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Chapter 10 
The Dominance of Structure in ‘Post-structural’ Critiques of Mathematics Education 
Jeff Vass 
Introduction 
It is increasingly recognized (e.g., Walkerdine, 1988; Dowling, 1991) that mathematics education may be viewed as a discourse, and that it works as a system of social representations in as much as the content of any other media can be said to do so, such as advertising, television etc…In view of this it makes sense to subject education discourses to the same sort of critical enquiry that other media attract. The basis of this examination is that mathematical activity is to be seen primarily as a social event rather than a cognitive event (in the latter the social becomes known merely as an alteration in cognitive style). 

Current theoretical attempts to describe the discourse of mathematics education are undertaken in the context of recent advances away from structuralism. During the 1970s structuralist methods were often employed to examine the ‘mechanisms’ by which social representations, thought of as circulating messages about identity, gender and class etc., were implicated in systems of ideology. All social practice, it was thought, involved ideological practice. Therefore any social activity seemed to serve as a means of ideological reproduction in addition to achieving the ‘notional’ objectives of the human agents perpetrating this activity. Structural analyses facilitated much discussion on the basis of much vaunted methodologies which circulated freely among the academic community (especially in anthropology, cultural and literary studies and sociology). But in the 1970s it was felt that the methodologies in circulation were very much still rooted in 1960s structuralism (e.g., Levi-Strauss, 1966; Barthes, 1973). In fact, first attempts at the analysis of social phenomena still depend on methodological developments that started with the linguistic work of Roman Jakobson and which were developed for subsequent use in the analysis of culture by social theorists such as Levi-Strauss. 

I believe that structuralism still dominates post-structuralist perspectives. This is to be seen in the view taken of ‘discourse’ by some contemporary writers. In views which tend towards structuralism will be found an analytical emphasis on ‘system’ over the ‘agents’ subjected to the system. While the ‘post-structuralist positions’ of Foucault, Barthes, Bakhtin and others are behind much current work, ways of providing a structuralist leaning to their theories appear to be sought 
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after, and they are found in abundance. This is partly because structuralism was a potent force during the peak of their careers and much of what they had to say developed on the back of structuralism. This gives us the basis of current contradictions. In what follows I shall focus on the fact that certain aspects of these formative writers have been emphasized over others, particularly to do with how meaning becomes specified in any situation. The specification of meaning is central to any account of how subjects acquire particular identities, including those associated with gender, class and ethnicity. But firstly it is as well to distinguish the sociological implications of the methods by which one might examine, say, the gendering aspects of a social practice. 

Methodological Considerations 
To examine mathematics as a gender practice, that is to say a form of activity through which gender identities are conferred on, or reinforced in, participants to the activity, might involve either ‘correlative’ or ‘discursive’ methods. In the former, which constitutes the majority of studies in education, practices are examined empirically and associations are revealed between ‘dimensions’ of the practice and differences between the gender roles of participants. Thus, the ‘amount of time’ a teacher spends with boys as opposed to girls on a particular task becomes a dimension of interest. Other dimensions relate to qualitative differences in linguistic, or cognitive, style etc…These correlative, almost ‘ethological’, studies are important in spotting the phenomena of gender (or class) bias in facets of our culture. However, they start and finish with the already constituted individual in his or her political and civic ‘place’. Anyway, it would be pointless to carry out these ethological studies unless one wanted rhetorical ammunition in taking issue with perceived assaults on the rights and privileges of already constituted civic beings who suffer various ignominies which are habitually related to their gender, class or race. 

Discursive studies, of which there are now an increasing number within education studies, look at gender and class as ‘chronically embedded’ features of our culture which traverse the distinctive areas of activity in which human subjects (as opposed to civic individuals) are implicated. Examples of these areas of activity might be teaching, learning, mothering, consuming, entertaining etc... Each of these activities is constitutive of social representational forms by, and through, which subjectivity is itself constructed. Here, we are not interested so much simply in the features of culture that we can ethologically associate with already gendered subjects. This ethologizing, effectively, turns the social context into an array of determining factors by which we explain the contents and organization of the behaviour of individuals (Vass and Merttens, 1987; Merttens and Vass, 1989). Discursive studies, by contrast, view the subject not as ‘in’ a discourse but as ‘of its structure. Subjectivity in this sense implies the primacy of active, discursively managed social forms in which subjects are constructed through particular dynamic involvements. An analogy I find helpful is the following: in English the subject of a sentence is separated from the action as in ‘I walk’, ‘the dog barks’ etc. Here the individual is ‘located’ with respect to the action as the producer or recipient of its effects as related to some context. In inflected languages like Latin the action itself is primary and the subject appears as an inflected 
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quality of the action: ambulo (I walk), latrat canis (the dog barks). The word dog (canis), the subject of barking, appears as merely that which further specifies the third person inflection of the verb to bark (latrare). The subject appears as part of the structured differences between verb forms, whereas in English the subject is always distinct and action appears as part of a range of possibilities that can be made contingent on the subject. It seems to me slightly clearer in Latin that the subject of a linguistic event is a dependent feature of verbal structuring: English tends to make the subject appear as something anterior or posterior to the event. (I make no assumptions about how Romans thought, rather I am concerned with how the grammar of their language tends to depict the subject of action). 

Discourse studies seek to examine the structure of representational forms through which subjectivity is constituted through the inflecting, or structuring, of action. Inflection and structuring imply domains of organized activity beyond the location of the subject. Thus subjects, through their action, are implicated in structuring forces emanating from other locations. I have discussed this issue in more depth elsewhere (Vass, 1993a) in relation to the production of authoritative texts for consumption in teaching contexts such as mathematics education. The issue of ‘what lies beyond’ the subject outside his/her immediate acts but which nevertheless theoretically has structuring implications for those acts has been a recurrent theme in the social sciences. Before considering how we treat the ‘beyond’ and its specificatory relation to our present activity I need to provide some background to how specification has been discussed. 

Structure and a Chronology of Its Problems 
In moving to discursive views of mathematical activity, current approaches have inherited, it seems to me, a number of the problems associated with the revisionist structuralism of the 1970s. The question that must be put to current discursive approaches to mathematics education is to what extent they repeat or develop problems based on earlier theoretical impasses. In broad outline the chronology of these problems may be presented as follows. Structuralism in the 1960s was typified by the application of specific techniques and methods to the analysis of texts and human practices (as in anthropological ethnographies for example). The purpose of these techniques was to describe, and to provide a critique of, the manner in which human agents entered into social relations with one another through acts of ‘signification’. Texts were thought of as acts of signification, thus a novel or a poem, or advertisement could be described in its articulation with social relations. The internal meaning of the text consisted of relations between elements that had other relations with aspects of social structure. Thus Barthes (1973) analyses, for example, food products such as steak and chips and argues that the range of meanings associated with their consumption are coextensive with, and dependent on, already existing other social structures and meanings that, for example, distinguish Frenchness from foreignness, masculinity from femininity, and working class from middle class. The technical apparatus which permits such readings of specific texts and practices is built on the linguistic and Saussurean distinction (Saussure, 1974) between la langue and la parole: that is, language conceived as a fully formed system of established relationships that determine meaning and linguistic structure (langue) and individual acts of speech (parole). While langue worked 
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as a description of a system it was thought to be extendable to other systems of signification whose elements could be isolated and their relationships described: hence ‘semiology’, or the study of ‘sign systems’. Structuralist techniques examine the organization of systems of meaning by mapping elements into relations of opposition and difference. Thus, ‘nature’ as a meaning gains its specificity by being opposed to ‘culture’, which is mutually specified by the relation of opposition. Thus we establish a binary pair, culture: nature. We may establish others such as ‘male: female’. The denotative specificity of words in acts of signification are said to be dependent on such relationships between elements. Cultural criticism begins when we are in a position to examine connotative structures in signifying practices. A particular society may associate binary pairs such that male: female becomes synonymous with culture: nature. Thus, males are thought of as more ‘of culture’ and women are identified as ‘natural objects’. Signifying practices, and the representational forms of various media, can now be analysed for their ‘ideological content’ through structuralist analyses of connoted features. From such apparently simple procedures larger critical works could be produced. We can now imagine an entire culture’s ideological system, that is its texts and signifying practices, related to its social structure in the form of relations between social roles, distributions of authority and power and so on. Langue, as a prototype structure, could be adapted to flesh out the somewhat woolier notions of ‘collective representations’ which Durkheim (1976) had attempted to use to describe the systems of knowledge societies made use of. Connotative specificity implies the structuring of language beyond individuals (a Durkheimian requirement), and ‘beyond’ actual contexts of use (a structuralist requirement). More recently, Foucault has been read as if his notion of a system of knowledge (épistème), that characterizes particular formations of power and social structure, were an extrapolation of la langue. This reading was facilitated by a parallel in Foucault’s account of historical change which apparently reflected Saussure’s understanding of historical change in language, and, incidently, Levi-Strauss’s idea of the historical development of cultures. Langue is a set of instantaneous relationships between elements which are subject to change. History is the transformation between one state and the next. 

Theoretical and methodological problems with this view of ideological organization began to mount in the 1970s. Foucault’s notion of a ‘discourse’ (e.g., 1973) was a distinct move away from a structural conception of ideological systems. The cavalier application of structuralist methods became to be themselves ideologically suspect from the marxist point of view, partly because individual agents were conspicuous by their absence from the mechanisms by which history happened. Marxism prioritizes the concrete conditions of practice, and thus also of speech and other modes of signification. Abstract collective systems, of which langue is the prototype, are dissociated from historically located speakers. Langue contains the structure by which acts of speaking are said to derive their organization, yet speakers can only reflect inadequately this dissociated system. Actual historically located activity never seems to reflect the ‘ideal speaker-hearer’ relationships posed by langue. This criticism of linguistic structuralism is well-known and documented (Coward and Ellis, 1977; Silverman and Torode, 1980). The problem of situated history and social change stimulated attempts at structural marxism (e.g., Althusser, 1976) but fundamental problems surrounding the question of human agency remained (Giddens, 1979). The question hung over the 
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relation between pre-existent formal systems and their relation to human action (Gauld and Shotter, 1977). The notion of discourse seemed to grasp the question of the subject and their historical location. The word discourse appears to emphasize the action over any formalizable system determining it: the word derives from discurrere, ‘to draw off course’ thereby reflecting the contingencies of history rather than the requirements of system. I have explored the notion that discourse theoretically sets limits to our ability to formalize elsewhere (Vass, 1982). 

In summary, the attraction of la langue as a theoretical and methodological resource in the analysis of human practices is based on its ability to relate any ‘element’ of practice to any other elements that form part of the same system; and it permits the construction of bridges to other ‘connoted systems’ of social signification. Methodological problems began to mount and started with the basis of structural analysis. Douglas (1967) argued that the application of Levi-Strauss’s techniques to mythical material (conceived as ideological and connoting systems) results in making the form and content of myths arbitrary. Structural specification is meant to take arbitrary elements and combine them thus specifying them. Douglas finds that structural analysis produces these elements and then finds them arbitrary. Furthermore, the actual specificity of elements of myths and elements of practice cannot be finally established—it cannot be stated, for example, why a particular binary pair becomes a binary pair: we are missing a theory of history and agency, if not of the subject. 

This problem underwent a number of transformations during the marxist phase of structuralism, yet was still a problem for MacCormack and Strathern (1980) in connection with the analysis of gender practices. Empirically and ethnographically practice always appeared to exceed the current possibilities of the ‘code’ or la langue. Structuralists argued that their methods simply allow ‘estimates’ in the same way that statistics taken from samples allow the estimation of population parameters. That is, one may take a particular text or performance and view it as a partial instance, or an ‘estimate’, of parameters existing in full, ideally, elsewhere. The image this generates of human practice is that it is always a particular instantiation of a pre-existent code which we cannot fully grasp in its entirety but whose parameters we can have a shadowy grasp of as we engage in practice within the crumpled pleats of history. It was precisely this image that Derrida attacked in Writing and Difference (1978). In a number of passages he remarks that the effect of referring to code and to structure and similar notions is to turn history (and practice) into a problem: 

History has always been conceived as the movement of a resumption of history, as a detour between two presences [i.e., two fully formed systems]. But if it is legitimate to suspect this concept of history, there is a risk…of falling back into an ahistoricism of a classical type, that is to say, into a determined moment of the history of metaphysics. Such is the algebraic formality of the problem as I see it. More concretely, in the work of Levi-Strauss it must be recognised that the respect for structurality, for the internal originality of the structure, compels a neutralization of time and history. For example, the appearance of a new structure, of an original system, always comes about—and this is the very condition of its structural specificity—by a rupture with its past, its origin, and its cause. (Derrida, 1978, p. 291) 
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Derrida’s analysis (appearing originally in 1967) anticipated most of the issues which came to the fore in the 1970s. The areas to which he wanted our attention to turn were those of history not opposed to structure. He wanted a primacy of la parole over la langue where the former was not opposed to the latter and where the keywords were to be ‘conception, formation, gestation and labour’. The allusion to childbearing is quite explicit since the problem that needs to be addressed is not the structure of presences, nor the structure of outcomes, nor the pattern of results, nor the blueprints of activity, nor the codes of messages but the ‘passage’ of that which is formless and mute into that which becomes relatively more determined. This has also been a pre-occupation of Shotter (1975; 1984) who emphasizes not the already specified and the already structure but the passage of social relations as activities of further, never final, specification. Indeed, one of the central issues of post-structuralism for me is that practices seem to fail to specify. Social identities never seem complete and are always subject to further specification. What critics of social representations of gender, ethnicity and class tend to suggest is that the structures of meaning ‘contained within’ representations actually specify identities. This view of contemporary social representations is as fatalistic as that which Homer depicts in the Iliad and which began speculative philosophical discussion in Ancient Greece. At least the ancient heroes of Homer’s epic could choose to accept or reject already specified fate: a reflective capacity denied to us by some modern critics. What they appear to avoid is stating that such specification remains everywhere incomplete, as much at the time of the Trojan war as today. 

Discourse, Agency and Specification 
We can now begin to restate the problem. If gender and class are produced within historical practices such as those on offer within the discourse of mathematics education then we can approach the problem emphasizing structure or we can emphasize human agency (which is where specification happens). If we emphasize structure then we are likely to proceed by identifying patterns of gender and class messages already situated in the discourse and then we would map the means by which these messages become translated as metaphors into other areas of practice. In other words any mathematical practice may incorporate already coded, already specified messages from other discourses. While this gives us hypotheses concerning the availability of certain messages within a practice it does not give us a theory of reading or of the consumption of those messages. Agents may as well become gendered through mathematics education by magical contagion or association with messages: and this is more or less what Levi-Strauss suggested in his structural analysis of modern mythological systems—connotative specificity is a form of contagion. 

To look at the problem from the point of view of agency poses more of a problem. The language available for discussing agency is already hijacked by our need in the vernacular for terms that define action and agency within a language of everyday social accountiblity (Shotter, 1984; Douglas, 1980). Yet we can create plausible stories about action by using analytical methods based on structuralism, and we can follow the form of the argumentation in such work because we already subscribe in our everyday lives to the myth of ‘system’. Simply part of 
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what it is to be a member of a social ‘order’ is precisely to be able to locate, read, place, produce or otherwise isolate and account for elements of action and their outcomes. Knowing how to act in a situation can be made to feel like ‘knowing the rules’, which in turn can feel like mastery of a system of rules ‘beyond’ the current context. If I am gendered by encountering a system then not only are we dealing with something which is already pre-structured in terms of its rules and gender messages, but also a system which promises to reveal its composition by analytical means. The consequences of reading human action like this is that neither agency nor discourse are actually required. Where subjectivity is constituted by a system action takes place in accordance with the system. The human ‘subject’ of the system ‘develops’ or becomes gendered, ethnicized and classed through a history of transformations of successive ‘presences’ in the Derridean sense. 

Mathematics education, viewed as a discourse, might be seen as a set of ‘representational availabilities’ where contact and interaction imply gendering and the constitution of subjectivity by acting in accordance with the rules governing its message structure: one’s social identity is constructed by being ‘on course’ in the discourse concerned making use of its available ‘rules’. This is to view discourse itself systemically. But my interpretation of the word discourse in the Foucauldian sense, in spite of how Foucault is now read in educational circles, is that discourse means ‘off course’, a continual movement away from the requirements of system. Pedagogy and, more generally, what Foucault describes as ‘disciplinary’ activity within culture (Foucault, 1976) are the central features of ‘discursive formations’ (mathematics education is just such a formation) because discourse at the level of subjects fails to do precisely what system critics see it doing everywhere: it fails to specify. System critics have been too ready to see discursive formations as a set of available resources pre-structured in accordance with established codes. On this view, agency assimilates and then reproduces its structure. 

Post-structuralism, as I understand it in this context, involves the abandonment of structural readings which prioritize the system over the speaking subject. To grasp the nettle of what might be involved in doing so means situating ourselves within discourses and confronting the issues of agency and failure of specification and why such things are important not only for social critical activity but also in terms of how we construct pedagogy. 

When system/langue is prioritized over agency/parole teaching and learning become sites of the transmission of structure through coded messages. The activities which this transmission involves result in the location and constitution of subjects within ‘subject positions’. Positionality is defined with reference to the production of social identities for ‘participants’ to discourses. Participants use semiologically loaded resources in the pursuit of their notional activities such as mathematical tasks. The outcome of this is to not only solve problems through the specificatory facilities of language but also to become further specified as subjects in a particular discursive organization of the participants’ subjectivities—the discourse of mathematics education clearly specifies social positions and identities for teacher and pupil and may further construct subject positions when parents are made participants to the discourse (see for example Brown and Dowling, 1993). I agree with this description of how the ‘texts’ of mathematics education produce available positions for human subjects. I do feel, however, that left there the description is inadequate. This sense of inadequacy does not relate to the 
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truthfulness of the description to actual circumstances. I do not propose a ‘better model’ of the events of mathematics education. I would say that our accounts of social events have an important bearing on how we orientate ourselves in the present. The positioning effect of engaging in any discourse reminds me of Freud’s attitude to the unconscious: there is not much we can do about it, it will have its way, we have to make a contract with it. Social positionality theories have a habit of silencing social ‘occasionally’. There is the tendency in sociology to absorb the description of an occasion into a description of its positional outcomes for the participants concerned. In this picture social activity becomes everywhere ‘finished business’; for a critique of this view of discourse see Billig (1987). That we might need to go beyond positionality theories in our exploration of the discursive quality of mathematics education is suggested at least in the self-dissatisfaction of the original theorists on whom this kind of critical work draws. 

I have already mentioned Foucault and his conception of discourse which I see as at odds with the idea of a system of meanings (however heterogeneously structured). Foucault’s own analyses take the form of genealogical critiques which situate themselves in a view of history that prioritizes not a system but something more akin to Derrida’s prescription for discussing the ‘passage’ of specification in actualizing discourse: not realizing codes in messages. 

The process of actualization places us in the domain of the subject and turns our attention on the consumption of ‘meanings’ that contexts make available to us. If we return to Roland Barthes at this juncture we might want to note his later sense of inadequacy with the project of describing and analysing systems. He (Barthes, 1982) turns his attention to the problem of consumption and identifies a dimension of the subject’s movement within discourse which he previously failed to discuss. In reflecting on the reading of photographs he identifies the field given by semiotic resources as studium. Studium is what he had always hitherto been concerned with, the field of conventional meanings by which messages are socially coded. But he also identifies punctum which is unique to the reader in relation to a particular photograph. In this case something in the photograph, often an unremarkable detail, strikes the reader in a way which disrupts the field of the studium making the consumption problematic in some way but certainly attracting or repelling the reader. In his discussion of the consumption of photographs Barthes is exploring the issue of the engagement of subjectivity and the features of reading which ‘mark or wound’ the subject in some way. The importance of his discussion is that it alerts us to currently over- and under-theorized aspects of discourse: the field of the studium (which gets all the critical attention) mobilizes mild interest or boredom and invites the reader into the ‘game’ of reading and decoding messages. Punctum however, refers to unanalysed aspects of socially situated objects and actions which move the subject ‘off course’. 

For Julia Kristeva (1981) the ‘off courseness’ of discourse is central to all signifying practices. If we recall the view of discourse as a langue-based system, the identity of the subject is relative to discourses that, through the manipulation of the resources they make available, ‘fix’ the subject into positional relationships. This notion of ‘fixity’ images the subject as the interstitial point within a nexus of codified significations and was subject to critique in the 1970s (see Coward and Ellis, 1977). Kristeva, with a psychoanalytic background drawing on the work of Lacan, became a source of the psychoanalytic critique of structuralism. Lacan, like 
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Foucault in different contexts, emphasized the disruption of discourse. Kristeva’s understanding of the signifying practice, which is what situated discursive activity consists in, is stated succinctly in the following: 

I shall call signifying practice the establishment and countervailing of a sign system. Establishing calls for the identity of a speaking subject within a social framework, which he recognises as the basis for that identity. Countervailing the sign system is done by having the subject undergo an unsettling, questionable process; this indirectly challenges the social framework with which he had previously identified…[my emphasis] (Kristeva, 1981, p. 18). 

Signifying practices contain both establishing and countervailing forms of consumption and production of social meaning. I cannot go into Kristeva’s post-structural description of language here, but as in Barthes’ later work it is centered on parole rather than system and is particularly concerned with disruption and lack of structure in the constitution of the subject rather than the abundance of structure we tend to get in semiotic readings. 

Countervailing as a dimension of our immersion within discourses needs to be taken seriously. In greater detail elsewhere (Vass, 1993a) I have cited work that theoretically and ethnographically draws attention to our mode of consumption of already structured objects, whether these be market consumables or mathematics texts and pedagogies. Miller’s work (1987) on the items of mass consumption dwells on the countervailing tendencies of subjects to ‘reappropriate’ objects, which otherwise appear to have available semiotic specifications that ‘fix’ identities. This work might alert us to the idea that the transmission of loaded meanings in the production of gendered or classed subjects is at least not unproblematic, it is certainly not automatic. Minimally, for me, it raises the problem of specification within human action: who specifies what and what specifies whom. Structural descriptions of la langue treat the act of speaking (dynamic discursive engagement) as an occasion for realizing a possibility. But it takes an actual occasion for turning the boundaries of possibility into an object for further elaboration. Positional identities are third-person structural descriptions of first and second-person communicational labour. Along with Bilig (1987), Bakhtin (1981) and Shotter (1989) we might want to ask about the actual circumstances of first and second persons ‘addressing’ each other. While I cannot discuss it here it should be said that these writers find that far from seeing the first and second-person occasion as an event where structural possibility is realized, they see it as the place where subjects produce possibility and make arrangements for ‘discursive accidents’. 

Reading Mathematics Discourse 
While focusing on specific texts and practices within mathematics education we need an approach to situated activity that does pay attention to the construction of social identities, that is critical of the outcomes of such ‘formations’, and that can theorize the processes involved. Structuralism inserts itself, I suspect, because it lends analytical ease and gives people something to do methodologically. 
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Walkerdine certainly has important stories to tell us in her analyses of practices and texts. She embraces the critique of structuralism and much of her work depends on a starting point that assumes such a critique. But is it a matter of rhetorical convenience that a leaning towards structure, in the sense of la langue, comes across so strongly?: 

What exist are discursive practices which operate according to relations of signification, utilizing different systems of syntagmatic and paradigmatic opposition. School mathematics practices with respect to size discrimination take the discrimination as a focus in a way which is not the case with respect to size in other practices…To enter early school mathematics…children must become subjects within those discursive practices and recognize the lesson as an example of pedagogic testing discourse with size as the focus. (Walkerdine, 1988, p. 92) 

This passage tends to formulate discourse as a system in which children ‘become subjects’. But this is at tension with the idea that ‘children must… recognize’ the discourse in its distinctness from others in which they might engage. I feel that the description of the discourse system permits a form of analysis of speech ethnography of a standard structural kind. So, it can be suggested how ‘multiple signification of many signs within particular practices demonstrates the way in which participants are positioned and regulated’ (ibid.: p. 93). I find the following tension in The Mastery of Reason that there are numerous occasions in which the theoretical material demands a post-structural view of the agent. Such a view appears to be present but sits together with a methodology that seeks to map ‘systems of syntagmatic and paradigmatic opposition’ (in the way outlined in the section ‘Methodological Considerations’ above). Yet the same agents under review need to be able to recognize the difference between two discourses that position and regulate them. Such a recognition is a prime requirement for countervailing activities. It is a recognition of the marginal zones that people occupy as first and second-person interlocutors from where the conditions of possibility are produced (Vass, 1993b). Walkerdine is clearly aware of the theoretical limitations of structuralism and of the kinds of sources, such as psychoanalysis, which provide a countermeasure to its excesses. Yet where such insights enter the field of discussion in The Mastery of Reason they take on the structuralist style of the discussion (much like the child described entering the school’s system of signification); thus. 

Children’s insertion into practices…is not totally dependent on ‘real life’, and their positioning relates also to the imagined through their insertion as subjects within story-telling, the media, and other cultural practices, (ibid., p. 148) 

My point is not to deride this important work nor others that similarly have transformed the nature of discussion not only in mathematics education but also in the social sciences generally, but to indicate where post-structuralist insights become positioned and regulated within the field of structuralist writing practices. 
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