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1. ONDIDACTIC THEORY
1.1. From facts to phenomena

Experience shows that the theory of didactic tresgn is an easy prey to
misunderstanding. To begin with, therefore, | sdalfote some preliminary considerations to
the general role aheoryin didactics. For their greater part, these comnsititens will not be
peculiar todidactictheory. But it is unhappily necessary to emphasia¢ they apply also to
didactic theory.

The first question to be disposed of in this respeacerns the nature of the “things” that any
scientific field is interested in. It has becomeammonplace to say that science concerns
itself with facts | shall maintain that this is a very unsatisfagtdescription of science in
general. More than that, | regret to say, it ieacsisly misleading portrait of its functioning
and an image which wanders far from the deepeclogiscientific activity. That scientific
theories start from facts and should, in the lasort, go back to them cannot be denied. There
is nothing special about that, and in everydayfiéecan all claim to do the same. But science
has its own way from facts to facts — which maketha difference.

Facts are the stuff that the journalist’s or thégaonan’s world is essentially made of. This is
a perfectly legimate position to take. Science haveiews the world differently. It concerns

itself with phenomenanot facts. When a tile falls from a roof on ydwad, that is a fact, just

a fact, be it a very distressing one. But sciersc@at interested in this particular event.
Physics, to take a case in point, studies the phena pertaining to the fall of heavy bodies;
and medicine studies yet other phenomena relegahetconsequences of the tile’s falling on
your head...

Let me stress the case of physics. In studyindathef heavy bodies, it will seek to establish
the laws that govern this phenomenon. But, pregiseltrying to do so, it will have to go
some way from the meffactsthat initiated the enterprise, because the warldh@nomena,
as seen by physics, displays many more relatioaghgn our own straightforward familiarity
with the world of facts would lead us to recogniZbat there exists a profound relationship
between the rolling of a small ball on an inclingldne and the free fall of any object
whatsoever, may be a surprise to the man in teetstBut, in the physicist’'s view, it is much
more than that. To relate these two facts is adooethod, and theoreticallyjustified one,

of advancing th@hysicalunderstanding of a wide range of empirical facts.

1.2. The actor’s point of view and the didacticeplight

The distinction between phenomena and facts ies® ¢entral to didactic theory. However,

in this case, it raises special difficulties tha hatural sciences will not usually meet. There
is indeed a major difference between the natuiahses and the sciences of culture to which
the didactics of mathematics belongs. In the lat@se, the systems we are seeking to



understand and explain on a scientific basis arep speak, “anthropological systems”, i.e.,
systems which intrinsically involve human beingouYmay happen to get involved in a
physical system, as the case of the falling tilewsh But the first step in trying to establish
the science of physical systems has always coddistexpelling from the physical scene any
human being whatsoever. In this respect, everyadnes will, by definition, have to stand
outside the system under scrutiny and will at Hestrelegated to the status of outside
observer. Such is the lot that we must necessadbept in so far as we seek to achieve
scientific objectivity.

Now, when it comes to anthropological systems,mgiie objectivity cannot fail to be a moot
point. Not only, as is usual in scientific life,rcé be called into question by those who, by
profession, are in charge of its advancement: thapposedly objective explanations often
prove to be at variance. But, much worse than tiet,outsider’'s views will at times be
threatenedrom inside by precisely those persons intrinsically involuadhe structure and
functioning of the system in question — by thosespes whom, for short, | shall calttorsof

the system. In fact, whenever they have a sayamthtter, the actors within the system will
be inclined to dispute the outsider's descriptidrtheir sayings and doings. And some of
them will even challenge his very right to proffarch descriptions, on the grounds that he
does not in fact participate in the system.

There is no easy way out. That our allegedly objeaflescriptions and explanations turn on
human matters can certainly not be avoided: whatexay happen, this is the stuff that our
days and works are made of. It is worthy of notedner that the actors whose logic we try to
understand have very uneven reactions. This magesign easy way out — but a slippery
one. Those among us who “specialize” in pupils éxample will usually elude bitter
rejoinders from their so-called “subjects”. Pupilél not protest at our tentative descriptions
of their conduct, if only because they are uninfednabout them — a quite gratifying situation
in itself. This situation, allow me to remark, sippeiterates the traditional situation that for
centuries the explorer of the human world has wEmmustomed to — be it with the poor at
home, with so-called primitive people in remote minies, or, in the classroom and elsewhere,
with that recurrent epitome of foreignness and &asim in the heart of civilization, the child.

This of course is not really a satisfactory soluti®r, to be more precise, it is a solution that
amounts to denying the problem that is posed, plsi confining oneself to the case in
which the problem can be easily avoided, that efghpil. Unfortunately, our willingness to
ignore their reactions notwithstanding, such a whgolving it can no longer be maintained
in the face of those other actors, the teachersgosslly when they are members of the
teaching system’s intelligentsia, i.e., membera/ét | call thenoosphereln this latter case,
our descriptions will be confronted with the viewgontaneously held by those who live
within the system and who, at times, will step olit to think and speak about what is going
on in it, not infrequently claiming to speak on bElof it.

The feeling of legitimacy that actuates such irgations may vary in degree according to the
question under discussion. From this point of vie@pspherians are never more sensitive
than when it comes to the analysis of the orgaiozaif teaching and, even more precisely,
of the destiny of knowledge within the teachingtegs They may refrain from commenting
on our interpretations of pupils’ responses, batythvill readily react to our endeavour to
account for the concrete situations, i.e. the ¥gcivhich they are confronted with in their
everyday experience of the teaching world.



The major problem that the didactician must theme&do grips with can be formulated in
simple and universal terms. While he will try tovgia description of the didactic world in
terms ofphenomenathose actors whom he faces in this ambitiousypuvgll almost always
rejoin in terms offacts To the allegedcienceof the teaching system, of which didacticians
would like so much to avail themselves, the sysseactors will firmly oppose thiere of the
scholastic world to which their intimate familigrigives them easy and straightforward
access. Such is the plight of the didactician.

1.3. Didactic phenomena

In my view there is no escape. Those critical id#s and denials that we would sometimes
like to shun are indeed part and parcel of our albp¢ study. The didactics of mathematics
does not only deal with the way Johnny learns,adls fto learn, mathematics. In trying to
achieve such an apparently well-defined goal, veesare to come across facts not obviously
akin to it, but which in a deeper study will showeir intrinsic relatedness. Experience thus
proves, if anything, that the didactics of mathaosatnust indeed be concerned with every
aspect of didactic life. The reason for this, agaan be put in terms of facts vs. phenomena.
If it remains true that our inquiries into the wbdf didactic phenomena start from bare facts,
we are nevertheless not free to decide which fadtde relevantly subsumed under one and
the same kind of phenomena. We cannot decidelibause as facts they seem far apart, the
fall of bodies in vacuum and the fall of bodiesragjan inclined plane are not accountable in
terms of one and the same physical model; or, aselye because the fall of bodies in
vacuum and their fall in fluids have much in comnmamfacts, that both of them are, so to
speak, answerable to the same physical theory.

As didacticians we must seek to understand not th@ypupil’s answer to the question put to
him and the teacher’s response to the pupil’sudtit but also what the teacher will, on
occasion, declare about both the pupil’s behavama his own conduct in the face of it. We
are not free to dismiss the intricacies inhererthendidactic world. Contrary to the physicist,
who is content with explaining how and why stonel, fwe are left with the burden of

explaining how people explain the fall of stones...

The above considerations should give relevancidaajtiestion | shall now tackle: what is a
didactic phenomenon? In contradistinction to th&amoof a fact, a phenomenon cannot be
defined on an empirical basis. Phenomenalaeretical constructsto put it simply, | shall
say that the realm of phenomena is the theoreticahterpart of the multifarious world of
empirical facts. But phenomena refer to those facexisely that the theory allows us to
definein its own language and concepts. Whatever itgestef development, no scientific
field can thus reasonably claim to account for Wiele diversity of empirical facts that,
ideally, it should be able to ferret out. But, takithe opposite course, it is worth adding that,
except perhaps at the earlier stages of its histbeytheory will invoke phenomena which are
certain to have no obvious analogue in terms ofattter's experience with facts, and whose
description will more often than not sound odd eexbndite to his delicate ear.

Theory starts from facts but rapidly soars up tanaverse of its own. Didactic theory is no
exception. To the uninitiated, its discourse magnsenow high flown, now downright plain,

according as the facts on which it appears to hargematter-of-course and familiar or far
removed from the actor’s ordinary experience. This,afraid, is still more characteristic of

didactic transposition theory. | am therefore inetl to think that my presentation will

provide an excellent illustration of these prelianiynremarks.



2. THE ORIGINS OF DIDACTIC TRANSPOSITION
2.1. Introducing the didactic relation

The concept of the didactic relation is a caseamtp It should throw some light on the
inescapable discrepancy between the language tsfdad the language of phenomena. What
we can see and apprehend as a fact when obsernyngathematics class is the relation that
joins together teacher and pupils, i.e., the teapbpil relation. Empirically, and to the
hurried observer at least, this relation seemsta binary one. But it is my view that, in order
to make out even the most elementary facts relabvéhe binary teacher-pupil relation,
didactic theory must from the start posit, as ategcal entity, dernaryrelation, which | call
thedidactic relation The didactic relation unites three, not two, ‘atig”: to wit, the teacher,
the taught and, last but not ledsipwledgeor, to be yet more precisine knowledge taught
This is a minimal definition, one which needs fertitomment.

The reason why we must introduce knowledge intodidactic relation is that very little of
what takes place between teacher and pupils camderstood solely in terms of the teacher
and the pupils conceived, so to speak, as conteat{fersons. Decided efforts have been
made to expatiate upon the teacher-pupil relatibichvhave in the end proved vain. One
might as well try to explain the relationship beéwmethe pianist and his audience, or the
waiter and the customer, by ignoring the musich& tood! Certainlysomefacts can be
explained on such a narrow basis, e.g. in termggaip dynamics. But such an approach can
yield nothing more profound concerning the spedfracture that we are interested in.

Above all, however, these counterexamples showie gs food for thought. The real problem
that arises here is not so much to decide whetleesivall or not include knowledge in the
didactic relation. The main issue that confronesdidactician at this point lies in the fact that
most teachers and noospherians apparently avoiduestion of knowledge. Why do they
tend to elude this question? Or, to put it in mexglicit form, why do they spontaneously
ignore knowledge and their own personal relatiokrtowledge, and focus only, not so much
even on the pupil’s relation to it, as on theiatin to the pupil’s relation to it?

This is already quite an intricate situation, bwtvdrned you. In fact, it is a situation which
echoes a major problem of the didactics of mathiesiahamely, that of therocessingof
knowledge within the teaching system. Certainlyisitonly one facet of that problem. For
unbiassed observation shows that knowledge is e time essential ingredient of didactic
life, and the most fragile and concealed of itsstibments, to be referred to only allusively
and indirectly. Oddly enough, knowledge, in thecteag system, seems to generate
ambivalent attitudes on the part of those who areharge of it — those actors who are really
agentsof the system. There is thus more than a touckaofedness and awfulness in the
reactions it inspires, as if something about it ldutp be kept secret. To put it plainly,
knowledge is the skeleton in the cupboard. And sitprecisely the task of didactic
transposition theory to disclose what, if anythingy have gone wrong.

2.2. The didactic intent

Our definition of the didactic relation remains shfar unsatisfactory. There are indeed other
kinds of social situations of interaction betweewn persons in which a body of knowledge is



implicated. Whenever you ask a garage mechaniegair your car, or call in your doctor to
take medical advice, you engage in a ternary oelaith which knowledge of some kind is
involved. (Most human relations are in fact ternagjations, involving some kind of
knowledge.) However, neither the garage mechanictim® doctor will ever think that you
have come to him to learn medicine or car mechafibe way these bodies of knowledge
interfere in the situation is defined beforehards,| more exactlyimplicitly defined and the
concrete individuals who come to share the sitnaéice not in a position to lay down the
rules of the game. What characterizes the situasieamposed on its protagonists by society,
in the form of asocial contract To a decisive extent the contract dictates androts the
behaviour of both protagonists. Thanks to the @mtfboth partners know that the knowledge
around which the particular interaction revolves-is1 the cases in question — neither to be
taught nor learnt. It is knowledge that shouldused that should be made use of by the
garage mechanic or the doctor in order to repair gar or restore your health.

Let me remark further that even in those cases evkeowledge is drawn upon only to be
used, not taught, it remains true generally tha ohthe two persons involved knows more
than the other. The sheer coming together of on@ kmows and one who does not know is
therefore not characteristic of the didactic relatiWhat really distinguishes the didactic
relation from all those ternary relations in whisbme definite body of knowledge is
involved, is something yet to be posited. Ididactic intent i.e., the intention to teach. One
of the two protagonists must have the intentiorteach the other one, and to teach him
something e.g. mathematics. Let me stress here that thactitd of mathematics is, in
essence, concerned with tteachingof mathematics. One mdgarn mathematics without
being taught mathematics, or even without beingrewsd learning mathematics. It does
happen, however, that the learning of mathemagicentral to the didactics of mathematics,
for at least two reasons. Firstly because most lodtwnakes up the teaching process is
entailed by the desire (on the part of the “tedghter have the studeriearn (which is the
essential content of the didactic intent). Secondgcause on closer analysis of the didactic
process, it becomes obvious — and this proves &alserthat the student learns many things
that have not been explicitly taught to hifor these reasons, teaching cannot be actually
separated from learning. But whether learning tgiase or not remains a problem, whereas
teaching depends fundamentally on #hestenceof some intention to teach — albeit “bad
teaching”. Accordingly, the didactics of mathemsaticannot be reduced to a theory of
learning, even if it is concerned withcts of learning — for which it will have to account in
terms of didactic phenomena.

2.3. From knowledge used to knowledge taught

The previous formulations must however be slighdgtified. They leave too much to the
individual as a private person. Didactic inteneffect has something transcendant about it. It
cannot be reduced to the individual's intentioneach. It is really a matter of socie§ociety

as a whole, i.e. society expressing itself throiigjlbulture, must first recognize the supposed
body of knowledge aseachableknowledge. Some bodies of knowledge are, in amngive
society at a given moment, tacitly regarded asaghiable; or, to put it the other way round,
there are always somewhere in society some petmeng to secure teachability for some
previously untaught bodies of knowledge, with awi® establishing a socially legitimate
didactic contract relative to them.

We are now drawing closer to the main issue thddatic transposition theory addresses. It is
only because of our early cultural conditioningttive usually take teachability for granted.



Teaching is certainly as old as the oldest civii@ss: the Indo-European root wordsk dok,

dk, and the Greek variawnlak from which words likedoctor or didacticsderive (as well as
lots of others, likadoctring discipling disciple docile dogma documentand so forth), bear
witness to the long-established institution of teag. But teaching has never been an easy
and natural business. | shall consider a littléhierr on why so many people simply do not see
things in this way. However that may be, the maison for the hardships and vicissitudes of
teaching, the source of its uncertainty and frggiklthough most often overlooked, is almost
self-evident. Bodies of knowledge are, with a fesseptions, not designed to be taught, but to
be used To teach a body of knowledge is thus a highlycéidl entreprise. The transition
from knowledge regarded as a tool to be put to issknowledge as something to be taught
and learnt, is precisely what | have termeddigctic transpositiorof knowledge.

3. THE TEACHING VENTURE
3.1. To know or not to know

Although long-established, teaching, or the projechave someonkarn someknowledge
and know it, is therefore a peculiar undertaking. The vérgt predicament that faces this
undertaking is related to itefinitionas a social reality. In defining itself, teachimgst draw

on culturally accepted concepts. Essentially itraf itself as a process by which people who
do not knowsomeknowledgewill be made tdearn it, and thereby come tnowit. Such is
thesocial contracty which the teaching institution, whatever iteiceete institutional forms,
binds itself to society.

The promise thus made to society of making pekptavis, however, a bold one. Although
my own formulations may do violence to syntax, thefer to a covenant formulated in terms
that society can certainly understand. But thesadgrove to be a trap of sori® knowor
not to know and, in the latter case, larn in order toknow the engagement expresses itself
in words that sound familiar to ordinary culture,the culture of, so to speake laity— the
sphere of those standing outside the teaching splasr opposed to the “clerics”, i.e. the
agentsof the teaching system. This seeming consonang&esfar the strength and taken-for-
grantedness of the teaching institution throughustory. But the use thus made of these
apparently familiar words is, again, peculiar, antl explain in part the permanent fragility
of the teaching entreprise. For a slight but deeishift in meaning takes place as we go from
one sphere into the other. This, as | shall nowtdrghow, is an intrinsic flaw not easily
removed.

3.2. Where the problem lies

We are accustomed in everyday life to think of msiitations in binary terms. This man
knows that onedoes nat Thinking in opposites is a simple but efficienayvof describing
most situations of life that we deal with. Such aiggions however are usually tightly
context-boundTo know, most often amounts to the capabilitpefforming such and such a
task, or of achieving such and such a goal. A wafrdvide use, with seemingly universal
meaning, is thus applied only in particular anadwinscribed situations. To say that this man
knows car mechanicsmply boils down to saying that lean repair your carAnd to say that

a young ladyknows Frenchmeans only that shepeaks Frencghor that shean speak French

or — even more pragmatically — that, should youreskl her in French, she would most



certainly reply in the same idiom. All this is goedough stuff, to be sure. But a step further,
and we shall bump into the main difficulty.

You may think on reliable evidence — especiallyau are from an English — speaking
country that your humble servakmowsFrench. This is a reasonable opinion; all the more
reasonable, in fact, if you yourseld not know Frencland feel like an outsider in matters of
French language. It is however a belief that caguestioned. For | know of very respectable
French persons who certaidpeakFrench but who, in my opinion, cannot be saidrow
French. This is precisely where the problem lielsth@ unidentified young lady | could have
said — knowing that she is not French-born — thatlsnows (and speakspmeFrench. But
such a qualification would not apply to a truly edlucated French person about whom |
would however maintain that he or she does neatly know French. Things seem to be
getting serious here. But you should not be alafrasgou have been duly warned.

3.3. What the problem is: declaring knowledge

The process by which some body of knowledge comd®ettaught cannot refer only to the
effective uses that are made of it in the multffas social practices that actually draw upon it.
Two main reasons impose this restriction. The fiestson is that, as an ingredient of effective
social practices, no body of knowledge retain$ulisshape and substance. In most cases and,
to speak bluntly, in all cases but one, a givenybofl knowledge will appear only in
fragments. Only parts of it will be clearly idemible in the miscellany that effective social
practices usually display. The first step in essliithg some body of knowledge as teachable
knowledge therefore consists in making it intbady of knowledge, i.e., into an organized
and more or less integrated whole.

Many different ways of achieving this goal mightveaoffered themselves. But it happens
that, in traditional western cultures, a dominatison has been applied generally. For many
bodies of knowledge taught at school the integratbdle required existedutside school
School mathematics, for example, legsentiallyevolved from mathematicians’ mathematics.
More generally, taught bodies of knowledge havenlsrived from correspondirsgholarly
bodies of knowledge, as | call them. Scholarly bedf knowledge, in effect, tend to achieve
a comparatively high degree of integration, inaods they boast a mode of organization that
| referred to earlier atheory — a mode of organization for which mathematicsresgly
provided the historically fundamental paradigm gsoceinded in Euclid’€lements

This historic solution has had far-reaching conseges and has sustained noteworthy
developments. In the case where no adequate slghddady of knowledge exists, the
intention to teach has often resulted in, or accmgd, an attempt to create a scholarly or,
rather, apseudo-scholarlypody of knowledge, from which the intended taughtwledge
could be shown to derive. (Accounting and its cgponding body of knowledge,
accountancy, are a case in point.) These factsoohter-transpositiorspeak well for the
stability of the solution thus secured. The questiemains however of why such a solution
was, and still is, so widely embraced. Again, tRplanation lies in the difference between
used knowledgeand taught knowledgeAs long as you onlyuse knowledge in doing
something, you need not justify nor even acknowdetihg used knowledge in order to endow
your activity with social meaning. Its meaningfudsederives from its outcome, judged by
pragmatic standards. Knowing something, in thigcesclose to, and even inseparable from,
knowing how to dosomething. Knowledge and know-how enjoy the stafuseans to an
end, which is the standard by which theslevanceas tools of the trade will be judged. In



contrast, teaching requires the social acknowled@gerand legitimation of the knowledge
taught. In going from used knowledge to taught kieolge, relevance gives way to
legitimacy Teaching some body of knowledge cannot be jestifinly on the grounds that the
knowledge taught could be useful in such and soechakactivities. For even in the case of
vocational training, a gap opens that cannot bedfibetweerearning, or evenlearning to
use andactually using To some extent, the knowledge taught must spaaitself and must
appear socially as a means to an end which, ifagtenstance, is nothing other thnknow
that knowledgelt is not for grammatical reasons only that ogsesaid to teach someone
somethingthat one does not simplgach butteaches somethingsrammar only records and
bears out a social situation defined on a ternasysh that of the didactic relation. No contract
can be concluded with society in this regard unésssh of the three terms involved — who
teachesvhatto whom? — is made clear. No less than the tweratérms, knowledge must
therefore baeleclaredbeforehandBeing declareds part of teachability.

3.4. What the problem is: the change in context

The second reason | shall mention is all the moneldmental as it applies even in the case
where a corresponding scholarly body of knowledgiste. Let me note in passing that
scholarly knowledge is nothing other than knowledged both toproducenew knowledge
and to organize the knowledge newly produced into a coherent #iemal assemblage.
Teaching is thus faced with a permanent problene Riowledge to be taught, and every
“piece” of knowledge that it comprises, exist onfy contexts than cannot be faithfully
replicated within school. As already remarked,orfar as it is effectively used, any piece of
knowledge comes enshrouded in a specific envirohnebaracteristic of the uses made of it,
within which it is so to speak entangled in haphdzsombinations. These environments are
not only generally irrelevant to the teaching pegjethey will not usually survive the
transition from the specific social practice to teaching institution. Consequently, a proper
didactic environment will have to be rebuilt fromratch. It would thus be unreasonable to
expect the so-called set theory taught at the pyirsehool level, with its naive machinery of
arrows and Venn diagrams applied to the manipulaiofinite sets and cardinals, to reflect
faithfully a theory which originated in an efford tlo away with age-old paradoxes of the
infinite. This, one might object, is a rather fatdhed example, if not the exception that
proves the rule. But it is not. Whatever resistasiweh an idea may provoke, a deep change
actually takes place whenever knowledge happefsrte its way into the teaching system.
The ecology of taught knowledge is governed by specific laWwscause it is shaped by
conditionsandconstraintspeculiar to the didactic relation — which it iethask of didactic
theory to bring to light.

The way in which knowledge lives its life as taughbwledge has unexpected and unlooked-
after consequences. The legitimacy of any teadhnistifution derives in part from its promise
to represent faithfully the knowledge that it clairto teach. In this regard, the teaching
institution is supposed to act on behalf of sociBiyt society itself is not a thing in one piece.
In almost every case, at least some segments adtgogill happen to hold and proclaim
decided views on the knowledge to be taught. Nossehviews will often be at variance —
simply because the way the knowledge in questiarsés] or more generally the way people
relate to it, differs from one segment to another, it@m one social practice to another. In
carrying out its mission, the teaching system erdfore compelled to come to terms with
divergent views. And it will do so by imposing oocgety as a whole a common authorized
version of the knowledge to be taught.



This, it should be emphasized, is a somewhat uileaglan. And, should it be carried out
successfully, it would result in a feat of symbohgolence. For the opinions and
representations held by the various social groops/itiich the teaching institution ideally
owes fidelity have no reason to be consonant.mplsi going about its business, the teaching
system will certainly fail to come up to the exmitins of society. Far from meeting its
demands when it proclaims its allegiance to them, it wslimultaneously, inevitably and
secretlybetraythem. By establishing a truth of its own and claignt to be the ultimate truth,
the teaching system will indeed render illegitimats other claim. It is therefore no surprise
that society, or rather many different segmentgiwisociety, react. The teaching system will
be accused of being cut off from the rest of sgcietfrom the so-calledeal world as
noospherians naively call it. It will be chargedhwarrogantly ignoring theeedsof society,
l.e., with failing to replicate in an exact manntbe untouchable mores of such and such
groups that have secured a say in the matter.

4. DIDACTIC TRANSPOSITION AND THE QUESTION OF TEACHING
4.1. The tragic side of the story

Teaching is a dubious battle in which knowledge soclety’s ambiguous relation to it are at
stake. This is exactly what teachers and most r@ygms try to conceal. This is first and
foremost what they usually concdadm themselvesThis is the reason why, as soon as they
leave the classroom, teachers tend to avoid qusgi&knowledge. Knowledge must be taken
for granted, it should not be called into questamd, for that matter, it should not even be
mentioned because it is highly questionablEhis is also, allow me to note, the reason why
didactic transposition theory has sometimes beeckad. This theory discloses precisely that
which, for the sake of the cause, must remain mdteaching is founded both orcantract
with societyand on abreach of that contractSchool is an ill-fated utopia in the heart of
society.

4.2. Didactic phenomena revisited

The opposition between the actor's point of viewd athe didactician’s theoretical
constructions does not cease as we enter theabassit is in the classroom that we can best
discover those conditions and constraints that mgkéhe specific ecosystem in which the
teacher has to handle knowledge. The way is opethdgoanalysis of yet more didactic
phenomena. The breach of the didactic contractweabave seen to be central to teaching in
its relation to society remains the fundamental imgvforce in the classroom. Teaching
someone something entails a contract and, in thme daeathpreachesof that contract — a
view far apart from the usual idyllic representatiddust as the relation to any piece of
knowledge differs from group to group outside s¢hso the student’s official relation to that
knowledge will change as time or, to be more exastlidactic time, goes by. The authorized
version, as | called it earlier, may change, anthat does change all the time: it nonetheless
remains, at any moment, the ultimate truth, whicd student is urged to learn to attain
salvation. The very conflict on which teaching ses$ a social institution thus extends far into
the didactic relation proper. It is the task ofatitic theory to throw light on the mechanisms
which make teaching and learning both possibleianpfobable. It should be its central aim
to increase our command, both theoretical and ipecbf the teaching and learning process,
to our societies’ best advantage. Didactic transipastheory allows us to take a step forward
in that direction.



