third stages, it followed a process of increasing abstraction and 

condensation of meaning culminating in the development of a translation device 

using LCT Autonomy and Specialisation.  
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Chapter 5 The institutional field position  

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter is the first of four chapters that present the findings of the research. The 

chapter addresses the first research question:  

How do TEds conceive of the distinctiveness of academic TE-PCET as a 

specialised field of study in the academy? 

Drawing on the EPD as an orienting frame for the study, this question relates to 

external relations to the arena created by the EPD, as presented in Figure 5.1. 

Subsequent chapters will explore each of its constituent parts: chapter 6 will address 

knowledge as research in the intellectual field of production; chapter 7 will consider 

knowledge as curriculum in the educational field of recontextualisation; and chapter 

8 will address knowledge as student understanding concerning pedagogy and 

assessment in the educational field of reproduction. 

 Figure 5-1 Arena created by EPD as the orienting frame for the study 

 

The findings presented in the following four sections, arranged according to themes 

drawn from the thematic analysis as outlined in chapter 4, relate to TEdsΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ 

of academic TE-PCETΩǎ legitimacy as a distinct specialised field of practice. 

Specifically, 5.2 presents findings that address TEd perceptions as to the rationale for 

academic TE-PCET. This section speaks to ¢9ŘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ the distinctiveness of 

academic TE-PCET provision. Section 5.3 presents findings regarding TE-PCETΩǎ 
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internal relations with other disciplinary specialisms in the academy. This addresses, 

inter alia, how TEds claim their work is perceived by non-education disciplinary peers 

and academy management, and the implications for cross-disciplinary work and 

ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊƭȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΦп ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ academic TE-PCETΩǎ external 

relations with the social field of PCET practice and the benefits and potential 

challenges that arise from the nature of those relations. Findings regarding external 

relations with policy makers and the government inspectorate, Ofsted, are presented 

in 5.5.  Following a summary in section 5.6 of key findings, section 5.7 synthesises 

and theorises the analysis drawing on LCT Autonomy in respect of the translation 

device (Table 4.6).  

Conceptually what is being explored is the ¢9ŘǎΩ construction of the institutional field 

of academic TE-PCET in England, and in what way it is differentiated from other social 

realms. The purpose of this chapter is therefore to bring into focus academic TE-PCET 

as a distinct object of study. It will provide a frame through which to view and 

contextualisŜ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

educational field knowledge practices. Signposted throughout this chapter will be 

references to subsequent chapters in cases that warrant further and more detailed 

explication appropriate to the contexts of either the intellectual or the educational 

fields.  

As a ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜǊΣ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨBUΩΣ ΨC¦Ω ŀƴŘ Ψw¦Ω ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

three institutions in the study: Blackbridge University, Farrisdown University and 

Randmeadow University, respectively. In instances where identifying features 

threaten anonymity, references and individual quotes from the data are unattributed 

to a specific TEd and/or institution όŜΦƎΦΣ ΨŦŜƳŀƭŜ ¢9ŘΣ ǳƴƛ !Ωύ following the ethics 

discussion (4.6.2).  

5.2 A rationale for academic TE-PCET in the academy 

This set of sub-themes addresses how TEds perceive the distinctiveness of academic 

TE-PCET. The findings suggest that TEds believe that advantages accrue to both TEds 

and student-teachers by being members of the HE community, with the university 
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represented as the repository of TEd expertise. This speaks to TEdsΩ claims to 

authority and power embodied in their symbolic capital. Somewhat surprisingly, 

however, was a degree of ambivalence as to the necessity for TE-PCET to be in the 

academy per seΥ ǊŀǘƘŜǊΣ ŀ ΨƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜΩ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

quality of the individual TEd, were underlying themes. Indeed, no reference to an 

explicit, esoteric specialised body of knowledge for academic TE-PCET was offered to 

account for its location. This was in respect of both a pedagogy of TE-PCET in the 

intellectual field, and a knowledge base for the preparation and practices of student-

teachers in the educational field. This suggests a somewhat contradictory situation 

for academic TE-PCET with implications for its position within the academy, and 

arguably, for who ultimately controls it.  

5.2.1 The academy - a space for exploration of ideas and critical reflection  

At the outset, many TEds acknowledged the historical perspective of TE-PCET 

provision in the academy, suggesting that it ΨƧǳǎǘ ƛǎΩ ό.ǊŜƴŘŀ RU), that ΨhistoricallyΩ 

(Carol BU) the academy was ΨcrucialΩ όBryony RU) in the training of teachers in 

EnglandΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ΨƭŜŘΩ the validation and development of TE-

PCET for Ψa number of yearsΩ ό[ƛƴŘŀ BU).  

TEd participants spoke of the academy as offering a unique space. In this space 

traditional HE values of academic freedom of expression and the exploration of ideas 

open to challenge and reflection, could be fostered. This was said to be to the benefit 

of both student-teacher and TEd. Underpinning this theme was an expression of the 

value of a higher education in developing critical thinking skills in student-teachers. 

This highlighted that academic TE-PCET offered an education rather than simply 

training to do a job:  

I think you need initial teacher education because you need teachers to be 

educated in the discipline of education, not trained ς I think you train dogs, 

not people - and I think you particularly need to educate people to make 

good professional judgements in complex and unfolding situations that are 

often moral in nature. (John FU) 

This theme will be explored further in Chapter 7.  
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Many TEds claimed that it was important for student-teachers that ITE be set apart 

from the day-to-Řŀȅ ΨƳƛƴǳǘƛŀŜΩ (Emma RU) of PCET workplaces. This was claimed for 

both on-campus provision and off-site in-service provision delivered in PCET colleges. 

It was suggested that this distance from the workplace ς whether literal or 

metaphorical - gave student-teachers space to develop a critically reflective stance 

towards their work:  

You can bundle up the bits that they need to know in practical terms but 

reflecting on educational practice and reflecting on political engagement are 

things that I think are best done in a university environment with access to 

academics. (Stephanie BU) 

TEds claimed, in principle, that the university ŀǎ ŀ ΨŦƻǊǳƳΩ ƻǊ space also afforded them 

an environment in which ideas could be explored, and intellectual interests 

developed and nourished. TEds claimed that their teams represented a repository of 

expertise in an environment where exposure to new ideas, reflection and critique 

were encouraged:  

(W)ŜΩǊŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇΣ 

ōǳǘΣ ŀƭǎƻΣ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΦ ²Ŝ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ȅƻǳ 

rŜŀŘΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƭƛǎǘŜƴ ǘƻ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǊŜ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ǿŜƛƎƘ ǳǇ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ ȅƻǳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇǎ ȅƻǳΦ όWǳƴŜ FU)  

TEds claimed an advantage of academic TE-PCET was the degree of freedom of 

thought and independence from technical rationalist imperatives and a managerialist 

ΨǘƛŎƪ ōƻȄΩ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊǾŀŘŜ PCET college environments:  

In terms of being a university, we are given a lot of freedom as to how we 

operate, so certainly much more than I had in a further education college. 

(Emma RU) 

Partner PCET colleges involved in TE-PCET provision of two universities were said to 

be beneficiaries of this neutral ground, where academic TE-PCET was variously 

described by several TEds as the ΨcentreΩ ƻǊ ŀ ΨƘǳōΩ of a ΨnetworkΩΦ The teams in these 

universities ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ΨǊŜŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ and real research interest in certain 

ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ (Fay, RU) that benefited the partner colleges and their staff on in-service ITE 
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programmes. Further, TEds claimed that their expertise qualified them as arbiters of 

quality practice and provision, particularly for provision contracted out to college-

based TEds employed directly by the PCET college partners. It also extended to 

commentary about the variable quality of subject mentors to whom all three 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ-teachers were allocated. This was especially related to the lack 

of theoretical understanding and insight to support student-teachers and the danger 

of exposing student-teachers to poor examples of pedagogy modelled by mentors: 

A lot of stuff in colleges is quick-fix and, you know, razzmatazz and snake oil, 

ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŘƻ ǘƘŀǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ōŀƴƪ ƻŦ 

lesson planǎ ŀƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀŘŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩƭƭ ŀƭƭ ōŜ ŦƛƴŜΩΦ ²Ŝ ŀƭƭ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ 

ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ōǳǘΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ 

ōƭŀƳŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻΦ όWǳƴŜ FU) 

Opportunities for critical thinking and reflection, a neutral space and access to a 

repository of knowledge contrasted with non-HE ITE provision.  

5.2.2 HE ITE in contra-distinction to non-I9 L¢9 ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΥ ŀ ΨǘƘŜƻǊȅ-ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘΩ 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ŀ ΨǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ 

Several TEds suggested that non-academy ITE provision, offered in-house by college-

based TEds, privileged a practice approach to teaching. Insufficient critique and poor 

modelling of practice within the PCET institutions were claimed as characteristic of 

non-academy provision. Whilst not proclaiming that theory was evacuated from non-

academy provision, it nonetheless was said to focus on prescription, toolkits, and 

non-questioning of theoretical perspectives:  

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǊƛƎƻǳǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 

pedagogy and theory as there perhaps is at the university. And I think, 

ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ƻŦ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

theory, sometimes, when the teacher training is done in-house in a college. 

(Judith FU) 

June (FU) suggested her university programme had a distinct advantage over the 

practice-focused City & Guilds award. Student-teachers were encouraged Ψto go the 

extra mileΩ rather than simply Ψdo this and do thatΩ as part of a toolkit. This allowed 

the student-teachers to Ψexplore ideasΩ and see the Ψbigger pictureΩ όWǳƴŜ FU). Carol 
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(BU) echoing the point of academic TE-PCET as a repository of expertise, suggested 

that student-teachers on non-HE ITE programmes lacked Ψthe wide experience, 

knowledge, literatureΩ afforded by TEds in the academy. 

These insights speak to the quality and affordances of academic TE-PCET provision. 

5.2.3 Academic TE as a marker of quality: status, marketability and employability 

Several participants felt that academic TE-PCET provision was a marker of quality in 

the marketplace for ITE qualifications. Participants from all three universities 

proclaimed the high esteem in which their provision was held, and the reputation of 

quality attached to their programmes, citing Ofsted inspection outcomes. This was 

said to have helped underpin ongoing demand for courses; conferred advantages to 

student-teachers in the employment market; offered student-teachers Ψa powerful 

validating of their professionalisationΩ (Edwina RU); and helped elevate the profile of 

PCET teaching as a profession, ensuring parity of esteem especially with the primary 

and secondary school-teaching profession. Student-teachers appreciated the 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ΨƴŀƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ΨƳƛƎƘǘ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ όBrett FU) in their 

estimation. Documentation from one university claimed: 

In a competitive employment marketplace, ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨtD/9Ω ƛǎ 

instantly recognisable to potential employers as signifying that you have 

well-developed graduate skills and attributes as well as the appropriate 

teaching qualification needed. (Uni C PGCE programme handbook) 

Similarly: 

I think it validates our sector as a sector in comparison to, you know, primary 

and secondary, and HE [teaching]. And, I think before we were the forgotten 

sector, and I think now we are a much stronger sector because of that. And 

I think, especially if teachers are going to university to get that certificate, it 

ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ Χǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ΧΦ {ƻΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ L ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎΣ ƛǎ ƛǘ ŀƴ Ŝƭƛǘƛǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ .ǳǘ L Řƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ Χ ƛŦ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀƴŘ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ 

primary and secondary teachers and be valued as equal then, yeah, I think 

we do need that sort of qualification there in the HE institution. (Judith FU) 

Whilst acknowledging that it did represent a marker, Claude (RU) did question 

whether it was necessarily deserved: 
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I think absolutely it [academic TE-PCETϐ ƛǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ marker but whether that 

ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǾƛƴŎŜŘΦ !ƴŘ ȅŜǘ ƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ŀ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 

ƭƻƎƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ƛǘΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƎƻΣ ΨOoh, it must be something 

ōŜǘǘŜǊΗΩ ōǳǘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜΣ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ. (original emphasis) 

ClaudeΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

of provision was dependent on the calibre and standard of the individuals delivering 

provision rather than, necessarily, its location in the academy or the qualification 

awarded. 

5.2.4 Does the location of academic TE-PCET really matter? 

Many TEds suggested that contribution to the development of student-teachersΩ 

knowledge and skills was not necessarily due to ŀ ΨǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊΩ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ: 

I still come back to the teacher educators being the key people rather than 

ƛǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǎŜǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǿŀǊŘ 

from. (Patrick RU)  

Brett (FU) referred to a group of highly regarded retired PCET teachers recruited to 

contribute as TEds on both university and non-university programmes. Their Ψyears 

and years of experience as practitioners and their knowledge of the FE sectorΩ 

qualified them to work as TEds. Noted by Emma (RU):  

Lǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜŀƴ L ǎŜŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ 

somehow hallowed or offering something of higher merit if you like from 

what they [students] get from their further education compatriots.  

Linda (BU) referred to the ΨŀƳŀȊƛƴƎΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƳŀȊƛƴƎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ-based TEds at a FE 

ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǿƘƻǎŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨŦŀƴǘŀǎǘƛŎΩΦ {ƘŜ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ 

ΨǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ put some of my peers [in the university] ǘƻ ǎƘŀƳŜΩΦ Hassan (BU) felt that, 

at a fundamental level, ΨiǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ how ƛǘΩǎ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ǿƘƻƳΩ όƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎύ. 

Claude (RU) alluded to his own background working with AO qualifications in PCET 

colleges in the past: 
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I think, pre-Lingfield4, I never necessarily thought that [TE located in the 

academy] was ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Χ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ 

good things, there are certain advantages for it to be located within 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΦ .ǳǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ LΩǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ Ǝƻǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 

teacher ed. provision validated by an awarding body, very positive 

experiences, I never felt that was a pre-ǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ ƛǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ Χ L 

mean one of the things with universities would be that they tend to be a 

little bit more independent and they can tell the government to, you know, 

ΨC ƻŦŦΩ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎΦ .ǳǘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

decreased anyway. I know awarding bodies are more susceptible to, you 

know, having to conform to what the government asks of them but I think 

ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦ {ƻ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ΨǇǊŜ-ΨΣ ŀƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘΣ 

ΨǇƻǎǘ-Ψ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ώƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅϐΦ  

Respondents at Blackbridge also made the point that TE-PCET provision need not be 

in a university setting but Ψit does need to be a kind of special sort of institutionΩ 

(Michael BU). The key was that it not be in the employer institution; the university 

provided space, and afforded freedoms for the student-teachers, the implication 

ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ǎǇŀŎŜΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ:  

I think teacher education has to be away from your employer college, I think 

ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ. (Alan BU) 

Claire (RU), questioned the utility of academic TE-PCET provision, and suggested that 

the real reason had little to do with higher learning in academia and more to do with 

its historical origins:   

I strongly suspect that the most important real reason [for academic TE-

PCET] is the vested interests of certain ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ώΧϐ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻΣ ǘƻ ōŜ 

blunt, people who have a vested interest in maintaining their employment. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ L ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǘŜŀŎƘΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 

academic, properly speaking.  

Summary of 5.2 

TEds conveyed that academic TE-PCET afforded considerable advantages for critical, 

reflective thinking, and collectively the TEds offered a deep repository of expertise. 

 
4 This refers to the PCET regulatory regime prior to the reforms as noted in chapter 1. 
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¢9ŘǎΩ symbolic capital derived from expertise could reconcile an account that 

emphasised education over training but that which need not necessarily be 

conducted in a university. This appeared linked to the lack of reference to an 

insulated disciplinary discourse to account for academic TE-t/9¢Ωǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

academy. The extent to which TEŘǎΩ symbolic power is adequate to assert control, 

and secure for TE-PCET a seat at the academic high table is at least, in part, following 

Bernstein, dependent on the strength of the boundary insulation of disciplinary 

knowledge.  

5.3 Relations with other disciplinary fields 

This set of sub-themes consider how TEds positioned academic TE-PCET in relation 

to other sub-fields of the academy. It addresses how TEds perceived a university 

culture in which the vocational orientation of their work lacked disciplinary status. 

This was concordant with differential treatment of employment contracts of 

researchers and teachers. TEds suggested that there were implications for cross-

disciplinary work. This may reflect ǘƘŀǘ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǿere 

afforded by expertise as teaching practitioners, concerned with PCET and its profane 

knowledges, in contrast with their non-TE academic peers. Collectively, this speaks 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊƳŜŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ t/9¢Ωǎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ 

of its orientation to vocational practice.  

5.3.1 Status of education as a discipline: vocational focus de-valorised 

A common refrain from TEds was that education, and TE specifically, lacked parity of 

esteem with other disciplinary areas in the academy. ¢9ŘǎΩ work was dismissed as 

vocational or continuing professional development (CPD). It was generally held in 

Ψlow regardΩΣ not a Ψproper academic subject like, ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ƻǊ Χ 

sociologyΩ (Francine, FU). This was linked to how education as a discipline was 

perceived within the academy: 

What the underlying attitudes of academics in other parts of the university 

to education as an academic discipline, L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ǘƻ 

whether they a) understand what that is, and b) value it in the way that they 

ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎΦ .ǳǘ LΩǾŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ 



 
 

127 
 
 

really had that conversation with colleŀƎǳŜǎΣ ǎƻ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

true. But in the sector, as a whole, I know that colleagues in other 

universities are constantly having to battle to gain any kind of recognition 

for the value of their work and, you know, with senior managers, for its 

continued existence and justification for its resourcing. And certainly, for 

example ώΧϐ if they are research intensive universities, with very few 

ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ 

about the educational research tƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 

prestigious it was. (Edwina RU) 

It was felt that academics in non-education disciplines in the university had little if 

any understanding of the sector, the type of provision that was offered in PCET and 

the needs of teachers working in the sector. Rachel (BU) suggested that of the few 

ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ΨǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŜƭƛǘŜ 

termsΩ. As John (FU) commented: 

I do think in this institution there is a kind of tacit snobbery about practice 

in general, not just education ς ǿŜƭƭΣ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ 

pronounced in relation to educational practice ς where sometimes I have 

heard my work described, and the work of my colleagues, as being described 

as vocational ς ŀǎ ƛŦ Χ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜƘƻǿ ƴƻǘ 

ǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Χ L Řƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ education has to fight for a place, and to earn 

the respect that it deserves amongst some of the other natural and social 

sciences here.  

²Ŝ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƎŜǘ ǘƻƭŘ ΨǿŜƭƭ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ /t5 ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ȅƻǳΩΦ ²ŜƭƭΣ ƴƻΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘΣ ȅƻǳ 

know. So, even within the academy I think that PCETΩǎ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƛƭŜΦ 

And I would say that, yeah, in this university pharmacy would be seen as 

much more important than teacher education. (June FU) 

This had implications for cross-disciplinary scholarly work by TEds in the academy. 

For example, research output from education faculty members, including TEds, was 

ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ΨǇǊƻǇŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ (Di BU). Reflecting on what she perceived was her 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǿŜŀƪ performance on the last REF exercise for education, 

Francine (FU) remarked: 

I think a lot of the factors at work there were to do with the kind of 

additional quality burden that people in education have that other 

ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜΤ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΣ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŀȅōŜ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎh is. So, good research is 
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something that sits in a book on a shelf that no one but about ten people in 

the world ever read, you know, whereas I think in education ǿŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ 

duty to try and get the stuff out there, and help people to engage with it, 

and ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘΦ Χ L ƳŜŀƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ 

ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘΤ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ.  

From the foregoing, it was perhaps unsurprising that there were very few examples 

of engagement with academic peers on cross-disciplinary work outside the education 

faculty or TE department.  

5.3.2 Limited contribution of non-education academic disciplines to provision  

It was suggested by several participants that the minimal collaboration with non-

education peers reflected how the broader academic community perceived TEdsΩ 

identity and their work. A division existed between research and teaching work, in 

which the former was said to be valorised over the latter; and it was teaching work 

with which TEds were most associated.  

It is not unusual for academic workers in universities to be employed as teaching 

fellows, research fellows or academics. At one university, for example, a distinction 

was made between a professional contract and an academic contract. TEds employed 

on the former were not obliged to submit research outputs to the REF exercise, 

although all were encouraged to undertake research. This appeared to entrench a 

perception that researchers were held in higher esteem than teachers in the 

university.  

Alan (BU) referred to the challenge of engaging in both teaching and research as a 

TEd. He felt that it was possible to:  

ƳƻǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ōǳǘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǊƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƘƻǊǎŜǎ 

fully together. You see yourself as one or the other...  

Other disciplinary specialists in the academy, Rachel (BU) suggested, viewed TEds as 

Ψdefinitely second-class citizensΩ. This challenged TEds when attempting to make any 

impact within their institution and draw attention to education and its value as a 

discipline in the academy.  
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Hassan (BU) referred to the split between research and teaching as an ΨapartheidΩ; Di 

(BU) believed that TEds were viewed as not Ψacademic enoughΩΦ She made the point 

that TE did not attract large research grants, and the TEds did not get published:  

ǿŜƭƭΣ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘΣ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΧL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀ ŘƛǾƛŘŜ 

between the academy and practice in the field.  

Mary (BU) commented that TEds were viewed as Ψless academicΩ and that ΨǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

know as much as themΩ. The result was a general lack of collaboration or engagement 

with non-education disciplinary schools in the academy. 

At Randmeadow, TEds confirmed that their contracts included a research 

component. This notwithstanding, TEds mirrored the views expressed by Blackbridge 

participants:  

LŦ LΩƳ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƴƪΣ LΩŘ ǎŀȅ ώŎǊƻǎǎ-disciplinary work] it is disappointingly small. 

I spend a lot of my time within the university trying to highlight the potential 

of greater links between teacher education in PCET and the rest of the 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ Χ  L ŘƻƴΩt think they do nearly enough to link up with the huge 

amounts of expertise that there is in the PCET team. (Edwina RU) 

Emphasising that education was a discipline, Francine (FU) suggested that disciplines 

like philosophy and psychology, which she believed had a contribution to make to TE, 

ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƭƻƴƛǎŜΩ education. This was one key reason why there was little appetite, 

from the TEdsΩ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ ŦƻǊ ŎǊƻǎǎ-disciplinary work: 

The problem is all those other disciplines want to ask questions from their 

discipline about education. And we really want to ask educational questions 

ŀōƻǳǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎΣ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ƛǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ 

what are they getting out of their studies - the learners at any level - which 

is an educational question. (Francine FU) 

¢ƘŜ ΨŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘΩ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ Hassan (BU) referred was also manifest in differences in the 

nature of the work of academic TE-PCET, particularly teaching load, and that of non-

education disciplines. 
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5.3.3 Scholarly activity and teaching commitments in tension 

The teaching component of TEdsΩ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ TEdsΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

conduct research and engage with the wider academy. Contact time with student-

teachers was claimed to be much higher than other disciplinary areas and non-

education academics Ψdo not have the teaching load we haveΩ (Emma RU). This was 

perhaps not surprising. As Francine (FU) highlighted, ITE programmes were different 

ǘƻ ŀ ΨǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊaduate programme in a disciplinary area, like history, for 

example. In that case, she could be expected to have less student contact and draw 

on the help of PhD students in delivering seminars, for instance.   

Di (BU) said that a number of colleagues would like to do more research but they did 

not have the time nor did the professional (c.f. academic) contracts specifically 

allocate hours for itΣ ǳƴƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ Ψƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇƻǎǘǎΩΦ Similarly, Judith (FU) 

referred to the tension between teaching and research that was largely a factor of 

time. She felt pressured to undertake and contribute to research by the department:   

L ƪŜŜǇ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻƭŘΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ώΧϐ Ψ¸ƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘΤ ώΧϐ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 

ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ ¸ƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƴd all your time 

ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦΩ ²ƘŜǊŜŀǎ L think I have a tendency to 

Ǉǳǘ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦƛǊǎǘΦ !ƴŘ L ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƳŜΥ 

ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅΣ L ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦ ώΧϐ  !ƴŘΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŜ 

department wants ƳŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ {ƻΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ LΩƳ ŀ 

little bit piggy in the middle with that because research takes time. So, 

ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

practice.  

Edwina (RU) acknowledged similar pressures and tensions: 

L ǘƘƛƴƪ LΩƳ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛǎŜ Ƴȅ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ 

and capture it in the way you would traditionally expect an academic to be 

ŘƻƛƴƎΦ !ƴŘΣ ƛŦ LΩƳ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǘƘŜƴ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

be ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅΩǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ōƻŀǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 

having too much contact time and not having enough reflective time.  

Chapter 6 examines ¢9ŘǎΩ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊƭȅ research practices in detail. 
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5.3.4 TE-PCET the poor relation of compulsory sector-TE in the academy  

TEds claimed that TE-PCET was generally set apart from the compulsory primary and 

secondary TE provision within the academy.  

At one university, TE-PCET had been traditionally marginalised from the other two 

phases of primary and secondary. This was partly a factor of its isolated campus 

location, and being relatively small provision by comparison. The profile of TE-PCET 

at this university had changed following an Ofsted inspection of TE for all phases of 

education in which TE-PCET had performed very well. As a TEd noted: 

(B)ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǾŜǊȅ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǳǎ Χ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ǳǎ. And, 

ǎƻΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ hŦǎǘŜŘΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǳŘŘŜƴƭȅ ƪƴŜǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ 

a much bigger voice tƘŀƴ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŜǾŜǊ ƘŀŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜΦ (male TEd, uni C) 

June (FU) suggested that TE-PCET did not have parity of esteem with TE-schools at 

any university. She suggested that TE-schools peers perceived it as continuing 

professional development (CPD):  

²Ŝ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀǊŜ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΦ LǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀƴd secondary ς 

ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΣ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛǘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ Ǉƻǎǘ-ŎƻƳǇǳƭǎƻǊȅ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΣ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

ƭƛƪŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛǘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ /t5.  

A TEd manager suggested that, in addition to not being a traditional disciplinary area, 

at his university it was different from secondary TE provision in that the secondary 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿŀǎ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ ŀǘ ƳŀǎǘŜǊǎΩ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ TE-PCET, on the other hand, 

was not ΨόŀύƴŘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩΦ As such, he was not 

convinced university management knew where TE-PCET belonged. Further, given the 

university systems were designed for graduates, it caused problems because the TE-

PCET programmes could also be offered at non-graduate (level 5) level:  

The systems, the technical systems, the websites, the application process, 

all that stuff is a nightmare for us. Lǘ ŀǎǎǳƳŜǎ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ŀ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜΣ 

ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅΦ !ƴŘ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ L ŀƳ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ 

ǿƻǊǊƛŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ōƛƎΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ŧƛt in even 

with PGCEs and the university has problems with qualifications that are so 

ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ŀ tD/9 Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ. 

(TEd manager, uni B) 
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This spoke to a broader issue raised by TEds: the challenge of delivering and assessing 

a HE qualification with a practice focus. 

5.3Φр .ŜƛƴƎ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŦƛǘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ 

appropriate to professional education  

It was suggested that the university systems and structures were aligned to more 

ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ conflicted with what and how the TE-PCET teams 

interpreted and valued their work: 

¢ƘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƛƴ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ Χ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ŀ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ǘƘŀǘ 

is more based around practical knowledge - L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ǿery - I think that 

LΩŘ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜΦ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

fully equates with my vision of the kind of practical knowledge and adaptive 

expertise, and also ticks the boxes the university requires me to tick. (Claude 

RU) 

Another TEd was critical that her TE-PCET programme must offer mastersΩ level 

credits. The university required that student-teachers be able to exit with a 

qualification even if they failed their teaching placement:  

!ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǿŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ 

university regulations that students on ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ programmes, even if 

ǘƘŜǊŜΩǊŜ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ ς if they fail the workplace 

elements - they should still be able to take away a PG Cert5. So there needs 

to be, they want recognition of ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƳƻŘǳƭŜǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ 

programme with a workplace element which they might fail. (female TEd, 

uni A) 

Summary of 5.3 

In brief, this section has highlighted the relatively low status attached to academic 

TE-PCET. TEds claimed their work was de-valorised by academic peers. Their 

employment contracts and conditions of work placed them at a disadvantage 

regarding the type, volume and potential for scholarly activity. TE-PCET had struggled 

to maintain parity of esteem with TE-ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ ¢9Řǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǳƴŜŀǎȅ 

 
5 ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŀ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ 
qualification but a recognition of credits achieved.  
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ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎΩ ό[ƛƴŘŀ .¦ύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ ƴƻǘ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ 

within academic protocols and systems. The volume of capital TEds accrued reflected 

that TEds were seeking to assert authority over knowledge oriented to profane 

considerations. This profane knowledge appeared to be undervalued by the academy 

ŀƴŘ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƴƻƴ-education peers who valorised more sacred knowledge forms.  

5.4 Relations with the practice field of PCET 

The two sub-themes here relate to how TEds perceived academic TE-PCET in relation 

to the social field of PCET practice. They reflect two competing perspectives, one that 

ŜƳōǊŀŎŜǎ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ t/9¢Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ L ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ŎǊƻǎǎƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ 

cautions against isolation and distance from the PCET field of practice, characterised 

ŀǎ ΨƛǾƻǊȅ ǘƻǿŜǊΩΦ This analysis points to the somewhat contradictory position of TEds 

searching for authority over different forms of knowledge from within and without 

the academy. 

5.4.1 Boundary crossing 

Respondents from the three universities referred to projects that involved direct 

engagement with the social field of PCET. For example, one TEd referred to a project 

that supported action research by PCET practitioners as a form of ΨbrokerageΩ: the 

TEd academic acted as a facilitator bringing together specialists from within the 

academy to work with TEds and teachers in PCET. This has resonance with literature 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƘȅōǊƛŘ ǎǇŀŎŜΩ ό½ŜƛŎƘƴŜǊ Ŝt al., 2015) ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢9Ř ŀǎ ΨƘȅōǊƛŘ ǿƻǊƪŜǊΩ ό9ƭƭƛǎ et 

al., 2012; Zeichner, 2010): 

There is a collaborative model around research, people in the colleges doing 

work, you know, action research and stuff and going to conferences 

supported by the university. (female TEd, uni A) 

Chapter 6 will revisit such projects in more depth when discussing research practices. 

Here it is noted that whilst not all academic TEds were involved in these projects, 

engagement with such projects suggested that the academy was not entirely isolated 

or insulated from PCET contexts. In addition to projects, the nature of everyday TE-

PCET work, in which TEds observed student-teachers in workplaces and liaised with 
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their student-teachersΩ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ mentors, oriented many TEds to the practice 

field.  

TEds from two universities referred to a mutually beneficial relationship with PCET 

partners that included collaboration on curriculum design and implementation. One 

TEd pointed out that the university was Ψreally open to ideas from our partnership 

leadersΩ, referencing an example of an innovative resource that could support 

student-teachers in their reflective practice on the programme. The other 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ¢9Řǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ shared similar instances, for 

example, regarding assessment methodology for various module components on the 

programme. Dialogue with partner colleges was highly valued and the collaborative 

nature was said to offer Ψǘhe best of both worldsΩ (female TEd, uni C). 

5.4.2 Academic TE-PCET ς the ivory tower 

Despite the links established between academic TE-PCET, its TEds and PCET, TEds 

drew attention to the potential for academic TE-PCET ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜǘ ŀǇŀǊǘΥ ΨŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜŘΩ ǿŀǎ 

a recurring word. It was noted by some TEds ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘƘŜƻǊȅ-ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ŀn 

academic TE-PCET programme may predominate at the expense of practice 

knowledge; and where, given the length of time away from day-to-day PCET practice, 

TEds may fail to appreciate the challenges faced by PCET teachers. The academy 

itself, and its impositions, were said to conspire to potentially distance academic TEds 

from the PCET social field of practice.  

Referring to university provision generally, Claude (RU) suggested that academic TE-

PCET was Ψa body that is distanced from the classroomΩ, Ψtoo distant from the actual 

realityΩ of teaching that, somewhat ironically, created Ψthe qualification that provides 

the knowledge for the teachers in those classroomsΩ. The danger, he suggested, was 

an overly theoretical programme more akin to an educational studies programme. 

This was fundamentally different to a teaching qualification. The predominant form 

of assessment on academic ITE programmes, in which essay writing featured 

strongly, entrenched that notion. Chapter 7 examines this in detail. 
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Individual TEds acknowledged the potential impact of their work setting them apart 

from PCET. June (FU) acknowledged that, as academics, the TEd team may be 

perceived by PCET Ψas kind of exclusionaryΩ and she admitted that she did not Ψalways 

ƪƴƻǿ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜǎΩΦ Alan (BU) suggested that 

there was the danger that Ψyour thinking becomes too abstractΩ. He felt that once 

one was well established in the academy, where ΨƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ώƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜϐΩ that is 

privileged, it can mean that ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ƎƻΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭΩ. 

Another TEd who had relatively recent experience of teaching in a PCET college 

combined with her academic work, found it extremely challenging. She 

acknowledged that TEds can become Ψǘƻƻ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴΩ. 

Her work in the college gave her: 

insight into ς I, kind of, knew about it, but you forget ς ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜΦ 

Because it does get a bit ivory tower-ish here, you know. 

Margaret (RU) questioned how cognisant her academy colleagues were of changes 

in pedagogy due to technological innovations, for example. She suggested that they 

worked at a considerable distance from the challenges faced in PCET colleges, 

particularly regarding behaviour management issues. This was something Fay (RU) 

addressed directly, claiming that:  

LΩƳ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΣ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ classroom ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ 

ŦŀǎŎƛƴŀǘƛƴƎΦ .ǳǘ L ŦŜŜƭΣ ŀǎ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛt would be very much 

ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƎǊŀƴƴȅ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƪ ŜƎƎǎ ώΧϐ LΩǾŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

ώǿƛǘƘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎϐΦ LŦ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ tD/9 ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳΩǎ ƻƴ 

ŀ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ LΩƭƭ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀ ŘƛǊǘȅ ƭƻƻƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ Ǉǳǘ ŀǿŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜΦ 

LǘΩǎ not what people are dealing with in colleges.  

TEds spoke of PCET college management being Ψdistrustful of the universityΩ (Claude 

RU), perceiving the university Ψimposing things on themΩ (Francine FU). Terry (RU) 

made clear that he felt that within PCET there was an Ψanti-academic, anti-

intellectual, anti-thought cultureΩΦ Noting that this was not universal, he felt that it 

nevertheless: 
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dominates quite a lot of at least the senior management of FE colleges and 

I find that quite disturbing, the resentment towards, what I might consider 

to be real learning.  

Some TEds claimed that PCET perceived the academy as too focussed on abstract 

ideas that had little or no bearing on practical teaching. Claude (RU) noted that 

college management perceived that: 

ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛǎ ŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ Χ ώ¢ƘŜȅ 

believe] you should just learn to do stuff in the classroom; you shouldnΩǘ ōŜ 

thinking about all this other nonsense, like critiquing policy and stuff.  

From the foregoing, it is noted ǘƘŀǘ ¢9ŘǎΩ desire to remain close to the practice field 

reinforced challenges for them in maintaining positions within the academy, given 

the weaknesses in the boundary between the academy and the PCET social field of 

practice. It invites consideration of the extent to which the maintenance of TE-PCET 

as a specialism resides with TEds and their authority as academy insiders. 

5.5 Relations with policy makers and Ofsted  

5.5.1 ¢9ŘǎΩ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ Ǝovernment policy making 

TEds suggested that the work of academic TE-PCET TEds, their insights and expertise 

in research and practice, had very limited influence with government policy makers. 

They offered that politicians and political advisors had limited understanding of PCET 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ Ψǎƪƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ όLinda BU). TEds suggested that, like 

their TE-schools counterparts, government did not listen to the collective voice of TE: 

L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜ ǘǊȅΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ DƻǾŜΣ ΨǿŜΩǊŜ ŦŜŘ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ 

ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩΦ {ƻ, L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴƛƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ 

schools are listened to any more. (Frank RU) 

Some suggested that, if heard, the messages were not deemed of value nor acted 

upon. June (FU) stated that despite academic TE-PCETΩǎ repository of expertise, it did 

not translate to meaningful impact on policy thinking:  

[A colleague] and I have spoken with leading politicians Χ ǿŜΩǾŜ sat on 

working bodies for this, working bodies for that, and [my colleague], in 

particular, has been involved in all sorts of things. And ultimately it always 
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comes down to, you know, what the politicians want to hear and how much 

ƛǘΩǎ Ǝƻƴƴŀ ŎƻǎǘΦ !ƴŘΣ ŦǊankly, they are wedded to the idea that universities 

do not need to be involved in teacher education, you just need to shove 

ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ǎƘƻǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘΣ ȅƻǳ 

know?  

Edwina (RU) felt that academic TE-PCET had little agency in influencing policy 

initiatives. Policy was directed downwards and ITE had no choice but to adapt:  

L ŦŜŀǊ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ǊŜƳƻǘŜƭȅ ƻƴ ŀƴȅ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ 

ǊŀŘŀǊ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴΣ ƴƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎƛǘȅ ƻŦΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ 

eŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C9 ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǾŜǊȅΣ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ 

on their order of priorities [and yet] we continually have to be looking out 

for how it might need to adapt to the latest sort of avalanche of policy 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΧ¸ŜŀƘΣ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎal terms, I struggle to see a time when any 

government is going to have sufficient belief and faith in a given body of 

knowledge about education and teacher education from within the UK to 

ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ōŀǎŜ ƛǘǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ώΧϐ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ L ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Řo struggle to 

see a time when that would be influential.  

5.5.2 Ofsted hegonomy  

Several policy initiatives to which TEds referred related to the government 

inspectorate, Ofsted, and its expectations and requirements. These were said to be 

subject to change, which had a destabilising effect. Its inspection regime was 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƘƛƎƘ ǎǘŀƪŜǎΩ. A poor inspection outcome represented a potential threat 

to the continuation of TE-PCET provision: 

tƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ hŦǎǘŜŘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ ǘƘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ǿƘŜƴ 

hŦǎǘŜŘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǿƘŀǘ Řƻ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘΚ ¸ƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ 

want. (Carol BU) 

TEds suggested that Ofsted had a pervasive influence on their work. Following an 

inspection, prƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ōȅ hŦǎǘŜŘ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ Ψƻƴ-ōƻŀǊŘΩ όWǳŘƛǘƘ FU). 

Having to prioritisŜ ΨǿƘŀǘ hŦǎǘŜŘ ǿŀƴǘǎΩ ƳŜŀƴǘ that it Ψsqueezed outΩ time to 

undertake original research because it demanded Ψa huge amount of data and data 

analysisΩ, the result being that Ψoriginal research has gone downΩ (Francine, FU): 

The Ofsted agenda has changed our own practice massively. So most of our 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ŀǊŜ ǿŜ Ǝƻƴƴŀ 
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get through this Ofsted inspection to the highest possible outcome that we 

ŎŀƴΦ {ƻ ƛǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ŀƘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΣ ǿŜΩǊŜΣ 

ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǎŎŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǊƛȊƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻƴ 

ǘƘŜǊŜΦ LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ Χ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 

impƻǊǘŀƴǘΥ ǿŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƛƴǘ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛƳǇƭŜΦ όWǳƴŜ 

FU) 

¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǊŜƭŜƴǘƭŜǎǎ ǎǘƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ 

ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƻƴΣ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿŜƴǘȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ 

been any space for the community to research its practice in a rigorous way. 

(Edwina RU) 

¢Ƙƛǎ ΨǎǉǳŜŜȊƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ όǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ 

Chapter 6) courtesy of government initiatives that influenced Ofsted inspection foci 

was highlighted by Emma (RU): 

My initial [research] question was relating to [an area] within teacher 

education ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŦƭŀǾƻǳǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴǘƘΤ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƳƻǾŜŘ ƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ 

so, in fact, my data would not have been redundant. But the shift has 

happened so quickly onto things like Prevent, you know, the agendas - the 

political agendas change so rapidly that I would have been out of date.  

It influenced what college management required of academic TE-PCET in the 

preparation of its teachers: 

I get messages from ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ colleges ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ΨtƭŜŀǎŜΣ Ŏŀƴ ȅƻǳ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ 

your trainees have got something around stretch and challengeΩ because 

ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ōǳȊȊ ǿƻǊŘǎΦ ό5ƛΣ BU) 

hŦǎǘŜŘΩǎ hegemonic influence extended to how student-teachers sought to interpret 

their practice: 

²ŜΩǾŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƘŀŘ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ώǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎϐ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ Χ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

like us to observe them in Ofsted style. Well [I said] Ψbo! WŜΩƭƭ ƭŜǘ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƛǘ 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǊŜŀǘΗΩ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ΨNo! ¸ƻǳ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǿŜΩƭƭ 

ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΩΦ ό[ƛƴŘŀ BU) 

There was resentment at this pervasive influence on research, teaching practices and 

content that threatened the autonomy traditionally enjoyed by HE:  

LǘΩǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΣ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ōŀŘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ώhŦǎǘŜŘϐ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ 

ǘŜƭƭ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ ŘƻΦ !ƴŘΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ Χ ƛt can only take a change of 
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direction in the wind and those people [Ofsted] will be telling us what to 

teach and it would not be a good position to be in. (Francine FU) 

One TEd ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ hŦǎǘŜŘ ƘŀŘ ΨŎƻƭƻƴƛsŜŘΩ ¢9 where success as a manager of 

academic TE-PCET was judged as ΨƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ hŦǎǘŜŘ-ǎǘȅƭŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ƻǊ ƎƻŀƭǎΩΦ IŜ ƘŜƭŘ ŀ 

view that management of academic TE-PCET were in effect agents for Ofsted: 

LΩǾŜ ƴƻǘ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŀƭ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦǊom 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƳƛƎƘǘ Ŏŀƭƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƛǊŎƭŜǎΣ L ƘƻƴŜǎǘƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

believe that anyone pays any attention [to academic TE-PCET]. I think that 

ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜΣ ŀ ŎŀŘǊŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻ-government 

people within academics who actually see their jobs as formulating policy 

ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 

pro-ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ L ƳŜŀƴΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ policy. I felt that 

very, very strongly with - L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜŎŜŘŜŘ ŀ ōƛǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ - but I felt that 

very strongly within universities, people going off to work at Ofsted and 

ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜΣ ŎƘŜŜǊƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ hŦǎǘŜŘΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ L ƳŜŀƴΚ LΩǾŜ 

seen it as a type of a form of colonisation of universities by government ς 

ƛǘΩǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜƴŦƻǊŎƛƴƎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ. 

Academic TE-PCET was, however, not immune from co-opting a favourable Ofsted 

inspection outcome as both justification for certain practices and validation of their 

work: 

(A)ttainment is really good too, you knowΧ Ofsted said that was fine, those 

percentages [for attainment], so the model works in terms of the impact on 

the student-teachers. (Francine FU) 

That programme is now being held up as the flagship for next time Ofsted 

comes. (female TEd, Uni C) 

Universtiy websites referenced Ofsted inspection grades and included selective 

quotes from reports. Promotional material highlighted Ofsted results, for example: 

hŦǎǘŜŘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

teachers for Further Education ŀǎ ΨDǊŀŘŜ мΩ ς Outstanding. (Uni A) 

Course handbooks referenced Ofsted: 

The PGCE at [university name] is a stimulating programme that was highly 

praised by Ofsted during their recent inspection in [month, year].  
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5.6 Summary 

The foregoing explored the degree to which academic TE-PCET was differentiated 

from other social fields of practice. This was necessary to understand how TEds 

viewed their field as a distinct specialism in support of a rationale for its academy 

location. It further considered TE-PCETΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ in the 

academy, the social field of PCET practice and government and other stakeholders.  

TEds suggested that the academy offered a space for the exploration of ideas and 

critical thinking appropriate for a theory-informed practice-focused professional 

education. It was thus considered a marker of quality. This afforded status and 

employment opportunities for newly qualified teachers. Somewhat contradictorily 

were claims that TE-PCET need not necessarily be in the academy, despite its 

advantages: a space independent of the employing colleges and the quality of the 

TEd delivering the programme were key factors. ¢Ƙƛǎ ΨƻǘƘŜǊƴŜǎǎΩ was reinforced 

when relations with non-education disciplinary fields were considered. TEds 

suggested that they did not enjoy the same status as their peers, seemingly 

disparaged for their vocational orientation. Employment contracts as teachers rather 

than researchers reinforced that perception. This vocational orientation and the 

need to remain close to PCET were considered important, despite concerns that 

ΨǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǿŀȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƛǾƻǊȅ ǘƻǿŜǊΩ όHassan BU) might undermine the relationship. 

Relations with the external field of government and policy makers suggested that 

Ofsted regulation considerably curtailed their autonomy. Collectively these themes 

point to the challenges for TEds in maintaining positions of authority within the 

academy given the weakness of the boundaries between the academy and PCET, and 

the different kinds of knowledge to which their work was oriented.  

5.7 Discussion   

For any discipline oriented to a social field of professional practice the academy 

should represent a key space in which its intellectual dimension is sustained and 

nourished. This will be through, inter alia, its links with the professional practice field. 

It is reasonable to suggest that academic TE-PCET retain close links with the social 
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field of PCET practice and the findings presented in this chapter conform to that 

premise. Analysis of the foregoing suggested, however, two principal foci in tension 

ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƭŀōŜƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƘǳōΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƛƭƻΩΣ concerning the institutional field position 

of academic TE-PCET.  

Academic TE-PCET ǿŀǎ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƘǳōΩ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΣ ƻǇŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘǿŀǊŘ 

looking to the PCET social field of practice and other external fields such as politics 

and industry, and hence with relatively weak external boundaries. Simultaneously, 

regarding its internal orientation to the academy, it was set apart ς ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ŀ ΨǎƛƭƻΩ ς 

strongly internally bounded from other disciplinary areas. In effect, academic TE-

PCET was positioned in the academy but its focus largely not of the academy. This 

insider-outsider dualism as represented in Figure 5.2 foreshadows a contestation 

over the institutional field position of academic TE-PCET: essentially, who is running 

academic TE-PCET (positional autonomy) and according to whose principles 

(relational autonomy). It is to this I now turn with a theorised discussion drawing on 

LCT Autonomy.  

Figure 5-2 Field position of academic TE-PCET in relation to academy, PCET and 
other social fields of practice 

Academy Academic 
TE-PCET 

PCET and 
other social 

fields of 
practice 
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5.7.1 Autonomy codes 

Positional autonomy 

Underpinning the ¢9ŘǎΩ idea of the academy was intellectual liberation: a critical 

space, a chamber for debate and critique of ideas, ideologies and policies from within 

and without. It was against this background that as an arena, TEds represented 

academic TE-PCET as a repository of expertise. Consequently, TEds portrayed 

themselves as invested with cognitive authority (Wilson, 1983), knowing ΨǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ 

ǿŜǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘΩ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ΨŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜΩ, and their knowledge claims 

ΨǿƻǊǘƘȅ ƻŦ ōŜƭƛŜŦΩ όƛōƛŘ., 15). They claimed this afforded them a degree of control over 

the intellectual substance of their work and, in some cases, that of non-I9 ΨƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΥ  

We have the expertise and we are able to lead. (Fay RU) 

This was evidenced, for example, in ¢9ŘǎΩ elevated position as arbiters of quality of 

provision and teaching practices in PCET; and in their role as research facilitators, co-

managers and sponsors ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ όŜΦƎΦ, PCET actorsΩ) research projects. 

This expertise could be said to secure for TEds the jurisdiction of judgement (Shalem 

& Slonimsky, 2014) in the teaching profession. It afforded academic TE-PCET a 

jurisdictional space (Findlow, 2012) to be independent of subordinate enactments 

(McNamara, 2010a) of teaching and influences from the social field of PCET practice 

seeking to determine the substance of TE-PCET. TEds held a form of symbolic capital 

because of their collective repository of expertise. On this reading, academic TE-PCET 

had relatively stronger positional autonomy (PA+).  

Academic TE-PCET, however, must be seen in the context of the control exerted by 

arguably more powerful agents issuing from the political field over its processes and 

outcomes. Indeed, TEds were not dominant agents: they claimed that they had very 

little influence over policy makers. This placed academic TE-PCET and its agents in 

the subordinate position of reacting to policy pronouncements, in effect relegating 

ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ Ψsubservient partnersΩ ό{ƘŀǘǘƻŎƪ, 1999: 278) in shaping the parameters 

(Maton, 2005a) within which academic TE-PCET operated. Ofsted, the high 
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accountability inspectorate regime in England (Ellis et al., 2013) was particularly 

relevant here.  

Noted by TEds in this study as high stakes, failure to conform to Ofsted requirements 

had consequences: for example, a poor inspection outcome could lead to a collapse 

in student demand and eventual course closure (Ellis et al., 2013; Furlong, 2013). 

5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳΣ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ of control over their work was 

circumscribed by the degree of control exerted by Ofsted. This was evidenced by the 

curtailment of the shape and volume of academic TE-PCET research activity; 

resources allocated to data collection and monitoring; and syllabi reoriented to 

ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ ΨǿƘŀǘ hŦǎǘŜŘ ǿŀƴǘǎΩ όFrancine FU). Shattock (1999: 278-279) highlighted the 

implications for academic work of the control exerted by a regulatory regime:  

(T)he opening of university education departments to OFSTED inspections 

represents an extreme example of the exercise of state control over an area 

of academic work. Whatever sympathy one has for the national need to 

improve educational standards in schools the imposition of these controls 

ƻǾŜǊ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ Χ ŀ ǎŜǾŜǊe intrusion into academic life.  

In this conception, Ofsted held a dominant position within academic TE-PCET. As 

noted by Maton (2005a: 697): 

In terms of higher education, if agents occupying positions within the field 

(such as monitoring bodies or university governance) originate from or are 

primarily located in other fields (such as industry or politics), the field 

exhibits relatively weaker positional autonomy. 

Weaker positional autonomy was reinforced when considering the positioning of 

academic TE-PCET within the HE supra-field. TEds perceived that their non-TE 

academy peers projected onto TE a devalorised and marginalised position in the 

academy: the vocational and practical orientation of their professional discipline 

exposed them to profane influences on their work. In this conception, TEds were 

teachers rather than academic researchers. Their work that originated from outside 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŀ ǿŀǎ ǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ Ψƴƻǘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΩ όWǳƴŜ FU). TEds felt 

that their professional expertise, associated closely with the social field of PCET 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ΨƭŜǎǎŜǊΩ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜŜǊǎΥ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 
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jurisdictional space (Findlow, 2012) undermined their claim to sit alongside their 

ǇŜŜǊǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ΨƘƛƎƘ ǘŀōƭŜΩ όFurlong, 2013: 41). This inhibited their ability to 

ŀŎǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎƭȅ ŀǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΦ tǳǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ 

credibility as experts in their professional field that was oriented outwards to the 

social field of PCET practice (the jurisdictional space as ΨƘǳōΩύ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ŀ 

ŘƛƳƛƴǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȅŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ όŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ŀǊŜƴŀΩǎ) marginalisation in the academy: the jurisdictional space as the metaphorical 

ΨǎƛƭƻΩΦ  

In summary, for positional autonomy (PA), or who runs academic TE-PCET, the TEds 

generally portrayed themselves as invested with a degree of control in the academy, 

particularly in relation to actors positioned in the social field of PCET practice. This 

must be set against the arguably more powerful regulatory framework within which 

academic TE-PCET operated: the TE-PCET arena was subject to the control of agents 

from outside the academy. This suggests relatively weaker positional autonomy 

(PAφ). 

Securing stronger positional autonomy would be dependent, inter alia, on relatively 

strong relational autonomy (McNamara, 2010a). 

Relational autonomy 

TEds suggested that academic TE-PCET maintained a degree of insulation from what 

they claimed were more profane imperatives characterising the preparation of new 

teachers in non-academic TE-PCET accredited programmes (or more specifically ITT 

ς Initial Teacher Training) and the management of PCET teachers and teaching in that 

social field of practice. TEds were critical of the influence of technicist models, 

toolkits and reductive interpretations of teaching work that they associated with 

non-academic provision, and were critical of the anti-intellectualism amongst (at 

least some) PCET management: 

that culture of targets, kind of a technical view of education, a behaviourist 

view of it all. (Francine FU) 



 
 

145 
 
 

TEds claimed that employers decried a perceived focus on abstract 

conceptualisations rather than the day-to-day practicalities of classroom life (with 

ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘΣ ǎƻƳŜ ¢9Řǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎύΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ΨǿƘŀǘ 

ǿƻǊƪǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨŘƛǎǘǊǳǎǘŦǳƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩ όClaude RU). This aligned 

with a rather narrow instrumentalist conception of teacher professionalism, oriented 

to acquisition of trainable skills and competences (Beck, 2009); teaching thus 

reduced to an assemblage of tools in a toolkit.  

Whilst not denying the importance for teachers of practical knowledge, TEds 

emphasised a teacher education. They sought for PCET teachers a discerning, ethical 

basis for the profession. In this, TE demanded critical thinking skills and refined 

judgement to underpin ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨŀŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΩ όClaude RU). The values 

and measures of achievement deemed as markers of success and legitimacy thus 

appeared aligned with higher educational ones. Collectively, these aims necessarily 

set academic TE-PCET apart from how others would seek to define the scope of 

teacher preparation and professionalism, associated with prescriptive means for 

utilitarian ends: a claim for a relatively strong relational autonomy ς insulated from 

more profane value systems.  

I return, howeverΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨƘƛƎƘ 

ǎǘŀƪŜǎΩ hŦǎǘŜŘ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎƛƳŜ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ 

in the field of academic TE-PCET necessarily shaped it regarding priority setting and 

ways of working. This extended to, for example, data gathering, monitoring and 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ΨǎǉǳŜŜȊƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ όFrancine FU) of research output in the 

intellectual field. Indeed, Ofsted inspection foci reflected government policies and 

values: government priorities directed provision in areas such as equality and 

diversity, the Prevent and safeguarding agendas in the educational field. Such ways 

of working, practices, and aims that emanated from outside academia reflected Ψthe 

ŎƻŜǊŎƛǾŜ ŦƻǊŎŜ ƻŦΧǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊƛŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΩ όIŜƴƪŜƭΣ нлмлΥ фύ on academic TE-

PCET practices.  

Any resistance to Ofsted infiltration of TE-PCET and profane influences on TEd values 

was arguably undermined because management within academic TE-PCET either 
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lacked sufficient clout with policy makers or, as claimed by one TEd, ǿŜǊŜ ΨcolonisedΩ 

by Ofsted. As noted in 5.5.2, however, there was evidence that TEds sought 

validation, at least partially, in Ofsted commentary that supported their ways of 

working. A favourable Ofsted inspection was a valuable marketing device used for 

promotional material in attracting potential student-teachers, potentially boosting 

demand for ITE programmes. TEds co-opted into this to some extent. On one hand it 

was resisted, deemed to varying degrees antithetical to their core values; on the 

other, if their provision was rated highly it raised their profile and potentially boosted 

their reputation within their university.   

For student-teachers, TEds asserted that academic TE-PCET was a quality marker, an 

aid to securing employment given that employers valued a university qualification. 

An ΨƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ Ofsted grade (the highest) in combination with a university award, 

suggested validation rested not on the academy providing knowledge for 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΩǎ ǎŀƪŜ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅƛƴƎ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ 

and success were market oriented; the marketplace for qualifications suggested a 

valorisation of values from outside the academy. Student-teachers were said to be 

interested in the kudos and credibility that their education would provide them with 

employers, rather than for intrinsic benefits of academic TE-PCET.  

This suggested, then, a shift from the values and principles of the academy to more 

profane concerns: survival in a marketplace ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 

the competition. This is where perhaps the boundaryless-ƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƘǳōΩ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ 

consequential: the openness to the social field of PCET practice meant that the 

principles of achievement and ways of working needed to be oriented to extrinsic 

principles. In other words, what the market in the form of employers and student-

teachers as consumers of a highly rated product, and government, especially in the 

form of Ofsted, demanded. In comparison to their academic peers, TEds perceived 

that they were accountable to non-university ways of working. To an extent, TEds 

reinforced this perceived projection by non-education academic peers by claiming 

that there was not anything particularly transcendent about academic TE-PCET; that 

the quality of TE provision was instead related to the inherent distinction of the 
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particular educator, and hence the jurisdictional space need not be the academy per 

se. It needed, rather, to be somewhere neutral. This would be in accord with views 

expressed in interviews to the effect that the academic protocols (e.g., forms of 

assessment) and the prominence afforded theory over practice could isolate 

academic TE-PCET and undermine its utility for the preparation for professional 

practice.  

For relational autonomy (RA), in the first instance, TEds sought to stake out a space 

for academic TE-PCET in the provision of teacher education rather than training, and 

the associated principles and ways of working that accompany that. This was, 

however, in tension with principles emanating from outside the academy. Ofsted 

principles held sway encompassing particular forms of power and control: what 

Ofsted wanted would determine markers of success and achievement. At the same 

time, by claiming that the academy of itself was not of necessity a key component of 

teacher preparation, but rather the TEd was, indicated a degree of albeit unintended 

collusion in this determination. Collectively, this suggested that academic TE-PCET 

had relatively weaker relational autonomy (w!φ).  

This analysis is represented graphically in Figure 5.3. The sovereign code reflects 

¢9ŘǎΩ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ŦƻǊ their control of academic TE-PCET, and reflecting the emphasis on 

education (critical thinking; moral education values, etc.) over training to do a job ς 

that is, HE values and ways of working. The projected code represents the 

ambivalence towards academic TE-PCETΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ of necessity in the academy 

where the emphasis is on the TEd as expert. There is a potential code clash between, 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴ ŎƻŘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

value of education rather than training and the description of themselves as 

disciplinary experts, and, on the other hand, the projected code by which they 

questioned the necessity for the academy. The dashed double-arrow line between 

the sovereign and projected codes indicates the inherent tensions ς a code clash ς 

from within the TE community itself. This also reflects the point made in the 

introduction that academic TE-PCET was in the academy but not of the academy. The 

solid one-way arrows from both sovereign and projected to the exotic reflects the 
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inevitable pull that academic TE-PCET had experienced: academic TE-PCET was 

weakly insulated from government control and oriented to the needs of the market 

όt!φΣ w!φύ.  

5.8 Conclusion 

This chapter reported the findings related to the first research question regarding the 

distinctive institutional field position of academic TE-PCET as perceived by the TEds:  

How do TEds conceive of the distinctiveness of academic TE-PCET as a 

specialised field of study in the academy? 

Based on the empirical thematic analysis outlined in 4.7, the findings were analysed 

using the LCT dimension of Autonomy to reveal the organising principles. These are 

conceptualised as autonomy codes, based on the relative strengths of positional and 

relational autonomy.   

TEds located in the academy were obliged to give effect to and conform with external 

policy goals extrinsic to purely HE ƴƻǊƳǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ 

autonomy as free intellectual agents against the powers of the State in dictating what 

PAð 

PA+ 

RA+ RAð 

ǎƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴ 

ƛƴǘǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ŜȄƻǘƛŎ 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ 

Figure 5-3 ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ¢9-PCET 
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they should focus on, value and promote. From this analysis it would appear that 

TEds had little collective agency to insulate the field from external sources of power, 

control and influence (t!φύΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨƘǳōΩ ǘƘŜƳŜ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ 

boundaries: the values that stem from outside the academy are the principal bases 

of legitimation (w!φ). Further, academic TE-PCET was marginalised within the 

academy akin to a silo, deprived of time and resources that traditional academic 

disciplines and their disciplinary custodians in the academy, it was claimed, enjoyed. 

TEds appeared caught between observance and acquiescence to the specific logic of 

the university field and external determinants of legitimacy. On this reading, 

academic TE-PCET was vulnerable and exposed. 

It may be suggested that academic TE-PCET needs higher autonomy, that is, to chart 

a trajectory from the current exotic code towards the sovereign code (PA+, RA+), if it 

wishes to secure its jurisdictional space in the academy. To achieve this, I suggest 

that TEds would need to be able to express and defend a disciplinary discourse 

capable of gaining conceptual purchase (McNamara, 2010a) on teaching and learning 

in academic TE-PCET as part of a cohesive community of scholars. The next three 

chapters will explore the nature of academic ¢9Ωǎ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ specialisation in the 

intellectual and educational fields. 
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Chapter 6 The intellectual field: knowledge as research 

6.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter addressed ¢9ŘǎΩ conceptions and beliefs about the institutional 

field position of academic TE-PCET, and what distinguished it from other social fields 

of practice. Of relevance for the purposes of this chapter was the conclusion that 

academic TE-PCET was marginalised within the academy, occupying the lower rung 

of the disciplinary status ladder, and subject to considerable external influences. This 

left TEds with little apparent autonomy. Such a conclusion invited further exploration 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōeliefs. Specifically, the extent to which the 

knowledge comprising ¢9ŘǎΩ claims in the intellectual and educational fields, by 

virtue of their intrinsic structures, have structuring significance for the field that may 

shed light on this perceived marginalisation. This chapter pursues that line of enquiry, 

addressing the second research question regarding the intellectual field of academic 

TE-PCET as presented in Figure 6.1: 

On what bases do teacher educators legitimate their knowledge practices and 

beliefs in the intellectual field of knowledge production for academic TE-PCET?  

 

Drawing principally on interview data, the chapter is divided into three main themed 

sections. The analysis in each section is synthesised and conceptualised in a 

discussion using LCT Specialisation.  

Figure 6-1 Arena created by EPD - chapter focus on knowledge production 
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Section 6.2 offers ¢9ŘǎΩ conceptions of the intellectual context of the academy. It 

considers the research culture in the academy and the requirements of, and 

opportunities for, TEds in academic TE-PCET to undertake research. This provides the 

ōŀŎƪŘǊƻǇ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ an academic identity in 6.3 in 

which ¢9ŘǎΩ prior experiences and academic qualifications, and their identity 

perceptions as researchers and teacher-practitioners in the academy context, are 

analysed. Resultantly, section 6.4 ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

practices in the context of the disciplinary status of TE, and the type, purpose and 

dissemination of research undertaken. The conclusion draws the threads of this 

conceptualisation together to answer the research question.  

6.2 The context: the academy, research culture and academic TE-PCET 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ 

practice. Analysis suggests that TEds portrayed the intellectual field of the academy 

as privileging strongly classified and framed knowledge and knowers in the 

production and validation of knowledge, where prioritisation was accorded research 

over teaching work.  

The academy and scholarship 

TEds claimed the academy placed a premium on research that embodied principles 

of originality, significance and rigour as promulgated by the Research Excellence 

Framework (REF). Accordingly, it was suggested the academy conferred status on 

those who conformed to these principles for knowledge production. TEds claimed 

this inhered in the researcher an academic kudos or credibility, tightly bound within 

a disciplinary specialism. This was also the criteria by which doctoral studies were 

said to be judged.  

HoƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƻŎǘƻǊŀǘŜ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ψȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǿŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƪǳŘƻǎΦΦΦ ȅƻǳǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎƳΩ ό9ƭŜƴŀ RU). Respondents thus acknowledged 

that the doctorate represented intellectual standing in the scholarly and student 

communities. TEds claimed that a doctoral graduate possessed a distinctive 

specialised knowledge base; that the doctorate provided a solid grounding in the 
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development of research skills; and that it enhanced the academic profile and 

credibility of the candidate and potentially the university:  

[O]ōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛǘΩǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ 

those that teach on their programmes having the best possible 

qualifications to do so and academic profile to do so (Edwina RU). 

Michael (BU) noted that:  

anyone ǿƘƻΩǎ labelled a lecturer really ought to have a PhD as far as the 

ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘΦ 

In addition to doctoral output, undertaking research that was publishable in peer-

reviewed journals and REF-ableΣ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ Ψǘǿƻ ώǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘϐ ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΩ ŘŜŜƳed 

ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿƻǊƪŜǊ ŀ ΨŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΩ ό/ŀǊƻƭ BU). Faculty management advised 

Linda (BU), a doctoral graduate, ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀ ΨǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

ŦƻŎǳǎΩ to ōŜ ŀ ΨŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΩΦ [ƛƴŘŀ ŎƻƴǾŜȅŜŘ ƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǳƭǘȅ ƘŜŀŘΩǎ admonition that 

she not be ŀ ΨƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛǎǘΩ and was advised:  

You must find something which is yours. Because if you do a bit of this and 

you do - if you remain a polyglot you will never - ȅƻǳ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ƴŀƳŜ ŦƻǊ 

yourself if you remain a polyglot.  

Elena (RU), whose view reflected that of most participants, articulated ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ 

position on the production of new knowledge and the legitimacy of those producing 

knowledge: 

L Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ƛǘ ƛƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŀ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ. This is what 

ǿŜΩǊŜ being told this is what research is, [what] ƛǘΩǎ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜ: it has to follow 

certain rules; it has to be peer assessed; it has to be within academia in order 

for it to become considered either research or knowledge. If I came up with 

an idea tomorrow - which I can do on a regular basis, I have ideas about stuff 

- ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘΤ ƛǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ 

ōŜŜƴ ǇŜŜǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘΤ ƛǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŦƻǊƳŀǘǎΣ ǎƻ ƛǘΩǎ 

ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ Χ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜΣ ƻŦ Ŏƻǳrse it is: people come up 

with new ideas all the time. But, for me, research is [about] formalising my 

own role which is to go through the hoops to become this credible 

academic...and [be a] person who can then have opinions about stuff.  
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6.2.1 A requirement to research? Expectations, affordances and hindrances  

Whilst not compulsory that TEds at the three institutions either hold a doctorate or 

work towards one, John (FU) suggested TEds in the academy should be encouraged 

to embark on doctoral study, arguing:  

I think we owe it to our students to be able to have a sufficient grasp of a 

knowledge of our own discipline at the appropriate level to be able to pass 

that on to our colleagues. 

This notwithstanding, TEds in all three institutions claimed there was an expectation 

that they engaged in research activity. At Randmeadow University, TEds were 

contractually obligated with a stipulated contractual allocation of hours for research 

activity hence ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴΧǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ Ψŀǎ 

ŀƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜΩ and ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ΨǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΩ όEmma RU). Blackbridge 

and Farrisdown distinguished between professional and academic contracts. Many 

TEds were on professional contracts that did not formally require research for 

publication and submission to the REF although Ψmost of the people in my team 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ όRachel BU). Tension arose because of 

the distinction between academic work and teaching work as manifest in the staff 

contracts. 

Blackbridge ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ΨōƛƎ ƎǳƭŦΩ 

(Hassan BU) between them. Hassan claimed this ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ΨŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘΩ ŀǎ 

ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ Ψǎƛƭƻ-isŜΩ όAlan BU) TEds. Alan held a doctorate, had 

engaged in doctoral supervision, and participated in research projects. He drew 

attention to the challenges for TEds bridging a perceived gap between teacher and 

researcher identities: 

[I]t comes back to that division between academic researchers and teachers 

and I think ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ a huge chasm there, and I think there always has been. 

!ƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŎǊƻǎǎ 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΤ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǎŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜƳ. 
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Hassan (BU) suggested that with more TEds either having completed or undertaking 

ŘƻŎǘƻǊŀǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ΨŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƪǳŘƻǎΩ ƎŀƛƴŜŘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ΨōǊŜŀƪ ŘƻǿƴΩ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŘŜƳŀǊcation.  

Brett (FUύ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ώsic] to undertake our own 

researchΩΦ Iƛǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜΣ WǳŘƛǘƘΣ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǳŀƭ 

ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǊǎ ŀǇǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ΨI have been asked to conduct research, 

and I am conducting researchΩΦ  

Whether there was a contractual obligation or a personal inclination to research, 

increasing workloads and lack of time influencing their roles were recurrent themes. 

Terry (RU) suggested that there was tacit acknowledgement that workloads 

prevented TEds from realistically pursuing research opportunities: 

The university tells you that it wants you to do research, and would like you 

to do research, for obvious reasons, because of the way the university values 

it. But in the faculty of Ed ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ - they might ask for it, 

they might say that they require it - ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 

ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ 

in trying to square the circle, so, yeah. So, ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōǳǘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 

whether it was really required. (original emphasis) 

Research thus ǘŜƴŘŜŘ Ψǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜΧǇŀǎǎƛƻƴŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

ŘŜǾƻǘŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΩ όEdwina RU).  

June and Francine at Farrisdown were critical of Ofsted-related demands and quality 

ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ΨǾŜǊȅΣ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǘ all on 

teacher educationΩ όWǳƴŜΣ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜǎ ƘŀŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

years such ǘƘŀǘ Ψoriginal ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƎƻƴŜ ŘƻǿƴΩ όFrancine, original emphasis).  

TEds claimed that securing enough time to pursue research to a sufficiently rigorous 

and systematic degree would most likely require a move away from TE-PCET work. 

Hassan (BU) suggested that if one were to argue for more research time and become 

Ψresearch-ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘΧǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜΧȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ off initial teacher educationΩΦ 

Others echoed this sentiment. Alan (BU) claimed: 
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if you want to move yourself into a kind of academic role then - as a 

researcher - ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŘǊƻǇ ǘƘŜ teacher education to 

some extent. 

Terry (RU) concurred and felt that a PhD may provide a path out of TE-PCET: 

bŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ L ŘƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪƭƻŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ LΩǾŜ ƎƻǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ LΩƳ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ 

ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ Χ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪƭƻŀŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǎƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ L 

ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇŀǘƘ ƻǳǘΦ  

The refrain that time was a major consideration affecting TEŘǎΩ research work was 

acknowledged by a senior leader at Randmeadow, Edwina. She provided an example 

comparing Randmeadow ¢9ŘǎΩ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ time - in excess of 450 hours - with 

those of academic peers in another named ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƻ Ψare on an average of, 

something like, 120 ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ƘƻǳǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊΩ:   

{ƻ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƘǳƎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅōƻŘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

department having the potential to devote time to produce REF-able matter 

compared to teacher education, I think, is very stark. (Edwina RU) 

Such differences speak, in part, to the disciplinary status of TE work. It was 

established in 5.3 that non-TE academic peers were perceived by TEds to hold views 

that de-valorised TE ŀǎ ΨǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ǿƻǊƪ ƴƻǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΦ ¢9Řǎ 

suggested that this undermined their claim to academic status in the academy. This 

will be taken up in 6.3.1.  

The following discussion draws together these findngs and the analysis synthesised 

using LCT tools of Specialisation. As explained in chapter 3, Specialisation establishes 

why certain actors and discourses are deserving of distinction or status based on how 

they are constructed as special or unique (Maton, 2014). 

6.2.2 Discussion 

This section highlighted an overarching theme concerning the intellectual field 

context of the academy as perceived by the TEds: one of the fundamental missions 

of the academy was the production of rigorous research in specialised domains by 

specialist scholars. The consequence of this, with implications for academic TE-PCET, 

was a distinct research-teaching bifurcation.  
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RŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōȅ ¢9Řǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ 

ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ΨǇǳōƭƛǎƘŀōƭŜΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ exemplified this 

theme. Research practices in the academy as perceived by TEds relatively strongly 

circumscribed legitimate objects of study as reflected in their distinct disciplinary 

specialisms. Emphasis was thus on knowledge production derived not by personal 

interpretation but by adherence to rigorous academic protocols such as those 

defined by the REF criteria. Ideas were not knowledge unless vetted in accordance 

with protocols and processes. These needed to be ΨǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎΣ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǊƻōǳǎǘΩ 

(John FU). Knowledge practices in the intellectual field thus relatively strongly 

delimited the legitimate means and procedures for constructing such objects. Taken 

together this reflects relatively strong epistemic relations (ER+).  

Ascension to the academic high table and membership of a legitimate knowledge 

community was secured through intense socialisation, namely, apprenticeships with 

ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊƭȅ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ. This was in the form of master-apprentice relations in 

doctoral study. Successful completion of said apprenticeship and continued 

engagement with scholarly others conferred on academics kudos and credibility to 

be able to make legitimate knowledge claims and be, as Elena (RU) noted, ǘƘŜ ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴ 

ǿƘƻ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŦŦΩΦ The traditional notion of the academy in 

this conception was hence a socialising context for the cultivation of a particular type 

of knower - that of the scholar - reflecting relatively stronger social relations based 

on a cultivated gaze (SR+).  

Consequently, TEds perceived that, in the intellectual field, research work in the 

academy was valued more highly than teaching work. Producing research worthy of 

inclusion in the w9C ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ Ψǎƛƭƻ-ƛǎŜΩ όAlan BU) academy workers involved mainly 

in teaching work. The valorisation of the scholar was reflected in the time allocated 

for research: TEd contracts focused on teaching and contained more contact hours 

with student-teachers and less time (if any) for research in relation to non-education 

peers. ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǎƻƴŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƛƭƻΩ ǘƘŜƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǿƘŜǊŜby TE-PCET 

was distinct and set apart from the mainstream academy. It was suggested there that 

TEds struggled to achieve parity of esteem with academic peers who deemed TEd 
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academic habituses illegitimate, lacking the requisite academic capital valorised in 

their adopted epistemic community (McNamara, 2007).  

In summary, TEds characterised the underlying structuring principles of the 

intellectual field of the academy as an elite code (ER+, SR+) as portrayed in Figure 6.2. 

The intellectual field in the academy represented a space in which the basis of 

legitimacy resided in academics who possessed distinctive specialised knowledge, 

who drew on established academic protocols in the production of knowledge in 

those specialisms. Academics thus belonged to a relatively strongly bound and 

controlled specialist community whose legitimacy as researchers rested on being 

cultivated through relatively strongly bound and controlled ways of knowing, for 

example, by master-apprentice relationships embodied within doctoral study.   

This is not to suggest a necessarily accurate reflection of the intellectual HE supra-

field: determining the factual basis and logic of these accounts is beyond the scope 

of the thesis. Rather, by excavating the organising principles that shape the 

intellectual field of knowledge production as perceived by the TEds reflects their 

9wτ 

9wҌ 

{wҌ {wτ 

ŜƭƛǘŜ 

ƪƴƻǿŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

Figure 6-2 Specialisation plane for intellectual field of academy perceived by 
TEds 
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ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘΣ ƻǊ 

position themselves, in this supra-ŦƛŜƭŘΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ΨǇƭŀȅ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǿ be 

explored through an analysis of their dispositions (section 6.3) and practices (section 

6.4). Drawing on LCT Specialisation, excavating the underlying organising principles 

of dispositions and practices will determine the degree to which these match the 

elite coding orientation that they perceived dominated the supra-field of HE.  

6.3 TEd dispositions: prior experiences shaping current actions  

This section addresses three sub-ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ 

work: the role of PCET experience and postgraduate studies as a form of intellectual 

formation as an academy worker, and a consideration of TEd identity as researcher 

and teaching practitioner. This analysis suggests a relatively weakly insulated 

intellectual foundation for academic TE-t/9¢ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀŎȅ 

for experiential knowledge in their professional formation as TEds. It also reveals a 

clear divide between TEds disposed to research work, embodying dispositions for 

both research and teaching, and those who were not. The latter embraced the role 

of TEd as a teacher where teaching held primacy over research. 

6.3.1 Foundations: the role of PCET experience and postgraduate studies 

Excepting one TEd who did not have a teaching background prior to TE-PCET work, 

TEds had teaching experience ranging across primary, secondary, PCET and HE 

settings. Subject teaching specialisms ranged from academic subjects (e.g., sociology 

and psychology) to vocational subjects (e.g., beauty therapy) (Appendix 1). Apart 

from one TEd who expressly pursued a career in TE-PCET, the move into TE-PCET 

work was variously described as accidental, opportunistic: ΨǘƘǊƻǳƎƘΧǎŜǊŜƴŘƛǇƛǘȅ 

rather than a planned routeΩ (June FU). Typically, as noted by John (FUύΣ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǊƻǳǘŜΩ 

into becoming a TEd:  

tends to be either that people are around long enough, happen to be in the 

right place at the right time to get asked to do a few hours here, a few hours 

there in teacher education and gradually notch those up into more and more 

hours, rather than a proper systematic route into becoming a teacher 

educator. 



 
 

159 
 
 

Once working as an academic TEd, TE-PCET ǿƻǊƪ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƭŜŀǊƴǘ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƧƻōΩΣ 

often in relative isolation. Bryony (RU) commented: 

TƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻƻƪǎ ŀǘ Ƙƻǿ we 

work and what we do.  

Given the practitioner background of its TEds, Edwina (RU) hinted at the challenge of 

articulating an academic identity in the context of TE-PCET: 

MŀȅōŜ LΩƳ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ŀΣ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦΣ ǿŜŀƪ ǿŀȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ŜƭǎŜ ȅƻǳ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜƳΣ ŀǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎ ς you 

know, what would they be ς ǘǊŀƛƴŜǊǎΚ ²ŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǘǊŀƛƴŜǊǎΣ 

ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ educators with a specific knowledge of a 

specific discipline which they have the luxury to be able to reflect upon and 

refine and develop in an academy. They have the freedom of speech and 

thought to be able to do those things in a way that colleagues in the further 

education sector consistently say that they lack, and, in spades, they say 

they lack in schools. So, if one of the functions of the academy is to create 

safe spaces for people to develop and refine thinking and new ideas about 

theory and practice then we are privileged to exist in that space. So, yes, we 

are academics.  

John (FU) appeared to concur with this view of TEd as academic disciplinary custodian 

working at the interface between theory and practice. This aligned with his view of 

TE-PCET as a fƛŜƭŘ ΨǿƻǊǘƘȅ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǳŎƘ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΦ Specifically, mastersΩ degrees were not 

compulsory for academic TE-PCET work as evidenced by some TEds having acquired 

a masterΩs degree since appointment, or who were pursuing mastersΩ study, at the 

time of interview:  

¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǊŜǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳǊ tD/9Τ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

a kind of desired, but not essential I would say, proof of MA study, normally. 

(Peter BU) 

It is noted that the PGCE need not have been in PCET.  

A range of objects of study had been pursued at mastersΩ level including post-

compulsory education; education policy; English literature; psychology; sociology; 
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history; politics; and policy studies. Very few TEds claimed that knowledge acquired 

on their mŀǎǘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƻǊ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

for TE-PCET as a disciplinary specialism.  

Whilst mastersΩ study may not have provided knowledge foundations directly 

relevant to TE-PCET ǿƻǊƪΣ ¢9Řǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƛǘȅΩ όFay RU), 

ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ΨŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΩ ό5ƛ BU), and exposure to literatures that were 

ΨƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛsŀōƭŜΩ όaƛŎƘŀŜƭ BU). Generally acknowledged was that TEds working in the 

academy needed tertiary qualifications for credibility as academy workers. Higher 

ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψdiscipline of 

academic writing and what makes a good essay and things like referencingΩ (Margaret 

RU); it offered foundations for critical appraisal of trainee academic output (Brett & 

Judith, FU).  Elena (RU) suggested ƘŜǊ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ helped ƘŜǊ Ψǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƧƻōΩ 

ōǳǘΣ ƛƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ΨL ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ qualifications prepared me 

for the role, noΩ.  

TEds considered their experiential knowledge to be as relevant and valuable for TE 

as formal academic study. Several TEds drew attention to their previous work as 

teachers, managers, inspectors or civil servants working in a variety of educational 

and policy spaces as providing a foundation for their work. Frank (RU), for example, 

drew on his experiential knowledge as the basis of authority: 

I mean, my PGCE is primary [education] so there are some crossovers there, 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ Χ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀōƻǳǘΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎΣ 

lesson planning and classroom management, thosŜ ǎƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ .ǳǘ ώΧϐ 

my masters ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻΧ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ.  

Having studied subjects unrelated to education at masterΩs level, one TEd claimed 

that her expertise was derived from years spent working as a senior FE college 

manager and part-time Ofsted inspector. Another TEd had studied PCET as a subject 

in both undergraduate and postgraduate degrees. He had gained considerable 

experiential knowledge during his career in FE colleges prior to, and during, his 

studies and his work in TE-PCET. He claimed that the degrees provided little 
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grounding in the foundational disciplines of education and thus were inadequate for 

academic TE-PCET: 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ L ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ƛŦ L ŘƛŘ ŀ 

ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƛƴ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎȅ ƻǊ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎȅ Χ {ƻ L Řƻ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ōƛǘ ƻŦ Ƴȅ 

education missing somewhere, which is interesting.  

This absence to which he referred was in contrast with that of Hassan at Blackbridge, 

one of the few TEds who claimed academic studies warranted their knowledge in TE-

PCET in any distinctly disciplinary sense. Hassan had a masterΩs in the psychology of 

education and identified as an Ψeducational psychologistΩΦ Those disciplinary values 

he brought to his work. ²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōŀǎŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ 

ŀǎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎŜŘΣ Hassan ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳ can take the 

ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩΦ  

It was clear that TEds brought a variety of experiences and range of qualifications to 

their work in the academy. This had implications for how TEds viewed their identities 

within it. 

6.3.2 Researcher identity 

Echoing EdwinaΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ¢9ŘǎΩ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

and creativity, Emma (RU) offered her perspective on developing and exploring ideas, 

and making connections with other researchers. She claimed she was ΨǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅ 

who questions, somebody who wants to read and investigate and think and be 

ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΩ. This was reinforced by what she ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ΨI9-ƴŜǎǎΩ.   

Others concurred. Carol (BU), for example, found research interesting and a key part 

of her identity and saw no tension or contradiction in the dual identity of researcher 

and practitioner ς ΨǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ŦƻǊ ƳŜΩ. Similarly, her colleague, Michael, 

positioned himself as both academic and teacher; for him, the two were indivisible. 

Brett and Judith at Farrisdown both expressed enthusiasm about the potential for 

undertaking research that sat alongside their commitment to teaching.  

Randmeadow TEds referenced prospective changes regarding the contractual 

obligation to research as noted in 6.2. What was proposed allowed an opt-out of 
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research activity substituted with teaching. Emma was concerned that this would 

undermine TE-PCE¢Ωǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΥ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻǇŜƴƭȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǎŀȅΣ ΨLΩƳ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ƴȅ 

ōŀƎΤ LΩƳ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩΦ .ǳǘ L ǎŜŜ ōƻǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƘŀƴŘ ƛƴ ƘŀƴŘ 

because otherwise you might as well be working in an FE college. (Emma 

RU) 

Claire (RU) held a view in union with EmmaΩǎ, mirroring those of other researcher-

practitioners. Claire did not perceive any personal tensions in embracing dual roles 

of researcher and practitioner, believing that the practice of teaching nourished her 

research interests. Referencing perceived pressures to contribute to the REF, she 

claimed that was no greater ΨǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ tD/9Φ LǘΩǎ 

ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƧƻōΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘƻΩ.  

Claire suggested that peers might hold different perspectives on this dual identity. 

Her hypothesis as to why there might be a cleavage between a practitioner and an 

academic identity amongst TEds in the academy addressed anti-intellectual 

antecedents: 

the word ΨacademicΩ itself, you know, it has, you know, negative 

ŎƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ !ƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƛǎ perceived as 

ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ΨƻƘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎ Χ ¢ǊƛǘŜ ς ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ǘǊƛǘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ ƴarrow minded and an anti-

ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ƻƴŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ǳƴǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƻƴŜΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ.  

Others echoed ClaireΩǎ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘǎΦ Lƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ academic TEd community, 

Michael (BU) referred to TEd peers he had previously worked with at a different 

university who ΨǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƳƻǎǘΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜΣ ŀƴǘƛ-ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΧƴƻǘ ōƻǘƘŜǊŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ 

ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ƴƻƴǎŜƴǎŜΩΦ John (FU) noted ǘƘŀǘ ΨI do have colleagues who see themselves 

Χ as teachers who are not remotely interested in researchΩ. He was concerned this 

ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀ Ψfalse dichotomy, that elevation of practice over theory and a 

diminishment of researchΩ. 
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6.3.3 Practitioner identity  

Underpinning the perspectives expressed by TEds and represented by Claire, Michael 

and John, was a TEd identity as principally a teacher-practitioner, that is, a distinct 

non-researcher identity. A number spoke of this anecdotally with reference to the 

broader academic TEd community and, in this study, it was represented more 

distinctly by a subset of the Randmeadow TEds.  

Frank (RU) drew attention to a clear dichotomy between teacher-practitioner and 

researcher unrelated to contractual differentiation. He referred to himself and 

others, those ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ŀǎ ΨŦƻƻǘ ǎƻƭŘƛŜǊǎΩ: 

²ƛǘƘƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǎǇƭƛǘ Χ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

a real, a real split. ²ŜƭƭΣ ƴƻΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǎǇƭƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛǾŜ ς ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ 

no division there - ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ΨƻƘΣ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎΩΣ 

ŀƴŘ ΨƘŜΩǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƭƭ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ 

ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƭƭ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘΧŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ŜȄŀƳ ōƻŀǊŘǎΩ Χ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ 

sense that there are some people who just get on with the teaching and 

then there are others who do research.  

This teacher-practitioner identity was allowed for in the proposed changes to the TEd 

contracts at Randmeadow. Fay suggested that the proposed changes to the research 

requirement would more appropriately reflect her interest in teaching rather than 

research. She looked forward to substituting research activity for more teaching 

hours. 

Brenda (RU) made clear her identity was distinctly that of a teacher-practitioner. In 

acknowledging that there were colleagues who were research-active, she suggested: 

DƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƻƭŜΦ 

{ƻΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƻŘΣ ōǳǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƴǳǎǘ 

be equally recognised that they [teacher and researcher roles] are both 

ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ Χ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦ  

Patrick (RU) concurred, ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŎƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΣ Patrick commented, did not identify as 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ΨŀƴŘ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩ. Patrick was 
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concerned that too much focus on ΨacademiaΩ might obscure the focus on practical 

knowledge that teachers must acquireΦ IŜ ŘƻǿƴǇƭŀȅŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŀƭ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭΣ 

academƛŎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿƘŜƴ:  

what we need are real, really good, strong practitioners who can be teacher 

educators.  

aƛǊǊƻǊƛƴƎ .ǊŜƴŘŀΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ of drawing on the collective strengths of teacher-

practitioners and researchers, Patrick appeared to equate systematic research 

practices with an ΨelitƛǎǘΩ academic identity: 

I think it is a problem; I think it is a concern, for me, that it becomes 

something like developing the elitist side rather than the side for everything 

and everybody. !ƴŘ LΩƳ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻǊ ƎƻƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ς 

some people would be fantastic at doing that sort of stuff and others are 

ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŘƻΦ .ǳǘ L 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀƭƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Řƻ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎΦ  

Patrick (RU) believed that teacher-practitioner TEds as academics should be held in 

the same esteem as their TEd-researcher peers. He suggested that TEd teacher-

ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŦŜƭǘ ΨƭŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ŀōƭŜΩ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ 

traditional primary research were individuals who believed in reflecting on their 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ΨǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΣ ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎΩ 

practice. 

In summary, this section explored TEd perceptions about the role of experience and 

qualifications as foundations for intellectual work in TE-PCET and identities as 

researchers and practitioners. It was found ǘƘŀǘ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿŀǎ 

valued as highly as formalised academic knowledge. This was perhaps because there 

was a general view that formal study did not provide, or extend, foundational 

knowledge appropriate for the intellectual work of TE-PCET. Whilst many TEds 

identified as researcher-practitioners, a significant minority identified as 

practitioners, a perspective that mirrored anecdotal evidence from several TEds 

regarding the wider academic TEd community. 
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6.3.4 Discussion 

Two principal themes were identified from this analysis ƻŦ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ and 

dispositions. Firstly, there was a downplaying of educational knowledge as the basis 

of TE-PCET work in the intellectual field. Secondly, there was a distinct researcher-

practitioner and practitioner bifurcation amongst TEds, more pronounced amongst 

the Randmeadow peers.  

Regarding the first theme, there was absence of a formal professional academic 

qualification and hence an agreed foundational, codified knowledge base for TEds. 

TEds claimed their prior academic studies did not provide disciplinary foundations 

for TE-PCET work. MastersΩ degrees offered a range of knowledge contents that were 

deemed, at best, tangential to a pedagogy of TE-PCET. A masterΩs degree, according 

to respondents, was not a requisite but otherwise a desirable qualification and the 

respective principal objects of mastersΩ study were those aligned to personal 

interest. In other words, there were no agreed objects of study in the preparation of 

TEds nor strong acknowledgment for the type of principles and procedures in 

accessing agreed objects of study for TE-PCET. Apart from Hassan (BU) who strongly 

asserted the importance and relevance of his psychology of education studies for his 

work as a TEd, this suggests a downplaying of educational knowledge, that is, 

relatively weaker epistemic relations (9wφύ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

academic TE-PCET work.  

Further, membership of the TEd community was not dependent on meeting 

specialised requirements for TEd work and on that basis was not difficult to acquire. 

It was independent of a tightly prescribed social category, relatively open to teachers, 

managers, inspectors and/or civil servants from a range of teaching backgrounds and 

subject specialisms, who as John (BU) noted, ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ Ψǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀǘ 

ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƛƳŜΩ. There was de-emphasis on a prescribed form of induction and 

formalised professional experiences courtesy of tutelage from acknowledged 

disciplinary masters. This relative heterogeneity of disciplinary backgrounds and 

professional experiences of TEds underlined that relatively strong controls did not 

exist to ensure that interactions with ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ Ψsignificant othersΩΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
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form of subjects as experts, or objects as models and exemplars, would serve to 

define legitimate ways of knowing. TƘŜ ΨƛŘŜŀƭΩ disciplinary knower was not made 

explicit nor therefore the means of cultivation to ascend a knower structure 

hierarchy. Taken together this suggests relatively weaker social relations. Insofar as 

one might conceive immersion in the PCET community of practice as representing a 

form of cultivation, it could only be considered relatively weak. This is because 

ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ ǿŜŀƪƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΦ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǊƳƭȅ 

circumscribed ways of knowing, this analysis suggests it reflects relatively weaker 

social relations. Collectively, the foregoing suggests a relativist code (9wφ, {wφ) of 

legitimation characterised by a blank gaze. Figure 6.3 offers a heuristic depiction.  

 

Finally, when considering TEd identity within the intellectual field there was an 

underpinning distinction between a TEd identity as researcher-practitioner and 

practitioner. The former represented TEds disposed to research work; the latter 

represented TEds who were not. The former, whilst not denying their teacher 

identities, asserted that the basis of their legitimacy in the intellectual field was in 

their interactions through, principally, doctoral study and/or engagement with 

ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎǎΣ ōŜƛƴƎ Ψpart of a thinking, challenging, questioning communityΩ 

9wτ 

9wҌ 

{wҌ {wτ 

ŜƭƛǘŜ 

ƪƴƻǿŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

Figure 6-3 Specialisation ǇƭŀƴŜ ŦƻǊ ¢9ŘǎΩ ŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳȅ 
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(Emma RU) thus reflecting a cultivated knower code (SR+). Practitioner TEds 

downplayed this type of knower in the intellectual field. In effect, it appeared that 

they sought to relatively weaken boundaries around and control of the ways of 

knowing deemed legitimate. In appearing to reject the strengthening of the 

cultivation into being the ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ideal academic knower that dominated the 

intellectual supra-field (following 6.2.2) they thus asserted a basis for legitimacy 

residing in their subjectivity as practitioners from outside it. They ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ΨƘƻƭŘ 

ƻƴǘƻΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊ ƛŘentity cultivated in the educational field as first-order 

practitioners (Murray & Male, 2005). Assertions of parity of esteem made by 

practitioner TEds would thus dissolve boundaries between researcher-practitioner 

and practitioner TEds as academic knowers thereby denying, or at least downplaying, 

the legitimacy of the scholarly cultivated gaze and those who possessed it (Maton, 

2014). This suggested a social relations code clash (Figure 6.4): whilst recognising the 

field rules of the game, TEd researchers realised them in their embrace of the 

cultivated gaze that narrowed the gap with the perceived elite coding of the 

academy; TEd non-researchers, on the other hand, recognised the rules but 

appeared unwilling ς seemingly consciously - to realise them.  
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ŜƭƛǘŜ 

ƪƴƻǿŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

Figure 6-4 Specialisation plane of TEd scholarly dispositions in intellectual field 




























































































































































































































































































