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Enacting a Pedagogy of
Teacher Education

John Loughran’s Developing a Pedagogy of Teacher Education poses a broad range
of challenges for teacher educators around the globe. As a companion volume,
Enacting a Pedagogy of Teacher Education offers insights into the work of indi-
vidual teacher educators who have accepted Loughran’s challenges and begun to
modify their personal practices. The 16 contributors include experienced teacher
educators, individuals in their early years as teacher educators, individuals prepar-
ing to enter the role, a school administrator supporting in-service teacher develop-
ment and a student teacher whose personal experiences of pre-service teacher
education emphasize the importance of this work.

The evolution of personal teacher education practices is a central theme in
many of the chapters. Teaching students of teaching requires deep and well-
conceptualized understandings of pedagogy that are developed, articulated, cri-
tiqued and refined in the crucible of practice itself. Necessarily, these accounts
focus on the complexity of enacting one’s values and the excitement of coming to
understand one’s values more fully by studying one’s own personal practices.
Listening to the voices of those learning to teach is often a central element in a
teacher educator’s self-study, and articulating personal principles of practice is
another key element.

Reflective practice is illustrated throughout the collection, as is the develop-
ment of personal values in relation to both theory and practice. Those who are
willing to take up the question, “As a teacher educator, how do you develop and
enact your pedagogy of teacher education?”, will find in this collection a range
of engaging narratives to start them on their journey of personal professional
development.

Tom Russell is a Professor of Teacher Education at Queen’s University, Canada.
John Loughran is Professor of Education at Monash University, Australia.
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1 Enacting a pedagogy of
teacher education

John Loughran

If the well entrenched, taken-for-granted aspects of teaching resulting from years
of an apprenticeship of observation (Lortie, 1975) are to be seriously examined with
students of teaching, then the “highly visible” teaching in teacher education must
make clear all of that which has hitherto been unseen and unappreciated. To do so
is obviously a demanding task and helps to account for the growing momentum for
the articulation and development of a pedagogy of teacher education.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 173)

Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education is enmeshed in the ways in which
teacher educators knowingly and purposefully create opportunities for students of
teaching to see into teaching. It is about how teacher educators are able to make
teaching a site for inquiry. In so doing, students of teaching might see into
practice (both their own and that of their teacher educators) in such a way as to
gain a genuine appreciation of the skills, knowledge and abilities that shape prac-
tice. Such inquiry opens teaching to questioning, probing, reflection and critique
that goes way beyond the technical. Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education
matters so that practice is not simplistically viewed as just “doing teaching.”
As noted above, it is not easy work for either students of teaching or for teacher
educators, yet it is fundamental to better understanding and valuing teacher
education practices.

As the chapters in this book clearly illustrate, a pedagogy of teacher education
requires a deep understanding of practice through researching practice. In order
to develop such deep understanding, it is important not to be constrained by a
teacher educator’s perspective but to actively seek to better understand the per-
spectives of students of teaching. By drawing appropriately on both of these
perspectives, the sometimes contradictory and competing agendas and insights
into the ways in which teaching is conceptualized and practiced might then influ-
ence the way in which teaching and learning about teaching might be articulated
and portrayed. Endeavouring to act in ways that are responsive to both of these
perspectives is essential in enacting a pedagogy of teacher education.



Teaching about teaching
Teaching about teaching is complex work and demands a great deal of teacher
educators (see, for example, Berry, 2004; Bullough, 1997; Bullough and Gitlin,
2001; Clarke and Erickson, 2004; Dinkelman et al., 2006; Hoban, 2005;
Korthagen, 2001a; Nicol, 1997, 2006; Northfield and Gunstone, 1997; Tidwell,
2002; Trumbull, 2004; Tudball, 2004). The complexity is embedded in the very
nature of teaching itself, and thus when the focus is on teaching teaching, even
more sophisticated understandings of practice are essential.

Deeper understandings of practice revolve around (at least) such things as: the
problematic nature of teaching; making the tacit explicit; teaching as relationship;
and challenging the tyranny of talk. Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education
means that these elements must then be explicitly addressed through a teacher
educator’s practice.

Focusing on the problematic in teaching teaching

One approach to enacting a pedagogy of teacher education emerges through the
ways in which a teacher educator questions—and encourages students of teaching
to question—the taken-for-granted aspects of one’s own practice. Seeing teach-
ing as problematic, looking into and beyond the idiosyncrasies of practice, being
able to abstract from the specific to the general—and vice versa—by developing
an approach to pedagogical reasoning that genuinely informs teaching is import-
ant. Making that clear to oneself as a teacher educator matters, making it explicit
for students of teaching is crucial. However, it does not follow that it is easy to do
because:

One difficulty with conceptualizing teaching as being problematic is that, for
novices, the messiness, the apparent lack of a clear path . . . may create a
yearning for a much simpler solution in order to fashion a sense of control
over the impending uncertainty of teaching.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 31)

Experienced teachers seem to effortlessly and confidently manage the uncertainty
of practice. In so doing, to an observer (especially a novice), it can appear as
though teaching progresses along a preordained path with little divergence from a
well-established objective or goal. If this impression is gleaned, then in many ways
it can be argued that the very act of good teaching actually masks the skilful ways in
which teachers respond to the problematic nature of practice. Therefore, in teach-
ing teaching, there is a pressing need for teacher educators to be able to bring to
the surface the reactions, responses, decisions and moves that influence and shape
their teaching during teaching. On the one hand, this is important in order for
teacher educators to be cognizant of their own skills, knowledge and expertise in
teaching. On the other, it matters if students of teaching are to see beyond the
superficial and to engage with practice in more nuanced and sophisticated ways.
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In the first instance, articulating a pedagogy of teacher education requires
teacher educators to be aware of how they recognize and respond to the prob-
lematic nature of teaching. Yet as Korthagen makes clear, the problematic nature
of teaching in teacher education is linked to the “technical-rationality model
[that] still represents a very dominant line of thought” (2001b, p. 8). Thus it
is important for teacher educators to be reminded about the fundamental nature
of practice in order that they continue to question the taken-for-granted in
their own teaching and not succumb to (or regress toward) a technical-rational
approach to teaching teaching.

Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education means developing ways of delving
into, and working with, the problematic nature of practice in order to highlight
that teaching is much more than well-rehearsed scripts and routines. If peda-
gogical expertise is embedded in the ways in which a teacher skilfully manages the
dilemmas, tensions, issues and concerns of practice during practice, then genuine
examples of such situations must be made available to students of teaching, pre-
ferably through the very experiences of their own learning in their teacher educa-
tion classes, as demonstrated by Clare Kosnik. The difficulty for teacher educators
is in having the wisdom to know when they are confronted by a teachable
moment (Van Manen, 1991) and how to productively open it up for inquiry in
ways that do not become tedious or lead to an over-analysis of the simple or
superficial.

Berry’s experience offers insights into the dilemmas and difficulties of enacting
this element of a pedagogy of teacher education:

Usually, there is a multitude of thoughts running through my head as I
teach. How do I know which of these is useful at any particular time to select
to highlight for my students? . . . I had to choose carefully what I held up for
public examination that would be useful and accessible for these student
teachers . . . I wanted to convince them that it is OK to be unsure in your
own practice, that teaching is problematic.

(2001, p. 3)

Teacher educators need to be aware of the difficulties associated with attempting
to make the problematic examinable for student teachers and the ways in which
that might be done draws attention to the difference between teaching and tell-
ing; a major dilemma for many teacher educators. The way these two issues are
intertwined is interesting in terms of a pedagogy of teacher education for it is not
good enough to simply tell students of teaching that which appears problematic
and that which does not. In a similar vein, nor is it helpful in learning about
teaching to simply hear how to deal with such situations. Learning about the
problematic nature of teaching is embedded in how teacher educators and
students of teaching together recognize, respond to and are encouraged to
explore the problematic. Such explorations offer insights into how some teacher
educators enact a pedagogy of teacher education. Clare Kosnik in Chapter 2
captures the essence of one way of enacting this aspect of her pedagogy of teacher
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education by making the problematic a site for inquiry. In her chapter, she ex-
plains how she shares with her students her teaching intentions, thereby creat-
ing opportunities to examine the reasons for the sequence of her courses, her
rationale for selecting particular readings and assignments, and her inevitable
struggles with particular content and topics as well as with grading assignments.
In so doing, she offers her students of teaching ways of “hearing her internal
dialogue” and creates real possibilities for questioning that which happens in their
shared teaching and learning experiences in their teacher education program.

In approaching her practice in this way, Kosnik highlights the importance of
making the tacit aspects of practice explicit; initially for herself, but ultimately for
her students of teaching so that they are offered useful ways of seeing into the
complexity of practice. Her invitation to students of teaching to unpack their
experiences of her teaching offers a concrete example of teaching teaching in
accord with the needs and expectations of enacting a pedagogy of teacher
education.

Making the tacit explicit

Expert teachers possess richly elaborated knowledge about curriculum, class-
room routines, and students that allows them to apply with dispatch what
they know to particular cases. Where novices may focus on surface features or
particular objects, experts draw on a store of knowledge that is organized
around interpretative concepts or propositions that are tied to the teaching
environment. Because the knowledge is tacit, it does not translate easily into
direct instruction or formalization. This may help to account for the
difficulty that teachers have in articulating the pieces that comprise their
performance and knowledge base.

(Munby et al., 2001, p. 889)

Teachers’ professional knowledge has long been recognized as largely being tacit.
But for students of teaching to see into the complex nature of teaching, there is a
need for teacher educators to be able to make the tacit explicit; something that as
(or if they once were) classroom teachers they were perhaps less well versed in
doing. There is a constant need for teacher educators to be able to answer ques-
tions from students of teaching such as: “Why does that teaching procedure
work?”; “How does concept mapping enhance student learning?”; or “Why
would I use a jig-saw method for groupwork?” Being able to articulate one’s own
knowledge of practice is vital to enacting a pedagogy of teacher education in
order to be able to answer questions of this type. Scholarship in teaching and
teacher education is evident when teaching procedures are used for particular
reasons, in particular contexts, with particular content; not just because “they
work.” The expectation that teacher educators are scholars of teaching must then
be a catalyst for making the tacit explicit.

Alicia Crowe and Amanda Berry in Chapter 3 offer insights into this aspect of
enacting a pedagogy of teacher education. In developing and articulating their
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principles of practice they draw attention to ways of making the tacit explicit.
Their second principle of practice, Prospective teachers need opportunities to see into
the thinking like a teacher of experienced others, goes to the heart of what they
describe as creating access to their pedagogical reasoning. Importantly, they do
not see this as something to “build up to,” rather, they launch into it at the outset.
They describe how during the first day of classes their students of teaching are
exposed to the thinking of a teacher as they are asked to consider the reasoning
underpinning the actions of their teacher educator which creates a platform
from which they can (together) examine fundamental principles of her practice.
Through this approach, students of teaching begin to see below the surface of the
teaching and learning episodes they have just experienced.

This approach to enacting a pedagogy of teacher education also illustrates the
risks associated with attempting to make the tacit explicit. There is an inevitable
vulnerability that accompanies making teaching about teaching a site for inquiry;
placing one’s own teaching on the table for dissection and analysis. Enacting
a pedagogy of teacher education requires a confidence that might only be
developed through learning to openly deal with the dilemmas, tensions and con-
cerns of publicly examining the problematic nature of teaching in teaching teach-
ing. Therefore, it is understandable that for some teacher educators there may
well be a reluctance to overtly challenge their own teaching expertise; however, I
would argue that such challenges are needed in order to begin to ask the hard
questions about one’s own pedagogical reasoning. Otherwise, it may well be that
in modelling teaching, the impression gained by students of teaching is that being
able to “do teaching” is all that matters. Thus, without intending it to be the case,
a technical rational approach to learning about teaching may well prevail and
create an unwitting counterpoint to any argument that teaching is a complex,
messy yet sophisticated business.

As noted above, and further reinforced by Joe Senese in Chapter 4, making the
tacit explicit is difficult for classroom teachers, and not necessarily something that
is expected or encouraged. As a high school administrator, Senese has recognized
the value in helping teachers begin to articulate what they think they are doing
in the classroom in order to compare it to what they actually do; and to learn
from the difference. He notes that teachers have little practice in articulating their
pedagogical reasoning and that they are largely unaware of the “larger purposes,
the overarching goals, and the deeper questions involved in teaching and learn-
ing.” He draws attention to the personal and professional risks involved in exam-
ining the underpinnings of practice and how important it is for them to work with
trusted colleagues in safe conditions. Yet, in so doing, teachers gain confidence
and develop deeper understandings of what they do and why, which helps them
to uncover assumptions about teaching and learning that then inform their
practice.

The fact that it is difficult for experienced teachers to make the tacit explicit
further reinforces why it is so important that teacher educators be skilled at so
doing. Senese eloquently captures some of the difficulties and dilemmas of enact-
ing this aspect of a pedagogy of teacher education. But, despite these difficulties
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he does not resile from the need for this to be a core attribute of teaching teaching
for it is a conduit to teachers’ professional knowledge.

Teaching as a relationship

Bullough and Gitlin offer a compelling argument about teaching as a relationship.
They describe teaching as a way of being with, and relating to, others. When they
extend this into teaching about teaching, they state that it requires more than
“just dispensing information in a timely fashion but of building trust, of talking
and problem-solving together” (2001, p. 3). Understanding teaching as a rela-
tionship hinges on a responsiveness to the dynamic nature of the teaching and
learning environment and a sensitivity to its participants.

Coming to understand teaching in this way requires a commitment to looking
more deeply into practice. For teachers this approach is sometimes captured
through the notion of reflection (e.g., Dewey, 1933; Schön, 1983), for some
teacher educators, it is most commonly displayed through self-study (Aubusson
and Schuck, 2006; Hamilton et al., 1998; Kosnick et al., 2006; Samaras, 2006).

In Chapter 5, Ruth Kane highlights the ways in which honesty, trust and risk-
taking must not only be reflected upon, but acted upon, in learning to articulate
and better value professional knowledge of practice. Underpinning relationships
is also important beyond the individual, and Kane shows clearly how her know-
ledge of teacher education practices also influenced the manner in which she
conceptualized, and then constructed, a teacher education program.

In Chapter 6, Shawn Bullock offers an intriguing account of the development of
his understanding of teaching as a relationship. Through analysis of his daily
journal of his teaching, he came to see how important it was to the way in which
he developed his practice to pay careful attention to relationships, particularly
those between teacher and students. As he reflected on his practice he came to see
that “recognizing the primacy of relationships in teaching represented a major
shift in [his] thinking” about teaching. The primacy of relationships carried over
in important ways into his learning in teaching about teaching and helped him to
concentrate on appropriate ways of addressing the tensions and dilemmas associ-
ated with trying to teach (as opposed to telling) students of teaching about the
complexity of practice. Bullock’s efforts highlight how enacting a pedagogy of
teacher education requires close attention to relationships and how sensitivity to
situations is so important in shaping actions in action.

Relationships influence a great deal in learning and teaching about teaching.
Whether intended or not, all that teacher educators do models something about
practice. Maintaining a respect for the need to positively develop and respond
to relationships is the key to enacting a pedagogy of teacher education and is
hopefully something that is genuinely and purposefully modelled in teaching
teaching.
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Challenging the “tyranny of talk”

Bullock’s chapter draws attention to the enduring effects of transmissive teaching.
He describes the challenge he faced to his “default understanding of teaching as
telling,” as he confronted the need to challenge the tyranny of talk. Challenging
the tyranny of talk requires looking into the relationship between teaching
and learning and endeavouring to develop ways of engaging learners in learning.
One way in which this might begin for teacher educators is through sustained
efforts to encourage, support and learn through metacognition (theirs and their
students).

In Chapter 7, Linda Kroll illustrates how her pedagogy of teacher education
has been influenced by her thinking about her own learning and how that relates
to students as learners of teaching and learning. By questioning her own history
of learning and how that has been constructed, she is able to “unpack” some of
the crucial relationships between teaching and learning that matter in the ways in
which she thinks about how her students might learn.

Such thinking is indicative of learning through metacognition and, import-
antly, of doing so in a purposeful and serious manner. By linking teaching and
learning in real ways, by contrasting the roles of teacher and learner, Kroll is able
to construct pedagogy that is embedded in relationships. Doing this in her own
practice brings to the surface (for herself) what this aspect of a pedagogy of
teacher education entails, pursuing it with her students of teaching is how it is
enacted in practice. Further to this, in being purposefully responsive to her stu-
dents’ perspectives on learning, a serious focus on learning about teaching
emerges which then illustrates the complementarity necessary to balance the
demands of teaching and learning about teaching in teacher education programs.

Learning about teaching
Understanding learning about teaching from the perspective of students of
teaching is important in shaping a pedagogy of teacher education:

[Yet] it is not sufficient for students of teaching to uncritically accept (or
reject) the teaching approaches used in their teacher preparation programs.
They need to be sensitive to the manner in which the teaching that they
experience is conducted and to constantly be cognizant of the link between
the teaching that they experience and the ways in which it influences their
learning.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 102)

Students of teaching are continually confronted by struggles, difficulties and
dilemmas that affect their understanding of the nature of teaching as a con-
sequence of their experiences in learning about teaching. Although they may not
recognize it at the time, students of teaching are influenced by the dual nature of
learning about teaching, for their experience involves being learners and teachers
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at the same time. By encouraging students of teaching to learn from the questions
and critiques of the teaching used to teach them, teacher educators are able to
enact another aspect of a pedagogy of teacher education so crucial to embedding
such learning in their own experiences.

Being a student of teaching: knowing yourself

There is little doubt that the “apprenticeship of observation” (Lortie, 1975) that
students of teaching have experienced as students influences profoundly their
views and expectations of teacher education. It is important that teacher educa-
tors develop, and are able to enact, serious ways of challenging the many hidden
assumptions about teaching that students of teaching have inevitably developed
over time (but may not consciously recognize).

Enacting this aspect of a pedagogy of teacher education requires an ability to
find a balance between responding appropriately to the apparent needs and con-
cerns of students of teaching while at the same time creating an expectation for
pedagogical development and challenge. As noted earlier in the chapter, because
everything that teacher educators do models something to students of teaching,
the ways in which this balance is managed is also dependent on teacher educators
experiencing events in ways similar to that of their students of teaching. For
example, in expecting students of teaching to meaningfully confront their own
hidden assumptions, so too should teacher educators. It is in the common
inability (or avoidance) of such actions to be publicly enacted in teacher education
that students of teaching rightly become critical of teacher educators “saying one
thing and doing another” or, expecting students of teaching to do things that
“they do not do themselves,” that highlights how everything that we do as
teacher educators models something. Therefore, it is difficult to help students of
teaching learn about teaching if we do not also learn ourselves. Hence, knowing
yourself is an important precursor to being able to help others do likewise; and is
an important element of learning, especially in regard of teaching.

The teaching behaviours and actions that come to the fore through the ways in
which we work pedagogically must be able to be moderated, mediated and man-
aged in ways that demonstrate a thoughtfulness about our own practice if we are
to be seen as credible models for our students of teaching. Yet, modelling in
teacher education can be a problem. In some instances, the use of the term
modelling is as a synonym for demonstrating the “correct way” of doing some-
thing, and so, is set down as a form of blueprint or recipe for careful replication by
learners. In contrast, I mean the term modelling to suggest that teacher educa-
tors’ practice should be seen as offering ways of seeing into teaching; not to be
mimicked or copied “letter perfect,” but to be a case from which exploration,
development, innovation and adaptation might be generated in different ways for
different learners of teaching.

Fred Korthagen and Hildelien Verkuyl, in Chapter 8, illustrate this point vividly
through the way their chapter illustrates the value of coming to better know and
confront the self. What they expect of their workshop participants, they similarly
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expect of themselves. They draw attention to the interesting observation that
many teacher educators “restrict themselves to promoting reflection with regard
to behavior, competencies and perhaps beliefs about teaching and learning,” thus
avoiding the sense of doubt or confusion that can surround the gap between the
personal motivation for being a teacher and the realities of teaching itself. In
essence, the importance of coming to understand one’s own professional identity
and taking more active responsibility for the ways in which that is shaped and
developed is a central purpose in Korthagen and Verkuyl’s work: “We kept track
of our own journey . . . repeatedly questioned each other, especially on issues such
as our own ideals in education and the deeper sources of our ways of functioning
as teacher educators.”

By knowing what it is like to be a student of teaching, in coming to know
oneself better, by feeling it as a learner, by creating opportunities and experiences
that encourage deeper understandings of one’s own practice, there is more likeli-
hood that taken-for-granted aspects of practice and hidden assumptions that
shape one’s practice might be challenged by both teacher educators and students
of teaching. In enacting this aspect of a pedagogy of teacher education, active and
purposeful development of the personal and professional self is more likely to be
encouraged. Such encouragement can be operationalized and formalized
through self-study and, as Korthagen and Verkuyl demonstrate, the outcomes of
self-study have the potential to influence practice dramatically. In a similar way,
Cristy Kessler placed herself in the position of learner, in Chapter 9. Through her
self-study she developed much deeper understandings about what a teacher must
“know and be able to do” to successfully complete National Board certification.

Seeing through students’ eyes

Munby and Russell (1994) coined the phrase “authority of experience” to cap-
ture the importance of knowing about practice by learning from one’s own
experiences of practice. Clearly, reflective practices are paramount in influencing
the extent to which such “authority” might genuinely guide and inform the
development of one’s authority of experience, but without doubt, authority of
experience would be impoverished if experience itself was lacking. Paradoxically,
in some situations, teacher educators choose to organize alternatives to experi-
ence in order to convey what might be learnt through such experience. It stands
to reason that in attempting to help students of teaching develop the authority of
their own experience, teacher educators must also embark on experiences that can
help them see situations through learners’ eyes. Kessler did just that in choosing
to submit for National Board certification.

In experiencing what was personally required to complete National Board cer-
tification, Kessler brought new meaning to the notion of “recent and relevant”
experience for teacher educators. She felt what it was like to be a teacher travers-
ing the complex path necessary for National Board Accreditation. In so doing,
she developed her authority of experience as a teacher. As a beginning teacher
educator, the experience was also powerful in shaping her understanding of, and
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developing identity as, a teacher educator in ways that dramatically reshaped her
practice.

She could not help but see “the parallels between teaching and teaching about
teaching [which also] made it almost inevitable that the process [became] a cata-
lyst for [her] to study [her] own practice.” Her self-study created new ways of
understanding her growing knowledge of a pedagogy of teacher education
and ways in which it might be enacted. Because she was “forced” to reconsider
her own practice, she came to see modelling in new and different ways and so
she purposefully developed ways for her students of teaching to experience flexi-
bility and compassion and how important they were to creating and sustaining a
positive classroom environment.

By submitting to the complex and difficult task of seeking National Board
accreditation, Kessler learnt, first, about how to develop, and then, second, how
to enact, a pedagogy of teacher education. Through her experience, she (re)learnt
about planning and flexibility and how important they were to successful teach-
ing. Through this process, she was able to see, feel and learn through the experi-
ence in ways that enabled her to be a much more informed and thoughtful teacher
of teachers. She developed much deeper understandings of her own learning and
it helped to better direct her teacher education practices, and ultimately, the
learning about teaching of her students of teaching.

Seeing learning about teaching through the eyes of students of teaching is
important. However, when such perspectives can be viewed through the eyes of
students of teaching themselves, then the experiences take on a whole new level of
meaning. In Chapter 10, Matt Olmstead does just that through his chapter’s
insights into learning about teaching from this personal perspective as a student of
teaching. It is a perspective that teacher educators need constantly to be reminded
of and to seek to encourage as a way of enacting their pedagogy of teacher
education. Olmstead highlights again the importance of relationships in teaching.
In this case, it is the relationship of associate teacher and teacher candidate and
the dramatic impact that relationship can have on one’s teaching identity and
subsequent practices: “Almost right away I found myself wondering about my
associate’s classroom environment from her students’ point of view. By the end of
the first day I realized that my vision of teaching and my associate teacher’s were
very different.”

What Olmstead’s chapter highlights is the need for students of teaching to feel
comfortable in an environment in which professional critique of practice is experi-
enced as being helpful, informing and challenging in the pursuit of a growth of
knowledge and practice in teaching. Such an experience is of course in stark
contrast to experiences of personal criticism and an implicit learning about teach-
ing message such as: “You need to learn to teach like me”; or even worse, “Do as I
say, not as I do.”

Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education that encourages and supports stu-
dents of teaching to examine their developing practice in the way Olmsted dem-
onstrates is surely a hallmark of quality in teacher education practices. To develop
a trust in, and an explicit valuing of, a student-teacher as researcher stance
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(Cochran-Smith, 1991; Loughran, 2004) brings to the fore the importance of a
focus on the authority of experience in meaningful and applicable ways. Just as
Olmstead demonstrates in his most compelling chapter, there is a great need for
teacher educators to creating possibilities for realistic approaches to professional
learning so that students of teaching can come to better understand and value the
professional knowledge of practice. Teacher education is the starting point for
creating that vision and so the way teacher education programs are conceptual-
ized, structured and organized does matter; and does influence the ways in which
a pedagogy of teacher education might be enacted.

Teacher education programs

Teacher preparation is a beginning, not an end unto itself. Therefore, when con-
sidering what can be done in a teacher education program, there is always a need
to realistically respond to what is possible and reasonable; or, put another way,
teacher education is by definition incomplete (Northfield and Gunstone, 1997).
This is not meant as an excuse for what some might describe as “the things that ail
teacher education,” rather, it is a simple reminder that in many cases, the expect-
ations and demands placed on teacher education go well beyond that which is fair
and reasonable.

Teacher education is the beginning of the development of prospective teachers’
conceptualization and practice of professional learning; a career-long undertak-
ing. Hoban captures well an important way of thinking about structuring a
teacher education program:

[There is no] “one best way of educating teachers” for that would be non-
sensical. Teacher preparation programs vary according to the goals, course
content, beliefs of the teacher educators, students and teachers, as well as
the social-cultural contexts of schools involved. However, I do argue that a
quality teacher education program needs to be guided by a coherent con-
ceptual framework with interlinked elements. Such a program would help
pre-service students to learn about teaching and understand its complex
nature.

(2005, p. 1)

The notion of a conceptual framework is important because almost regardless of
the words that comprise a teacher education program’s mission, or vision or
philosophy, the words themselves carry little meaning if they are not enacted
in the practices of the program’s teacher educators. Hoban identifies four links
that together comprise a coherent conceptual framework for teacher education
program design: (1) conceptual links across the university curriculum; (2) theory–
practice links between school and university settings; (3) social-cultural links
among participants in the program; and (4) links that shape the identity of
participants in the program. Although I concur with Hoban about the import-
ance of a conceptual framework that embodies program structure, in terms of
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enacting a pedagogy of teacher education, I also see a pressing need for such
conceptualizations to be explicitly realized in practice.

Andrea Martin’s Chapter 11 offers insights into what it means to enact a peda-
gogy of teacher education through a reconsideration of the structure and organ-
ization of a teacher education program and how it so dramatically shapes teacher
educators’ teaching and pre-service teachers’ learning. Martin describes how
teaching in a restructured program with an extended fall practicum from the first
day of the school year forced her to confront her assumptions about teaching
about teaching. She found that “it quickly became apparent that traditional,
transmission models of teaching were both inadequate and inappropriate. Teach-
ing experience-rich pre-service teachers would require us to develop a new peda-
gogy of teacher education.” The overall result was as an epiphany that continues
to shape her thinking and practices.

Importantly, the challenges of a change in the traditional teacher education
program structure led her to genuinely pursue, in practice, the development
of a community of learners with a shared sense of purpose. Her sensitivity to
what structural changes meant for the learning of students of teaching led her
to enact new approaches to teaching about teaching as she questioned her fun-
damental beliefs and values in ways that helped her better walk her talk. She
demonstrates that program structures necessarily influence teacher educators’
practices as well as the learning by students of teaching. Hoban’s point about a
well-conceptualized teacher education program being important in shaping a
pedagogy of teacher education is certainly reinforced by Martin’s chapter.

In Chapter 12, Mieke Lunenberg, Fred Korthagen and Martijn Willemse con-
sider the importance of a conceptual framework in shaping the nature of teacher
education through the manner in which they explore “value-based teacher educa-
tion.” They are concerned to better understand the way in which a teacher’s
norms and values, as they are played out in practice, influence the way in which
students might develop their own. They illustrate how relationships, identity
formation, professional learning and personal growth are then key concepts in
shaping a conceptual framework on which teacher education program structuring
might not only be designed but also enacted.

In their chapter, Lunenberg et al. raise an interesting issue that is not promin-
ent in the literature—the professional development of teacher educators. In con-
sidering the way in which teacher educators themselves shape the curriculum,
they remind us of the need to seriously question what is taught, how and why.
Further to this, the role of language and the importance of meta-awareness for
recognizing possibilities for unpacking practice is crucial for delving into what
they describe as “golden moments.” In drawing attention to the possibilities
inherent in the professional development of teacher educators, they represent
teaching teaching as a rich and complex pursuit in which both teacher and student
interact to shape the learning outcomes. Therefore, no matter how well a teacher
education program might be structured, organized or conceptualized (or not),
the need for teacher educators to have rich understandings and practices of teach-
ing and learning about teaching is vital. Hence, it seems reasonable to suggest,
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that developing and enacting a pedagogy of teacher education are paramount to
quality teacher education.

In Tom Russell’s closing chapter, his reconsideration of his teaching about
teaching is catalysed through aspects of teacher education that should be import-
ant in shaping the nature of program organization and structure. He describes in
detail how his pedagogy of teacher education has developed and changed in
response to two important elements: students’ reactions and research findings. As
a consequence, the conceptual framework that directs his responsibilities in the
Queen’s University’s teacher preparation program is focused on “teacher candi-
dates learning to study their own development as teachers.” By conceptualizing
teacher education in this way, Russell intends that reflective practice and con-
structivist teaching approaches become more meaningfully embedded in teaching
and learning about teaching.

Again, the centrality of relationships comes to the fore as Russell explains his
own development as a teacher educator and the manner in which that has
informed the ways in which he conceptualizes teacher education as a “teaching–
learning relationship [that is a] fundamental block from which all else follows.”
Thus it can well be argued that the teacher education practices at the heart of
enacting such a conceptualization must be based on shared experiences.

The value of shared experiences seems self-evident, yet it is not a theme or issue
commonly noted in the teacher education literature. Russell illustrates clearly
how “the important messages conveyed to students by how a teacher teaches”
demand that teacher education be built on shared experiences from which more
personally meaningful unpacking and learning from those episodes and events
might occur and positively shape the development of knowledge of practice for
students of teaching.

Through his conceptualization of teacher education, Russell aims to ensure
that constructivism, metacognition, and reflective practice are not simply idle
terms and phrases but that teacher education is indeed a beginning point in
bringing them to life. In so doing, it becomes more likely that students of teach-
ing (and their teacher educators) are able to build on the meaning of terms such
as these and that they will have real implications in teaching learning not only in
teacher education classrooms, but in school classrooms as well.

Conclusion
Self-study of teacher education practices has gained a strong foothold in the
teacher education literature over the past 15 years. Scholarship in this field has
been important in bringing to the surface aspects of teaching and learning about
teaching that previously were less well understood and considerably less well
researched. The research findings have been much more applicable to teacher
education generally because those involved in the enterprise of teacher education
are increasingly those doing the research and those who are framing the questions
being asked, the methodological approaches to data collection and analysis and
the manner in which participants’ perspectives shape the research. Just as the
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transition from student to teacher offers new and important insights into learning
about teaching when developed from the perspective of a student of teaching, so
too the shift from classroom teacher to teacher educator is equally important
when framed from a teacher educator’s perspective.

Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education requires much more than simply
delivering whatever it might be that is variously described as the curriculum of
teacher education. Doing teaching with students of teaching requires deep and
well-conceptualized understandings of pedagogy that are developed, articulated,
critiqued and refined in the crucible of practice itself. Shulman (2000) has
focussed much attention on the scholarship of teaching, and the scholarship of
teacher education practices is equally important. Such scholarship is evident in the
way in which teacher educators actively pursue the development of their peda-
gogy of teacher education. It seems reasonable, then, that we should all be chal-
lenged to respond to the question, “As a teacher educator, how do you develop
and enact your pedagogy of teacher education?”
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2 Still the same yet different
Enduring values and commitments
in my work as a teacher and
teacher educator

Clare Kosnik

Becoming a teacher educator involves much more than a job title. Even if one
becomes a teacher educator at the moment one becomes a teacher educator, one’s
professional identity as a teacher educator is constructed over time. Developing an
identity and a set of successful practices in teacher education is best understood
as a process of becoming. Although the work of teaching has much in common
with the work of teacher education, the two positions are significantly different in
important ways.

(Dinkelman et al., 2006, p. 6)

In many ways my efforts as a teacher educator are a continuation of my
work as a classroom teacher. In other ways my teaching is different, particularly
my intentionality about making the thinking behind my teaching visible and
about conducting research on the impact of my teaching. I recognize that my
pedagogy of teacher education continues to evolve as I continue to study my
practice:

It is not just the experience that matters, it is the learning through experi-
ence that needs to be reflected upon and shared, as the nature of the deliber-
ations within the teacher education learning community are critical to the
development of a pedagogy of teacher education.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 23)

Loughran writes compellingly that we need a pedagogy of teacher education. In
this chapter, I describe elements of my philosophy of education that shaped my
work as a classroom teacher and that continue to frame my work as a teacher
educator. I discuss these values and principles because they are the foundation of
my work in teacher education. I provide examples from both my current practice
and from my work as a classroom teacher. Although I have organized the chapter
into three sections, my development as a teacher educator did not follow a linear
path. In fact, I see my career as a continuous looping back as I reconsider avenues
taken and not taken, overlapping interests, a recanting of some sacred beliefs,
and development of new values, at times being clear-sighted while at other times



being confused about the next steps. My career continues to involve ongoing
readjusting and reframing of beliefs and practices.

Recognizing that teacher education can be
done differently
Teacher education is often criticized for being irrelevant, separate from theory,
repetitive, and demeaning (Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Ducharme
and Ducharme, 1999; Labaree, 2004). I can relate to many of the stinging judg-
ments because I completed an 8-month, post-baccalaureate program that was
a cobbled together string of courses and experiences that lacked coherence and
vision. I began my teaching career with few of the basic skills of teaching but I
learned on the job, supported by outstanding colleagues. Because my teacher
education program was so dismal, I quickly sought professional development
opportunities and enrolled in in-service and graduate courses. Thus my poor
experience of pre-service teacher education cultivated my enduring commitment
to ongoing learning about teaching.

Different is not necessarily better

Like many other teacher educators, I began my career as a teacher. Becoming
a teacher educator is something I fell into by default, having to assume the work
for a school district superintendent who was too busy to become involved in
a school–university project. Although I enjoyed the work, I was often wracked
with self-doubts, believing that I was not qualified to teach at a university
because I was just a teacher. My approach to my first few teacher education
courses was quite simple: give the student teachers an endless stream of pra-
ctical resources, tips, strategies, and materials. Knowing how unprepared I had
been as a first-year teacher, and knowing the enormous effort required to locate
and develop essential resources, I wanted to save my often naïve and innocent
students from that horrendous first year of teaching. I concluded that they
should focus on their students rather than spend endless hours searching for
materials and then being too exhausted to teach. They appreciated the binders
and boxes of materials I carted into class each week, believing these resources
would help them be effective teachers. I was acting as a curriculum resource
clearing house, drawing on many examples that gave me credibility in the eyes of
my students. Like my students, I was shortsighted and did not deserve the title of
teacher educator:

One difficulty associated with framing professional identity through the
lens of the ex-school teacher is that the teacher educator may be viewed as
simply being a teacher teaching in teacher preparation rather than as a teacher
educator with an expertise in teaching and learning about teaching.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 13)
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Early in my career as a teacher educator, both my identity and my practices were
closely tied to being a classroom teacher of children and I had not made the
transition, with the accompanying skills and knowledge, to being a teacher
educator teaching about teaching.

I soon sensed there was something wrong with my approach to teacher educa-
tion but I could not define the problem. When a colleague introduced me to
action research, I immediately realized that my lack of theory and my inattention
to helping student teachers develop as thinking, inquiring, and decision-making
professionals could actually do them harm. I seemed to be fooling them into
believing that a few good resources, a caring approach, and good classroom man-
agement were all they required. When I read reports of classroom teachers doing
research on their work (Patterson et al., 1993), I immediately recognized the
potential of teacher inquiry.

Although I had no examples of teacher educators adopting such a radically
different approach, I set out to integrate action research into my course. Action
research has become more common in teacher education programs, but in the
early 1990s this was a radical step. A willingness to “think outside the box” and be
experimental are now enduring traits of my practice. At times, my innovations
have caused problems but I am not one to simply do something in a particular
way because it is the way it has always been done.

Developing an inquiry-based program

Introducing action research into my course was not a simple curriculum modifica-
tion. I struggled with students who craved and demanded to be told how to
teach; I struggled with some of my colleagues who resented my advocacy for
teachers examining their practice. They complained that it was causing too much
upheaval in the program. Loughran argues for the inclusion of teacher research in
a pre-service program:

There is also a realization that there is no educational change without teacher
change and by focusing on personal practice and experience, teachers may
undertake genuine enquiry that can lead to a better understanding of the
complexities of teaching and learning.

(2006, p. 138)

Although I encountered resistance, I persevered, modified my practice, drew on
some successes, found some examples in the literature (Ross, 1987), and began to
collaborate with like-minded colleagues. Eventually, action research became
more accepted and the faculty team grew to include individuals with similar inter-
ests. Coinciding with this shift, I became Coordinator of the Mid-Town cohort
of pre-service teachers. Not satisfied with my earlier efforts, I wanted to move
inquiry from being an activity in one course to setting the framework for our
entire program. This was coupled with my strong interest in helping our cohort
become a community. A colleague and I wrote a vision statement for our program
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that led to the faculty team jointly planning the program and devising a series of
community-building activities.

Having an inquiry-based program is not an easy task, and each year I tried to
explain to my student teachers why I wanted them to do action research. I
explained my belief that it empowers teachers and provides insights into one’s
teaching, through the continuous cycle of observation, reading, curriculum
modification, data-gathering and assessment, and reflection. Despite my extensive
explanations, I realized that student teachers could not “hear my rationale”:

Seeing ourselves through students’ eyes often leads to our realizing that we
have to pay much more attention than we thought was necessary to explain-
ing and justifying our actions. We have to create windows into our minds so
that students can see the workings of our own teaching rationales. Laying
bare our pedagogic reasoning helps students understand that our actions are
not arbitrary or haphazard. They see that our choices and injunctions spring
from our past experiences as teachers, from our convictions about what we’re
trying to accomplish, and from our knowledge of students’ backgrounds,
expectations, cultures, and concerns.

(Brookfield, 1995, p. 108)

I had to find ways to make my rationale explicit in a language my students could
understand. I shared pieces of reflective writing about action research done by
previous student teachers in the Mid-Town cohort and I involved them in my
personal action research (e.g., improving small-group discussion). Eventually, I
realized that it was not sufficient for me to talk about the value of action research;
the student teachers needed to experience it firsthand. Over the course of the
academic year they begin to see the value of action research. An especially power-
ful teaching strategy involved inviting graduates from Mid-Town to talk to the
current student teachers about action research. One described the impact of
action research as follows:

It really shaped the way I perceived the role of the teacher. In any other
program you’d probably hear the phrase reflective practitioner but I think
until you live it you can’t really understand it. And with the action research we
really learned that we had to read. We had to read, we had to reflect, we had
to consult, we had to talk, we had to observe our kids, we had to implement
changes. You can’t understand it unless you’re really immersed in it.

(Kosnik, 1999, p. 7)

Another Mid-Town graduate made these comments:

Action research gives credence to teachers’ observations and reflections.
Where the thoughtful practitioner’s final analysis may have been based upon
intuition, experience, and hearsay, action research empowers the teacher by
answering why the implementation worked or did not work and why he/she
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observed what he/she did. Action research simply allows for more focus and
empowers teachers to empower their students to learn.

(ibid., p. 11)

Experiencing action research and meeting with new teachers who had done
action research were two very good pedagogies, but I did not find these strategies
in books on either teacher education or action research. Rather, I discovered
them by listening to students try to figure out why they seemed resistant to action
research and then by thinking outside the box for solutions.

Examining teaching practices critically was akin to my work as a classroom
teacher because I had a long history of constantly assessing and modifying my
teaching. As a classroom teacher, I was not familiar with the theory of action
research; I did not call my efforts “inquiry” but my approach was definitely a
simple form of teacher research. Once I had the language, I could more fully
describe my approach and involve others in dialogue. Using an inquiry approach
has become an central element of personal practice and my current work as a
researcher builds on my work as classroom teacher.

Being deliberate in my choices
As I became a more able teacher educator, I began to view myself and my work
through a different lens. I saw the need to model effective teaching, reflect openly
about my work, and be more deliberate in my work. I also came to appreciate the
power of my actions:

A teacher’s norms and values, and the extent to which they are enacted in
practice, influence the manner [in] which students develop their own. Thus
personal relationship between teachers and students is crucial as identity for-
mation and personal growth combine to shape the nature of pedagogy itself.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 2)

Loughran’s conclusion has been borne out repeatedly in our follow-up studies of
graduates from the Mid-Town cohort. For example, our emphasis on care and
community profoundly shaped our program. As one graduate noted:

All of our professors were caring for us, and they taught us it’s not just
curriculum, curriculum, curriculum, or this is what you need to learn to be a
good teacher. It’s more to help us become [caring] like that, and I think
that’s what a lot of us are going to remember.

(Beck and Kosnik, 2002, p. 428)

Making explicit my values and decisions

Lortie’s research clearly illustrated that the decisions teachers make are often
invisible to pupils and the long apprenticeship of observation has its limitations:
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Students do not receive invitations to watch the teacher’s performance
through the wings; they are not privy to the teacher’s private intentions and
personal reflections on classroom events. Students rarely participate in select-
ing goals, making preparations or analyzing the class later. Thus they are not
pressed to place the teacher’s actions in a pedagogically oriented framework.

(Lortie, 1975, p. 62)

Similarly, the choices and struggles of teacher educators are frequently not appar-
ent to student teachers. I continue to be astounded that student teachers are often
unaware of the challenges I face as a teacher educator as they are becoming
increasingly aware of the complexity and demands of teaching; they tend not to
appreciate that teacher educators face many of the same issues they themselves
face as teachers.

As a teacher educator, I have become more aware of the need to walk my
student teachers through my decision-making process. As Loughran (2006, p. 5)
notes:

If students of teaching are to genuinely “see into teaching,” then they require
access to the thoughts and actions that shape such practice; they need to be
able to see and hear the pedagogical reasoning that underpins the teaching
that they are experiencing.

Given that modeling is not sufficient, I have tried to make my teaching more
transparent to my students; however, Loughran cautions that there “was a
danger that talking aloud about what I was or was not doing, and why, could be
interpreted as lacking appropriate direction” (1995, p. 434). I concur with
Loughran’s warning because some of my students have been surprised and unset-
tled that their teacher educator, a university professor, had feelings of uncertainty.
Nevertheless, I believe that thinking aloud helps my student teachers understand
that the process of teaching is not simply communicating a given body of
information to students and that teachers do not have all the answers.

I continue to share with my students my intentions—the reasons for the
sequence of courses, my rationale for selecting particular readings or assignments,
the struggle I have when I need to delete or shorten particular topics, the stress of
grading assignments, and so on. Sharing my thinking with my students has had
many benefits: it helps them hear my internal dialogue, it gives them comfort
when they have similar struggles, and it has led to interesting discussions about
the teaching–learning process. For example, in a course on classroom culture, I
struggled to set assignments that were relevant. I shared my dilemma with my
students and, at first, I was met with stony silence; as the term progressed, we
worked out assignments that were highly useful and met the goals of the course.
This proved highly informative to them as beginning teachers because they
experienced first-hand the value of seeking student input. As a classroom teacher
I used a similar approach, although in that context, it was much less explicit. I
often gave the students choice in their work assignments. In a unit on poetry,
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children could choose four assignments from the list and, in some instances, I let
them suggest or create their own assignment. After relating to my student
teachers the need for pupil involvement and their own experience at helping me
shape our course, I noticed that some experimented with a less prescriptive style
of teaching themselves.

As part of my efforts to make the teaching–learning process more transparent,
I share with my student teachers the story of my career. This allows them to have
a greater understanding of who I am as a person and teacher; it also leads many
to begin to think about their own story and choices. The three fundamental
principles of teaching and learning identified by the National Academy of
Sciences are designed to guide teaching practices for children, but I believe they
apply equally well to teaching about teaching and are relevant in this discussion of
making values and beliefs explicit. The three principles are summarized as:

1 Students come to the classroom with prior knowledge that must be addressed
if teaching is to be effective.

2 Students need to organize and use knowledge conceptually if they are to
apply it beyond the classroom.

3 Students learn more effectively if they understand how they learn and how to
manage their own learning.

(Darling-Hammond, 2006, p. 9)

The first principle is critically important because our student teachers are not
blank slates waiting to be filled by us. Sharing my story and encouraging students
to recount their own stories leads many to appreciate that their experiences as
pupils strongly influence who they are as teachers. By helping student teachers
make their implicit values explicit and by recognizing that their prior knowledge
about teaching and learning influences how they respond to my teaching and
messages about teaching, I believe that I increase the likelihood of the teacher
education experience building on their strengths and talents. As Loughran (2006,
p. 124) wrote, “the transition from student to teacher involves a realization that
some changes are quite personal (e.g., coming to know oneself) while others are
more generalizable (e.g., initially identifying more strongly with students than
teachers) concerns about subject matter knowledge.” Student teachers cannot
interrogate their personal beliefs if we pretend that those beliefs do not exist.
I also tell my student teachers how I told my own pupils about some of the
rationale for the work that I was asking them to complete. Even though I taught
mainly in the lower primary grades, I tried to explain to the children why we were
doing what we were doing. I tried to avoid statements such as, “when you are
working, you will need to know how to write a proper paragraph.” Rather, I tried
to explain the rationale for work in terms the children could relate to. Involving
students in the learning process, regardless of age, is an enduring value.
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Modeling effective teaching

Finding ways to help student teachers acquire the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
of effective teachers is an ongoing challenge. I have begun to model a variety of
teaching strategies, yet modeling alone is not sufficient because student teachers
can be dazzled by our teaching or they can just take our teaching for granted:

Teaching about teaching goes beyond the traditional notion of modeling, for
it involves not just teaching in ways congruent with the expectations one has
of the manner in which pre-service teachers might teach, it involves unpack-
ing teaching in ways that give students access to the pedagogical reasoning,
uncertainties and dilemmas of practice that are inherent in understanding
teaching as being problematic.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 6)

Modeling must be accompanied by an appropriate narrative that explains one’s
teaching. Student teachers must begin to understand the complexity and chal-
lenge of teaching, even at the university level because “what may well be difficult
or perplexing pedagogical situations are made to look simple to the students of
teaching” (ibid., p. 41). Through think-alouds and discussions, I work to reveal
the complexity of teaching and thereby provide a more realistic view of the teach-
ing process. On-going discussions in class and analysis of their own learning helps
them study teaching in more informed ways, perhaps leading to more powerful
teacher education experience.

Beyond modeling teaching strategies, I believe we need to model all aspects of
effective teaching, such as reflective practice and self-study. Each year, I tell my
students about my research, including my self-study activities. I have even shared
some of my reflective writing and my students are often surprised that I do walk
my talk about reflecting on practice being a critical aspect of teaching. When I was
doing a self-study on collaboration recently, I told my students about it, described
the methodology, and read them excerpts from the paper.

Emphasizing community

The bulk of my elementary school teaching was in urban areas where many of
my students found school to be one of the few safe environments in their lives.
This led me to focus on helping the class become a strong, supportive, friendly
community. Two texts helped me build upon my intuitive sense that community
was a necessity. Life in a crowded place: Making a learning community (Peterson,
1992) provided many practical strategies, while The schoolhome: Rethinking schools
for changing families (Martin, 1992) grounded community-building in theory.
As a teacher educator, I remain strongly committed to community. Helping a
group of student teachers become a community is somewhat different from my
work with Grade 1 children, but many of the principles are the same. “Teaching
is a relationship, a way of being with and relating to others, and not merely an
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expression of having mastered a set of content-related delivery skills” (Bullough
and Gitlin, 2001, p. 3). Regardless of age, learners need a sense of security and
acceptance; student teachers need a place to openly share their questions about
becoming a teacher. I spend time getting to know my student teachers both inside
and outside my classes. A recent pre-service class included a group of knitters and
we would regularly get together for knitting nights. Being with my student
teachers outside the regular classroom allowed me to see them more as individuals
and to appreciate their individual struggles as they become teachers.

To help my student teachers experience community, I am intentional in my
efforts, as I was as a classroom teacher. One of my first forays into building com-
munity at the university level involved organizing a retreat for my student teachers.
Our two days at a beautiful retreat center outside the city included team-building
activities, identifying one’s learning style, working in small groups on the goals for
education, and plenty of time to socialize. One of the main activities was the
sharing of the All about me books that each person made prior to the retreat. The
students used a variety of formats to tell their stories: newspaper, poems, comics,
dioramas, picture books, even mystery stories. Sharing our books was a poignant
time as the students learned about each other and experienced the power of story.
In our follow-up research we have found that many beginning teachers had their
pupils do All about me books as part of their community-building work.

By taking the time for community-building and talking explicitly about our
community and its values, each year’s cohort did become a community. However,
like elementary school classes, each cohort had a unique personality and ways of
interacting. Each year I emphasize that community is not an add-on or frill but a
central part of the teaching–learning process. In follow-up research on our pro-
gram, graduates have repeatedly discussed the positive experience of being part of
the Mid-Town community. For example, Kathryn said she had been influenced by
our creating a community, showing that it can be done: “I mean, if you can do it
with adults coming from who knows where, you can certainly do it with children.
So I think that a lot of what I want to see happen in my classroom has actually
happened in the program” (Beck and Kosnik, 2001, p. 487). Heather commented:

Inside of me there are two little battles going on. There’s the one that says
just grow up and be tough and do the work and don’t have needs. And then
there’s the other part of me that knows I have needs and is drawn towards
this kind of warm, welcoming atmosphere . . . I think it’s good to have
standards and to really command excellence but to know that within that we
can be nurtured as humans.

(Beck and Kosnik, 2001, p. 493)

Framing and reframing my identity
I have come a long way from the nervous teacher educator who carted boxes of
curriculum resources into class for her student teachers. I now see my work as
much more complete, thoughtful, and effective. It is not only that I have gained
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confidence and acquired a greater repertoire of teaching skills; it is also that my
concept of who I am as a teacher educator has become richer and more complex.
Murray and Male describe a study of 26 new teacher educators that is relevant to
the discussion about developing an identity as a teacher educator:

The transition from the first-order setting of school teaching into the second-
order setting of HE [higher education]-based teacher education was con-
structed by the majority of the interviewees as a distinct and stressful career
change, characterized by high levels of uncertainty and anxiety. Recurring
feelings about the early years of HE work were of being “de-skilled”, of
“struggle”, and of “masquerading”. These feelings were particularly acute
during the first year. Learning to become a teacher educator was seen as a slow,
uncertain process, requiring the acquisition of new professional knowledge
and understanding.

(2005, pp. 129–130)

Being a researcher

In addition to teaching my courses, being a teacher educator means that I am also
a researcher. I both conduct research and draw on it. I vividly recall the first time that
I described myself as a researcher and then quietly admitted that my field of research
was teacher education. I was nervous about describing myself as a researcher and
wondered if someone would call me a fraud. I could relate to the participants
in Murray and Male’s study who “questioned their credentials as ‘academics’ or
doubted their own abilities to research and publish at the levels required by their
institutions” (ibid., p. 132). It has taken time for me to be comfortable with this
description but I feel it is incredibly important to my work as a teacher educator to
be both teacher and researcher. Being a researcher has strengthened my work as
a teacher educator because I have systematically studied many aspects of teacher
education. I have spent hundreds of hours interviewing student teachers and begin-
ning teachers about their views on teacher education and the challenges they face.

When I secured a tenure-track position at the Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education, University of Toronto (OISE/UT), there was a sense of urgency to
publish a significant number of articles in order to gain tenure. In many ways, this
period involved a constant stream of self-study projects seeking to understand
teacher education through the eyes of both our student teachers and those who
teach in the program, with particular attention to appreciating the challenges
faced by beginning teachers. By studying aspects of the program and its redesign,
I developed an in-depth understanding of the Mid-Town program. Without a
thorough understanding of my own work, I could not appreciate the discipline of
teacher education. This led me to think seriously about the pedagogy of teacher
education. As I researched, I saw more clearly the distinctions between teaching
children and student teachers (for whom I need to make the teaching process
explicit). I also saw the common features (regardless of age, all students need a
safe community).
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I believe it is important to make my work as a researcher visible to my student
teachers. I share with them the research that I am conducting and regularly take
to class research articles that I am reading, especially if they relate to the work of
beginning teachers. Because my area of research is teacher education, I regularly
invite my students to be involved in the research (e.g., through completing a
survey, being interviewed, sharing their papers with me) and I have taken increas-
ingly to following them into the first few years of teaching to determine the
impact of the teacher education program on their practices. I also emphasize the
need to draw on the research regarding effective teaching practices that support
pupil learning. For example, in my course on classroom culture, I shared statistics
about inclusive teaching practices so students could see that my position is well
grounded in the research literature. I want my students to be deliberate in their
choices about teaching and assessment practices and to resist the temptation to
use materials simply because they are readily available. This means drawing on
research about effective teaching practices and about being teacher researchers,
even when that research at first seems unrealistic because of their pressing needs
to know how and what they will teach the next day. As Loughran (2006, p. 145)
notes, the student teacher as a researcher is a principle that applies throughout a
pre-service program:

A student-teacher as researcher stance requires trusting that students of
teaching are able to learn from their own experiences and that teacher
educators’ expertise is not necessarily bound up in just “passing on” their
experience to their neophytes but in helping their learners to see, and
respond to, the teaching and learning opportunities they experience; all the
more so when teacher educators purposefully create such pedagogic episodes
for their learners.

Even as beginning teachers, I want my student teachers to have research as part of
their philosophy and repertoire of skills. Their approach to teaching must have
pupil achievement and well-being at the core, and this requires them to be teacher-
researchers. I want them to develop habits of professionals, using methods and
practices that are proven to be effective.

As noted above, as a teacher, I regularly enrolled in courses to improve my
knowledge and practice and, as a researcher, I continue to grow and develop.
Improving my work through study is an enduring value. As a classroom teacher, I
told my pupils about the courses that I was taking and now, as a teacher educator,
I tell my students about the research I am doing and the conferences that I attend.

Searching for community

As a teacher, I was part of many communities and networks within my school, in
the district, and in provincial-level organizations. Having begun my teaching
career in an open area arrangement, working in a community or team is part of my
teacher identity. As a teacher educator, I describe to my student teachers these
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communities so that they begin to think about which communities they will be a
part of after graduation.

When I became a professor at OISE/UT, I was not immediately welcomed
into a particular community and there was no obvious home for me. A major
reason for my isolation was that particularly tumultuous period in OISE/UT’s
history. Pre-service and graduate-degree programs had been separate entities
and were being merged, leaving many feeling displaced. The upheaval was
especially pronounced for those involved in pre-service teaching. There was an
exodus of faculty from the pre-service program and those of us who remained
were viewed suspiciously. At times, I yearned for the communities that I had
belonged to when I was teacher. I felt as thought I did not belong at OISE/
UT, yet I was no longer part of the teacher communities. It took time to find
and help build a new set of communities. Becoming part of the Self-Study of
Teacher Education Practices (S-STEP) Special Interest Group (SIG) within the
American Educational Research Association (AERA) was a professional turning
point.

Through the SIG, I found colleagues who gave me not only companionship
but also a tremendous boost professionally. Anne Freese, Anastasia Samaras, and
I became instant friends and colleagues. Although we work at three different
universities, we have engaged in numerous collaborative projects. Two notable
joint endeavors were our teamwork as program chairs and editors of the proceed-
ings of the Fourth International Conference on Self-study of Teacher Education
Practices and as co-editors of a book on the contributions of self-study to teacher
education (Kosnik et al., 2006). Our emails and meetings at conferences such as
the biennial international self-study conference and annual meetings of AERA
allow us to engage in continuous and productive dialogue.

Coming full circle back to focusing on pupils

As Director of the Teachers for a New Era (TNE) project at Stanford University,
I am working in a new university, in a new country, with a new set of colleagues.
What would have been so unsettling a few years ago has been a highly rewarding
experience, both personally and professionally. Teachers for a New Era is an
initiative designed to strengthen K-12 teaching by developing state-of-the-art
programs of teacher education. This reform endeavor aims to strengthen teacher
education by creating strong links among departments of humanities and sci-
ences, schools of education, and the local schools where teachers are trained. The
Stanford Teacher Education Program (STEP) was selected for this award because
of its many initiatives that include enhancing the curriculum, strengthening clin-
ical training, and adding an undergraduate component to the traditional graduate
program.

Teachers for a New Era has many facets and the emphasis on research is particu-
larly interesting. I am part of a team conducting the project, How does teacher
education make a difference? An exploration of the relationships among teacher
education, teaching practices, and student learning. The overall goal of the
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research is to study the influence of teacher education and ongoing professional
development experiences on teachers’ practices and their pupils’ achievement.
More than 300 teachers in our six Professional Development Schools will be
surveyed, and data on the pupil achievement of about 2000 pupils will be col-
lected. The scope and complexity of the study could be daunting, but I am a
member of an impressive team that has supported my learning. In many ways, this
study of pupil achievement takes me full circle back to my roots as a classroom
teacher. One of my enduring commitments has been to make a difference in the
lives of children and this study is examining how teaching practices and practices
taught in teacher education support pupil learning and growth.

Next steps in developing my pedagogy of teacher
education
The stories above reveal a set of enduring values and practices: thinking outside
the box, being a lifelong learner, building community, adjusting my theories as I
learn more, and using research to guide my teaching. My work as a teacher
educator is different from my work as a classroom teacher, yet both are based on
many of the same values and principles. I concur with Loughran that the two
teaching roles have significant differences, yet I also believe the principles of both
are the same. In the end, I am developing a pedagogy of teacher education, and I
hope that this chapter illustrates how I am working to enact that pedagogy in real
and meaningful ways in my teacher education classes. For me, this pedagogy of
teacher education is based on the literature and research of teacher education and
also informs the field as I study how I enact that pedagogy in my teacher educa-
tion practices. What I have come to see through this process of development and
enactment supports Loughran’s sense that we need a more widely agreed upon
pedagogy if we are to move the field of teacher education forward.

The path I have followed has had many obstacles and my work in teacher
education will continue to present challenges. Being an innovative teacher educa-
tor requires patience, fortitude, and skill. Having my work and decisions guided
by a set of values and beliefs is important. Although my work as a teacher educator
has been fulfilling, it has not been without its moments of self-doubts and obs-
tacles. As Loughran notes, “teaching about teaching demands a great deal from
teacher educators. There is a continual need for teacher educators to be conscious
of not only what they are teaching, but also the manner in which that teaching is
conducted” (2006, p. 11). Part of the challenge has been trying to create an
innovative, research-based teacher education program. We must also think beyond
our own students and classrooms to consider issues at the institutional level and at
the level of the international community of teacher educators:

First is the institutional level whereby the practices inherent in a pedagogy of
teacher education need to be explicitly played out not only through indi-
vidual teacher educators’ practice, but also in the manner in which program
organization and structure reflect the way in which a pedagogy of teacher
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education is inherently intended to shape teacher education as a whole.
Finally, there is the collective responsibility of the community of teacher
educators, for it is through [that] community that ideas, issues, concerns and
conceptualizations might be developed, debated, articulated and portrayed
in ways that will progress the field of teacher education.

(ibid., p. 176)

I do not believe that we should have a one-size-fits-all teacher education program,
but I do believe that we can be using best practices and draw on research to develop
common goals and practices. We need to make explicit pedagogies of teacher
education that help to guide both new teachers and experienced teacher educa-
tors. Developing such pedagogies is fraught with challenges, but that is what
teacher education is all about.
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3 Teaching prospective teachers
about learning to think like
a teacher
Articulating our principles of
practice

Alicia R. Crowe and Amanda Berry

Teaching is a complex endeavor in which there are few absolutes and even fewer
algorithms for practice (Hoban, 2005). Beginning teachers need more than a set
of activities, ideas, and techniques to help them become deliberate, thoughtful
teachers who understand the relationship between their teaching and the quality
of their students’ learning. Teachers need to be able to think creatively about
complex situations, consider multiple options, make decisions about best courses
of action, and understand why they do what they do. Show-and-tell teaching by
teacher educators cannot help prospective teachers to think in more complex ways
about their practice (Myers, 2002).

One way that teacher educators can begin to address the challenge of support-
ing the development of thoughtful new teachers involves having a clear sense of
the principles of practice that guide their work. By making these principles explicit
not only to themselves but also more broadly to the community of teacher educa-
tors, the principles can be discussed, challenged and developed as a powerful form
of knowledge of practice. This chapter focuses on the principles of practice
developed by two teacher educators for teaching prospective teachers to think like
teachers. We consider the manner in which these principles are understood and
enacted and the challenges associated with enacting one’s principles.

We conceptualize the process of becoming a new teacher as teacher education
rather than as teacher training. Programs based on a transmission model of
teacher training deliver knowledge about teaching in the form of skills and theor-
ies to be acquired mindlessly and applied unproblematically in the practice con-
text (Wideen et al., 1998; Korthagen and Russell, 1995). Research about learning
to teach suggests that such a transmission model, although widespread, is not
helpful in influencing the practice of new teachers (Korthagen et al., 2001;
Wideen et al., 1998). An alternative view of teacher education, as we envision it,
involves a process of cognitive and affective development and change as prospect-
ive teachers learn to negotiate their developing identities as teachers. As teacher
educators who embrace such a view of teacher education, we must do more
than provide recipes for prospective teachers’ classroom success; we must actively
facilitate their becoming a teacher (Pinnegar, 2005).



Learning to think like a teacher
One important aspect of our view of becoming a teacher involves learning to
think like a teacher. We want to encourage prospective teachers’ learning to think
like teachers through “being awake to, and aware of, their practice, not just
immersed in it” (Mason, 2002, p. 15) so that the knowledge developed through
their experiences of teaching and learning can inform and improve future prac-
tice. For us, thinking like a teacher involves developing a sensitive awareness of
one’s actions and a consistent focus on recognizing alternative perspectives and
approaches to learning situations. Here we draw on Schön’s (1983) perspective
on reframing of practice situations. This view of teaching as pedagogical reason-
ing and decision-making contrasts with the entering assumptions of many pro-
spective teachers for whom teaching appears to be the enactment of a series of
uncomplicated routines and learning as something that is done to learners. Fur-
thermore, prospective teachers’ prior experiences as students often mean that
they do not expect to take into account anything beyond their own perspective in
a learning situation. The “different worlds” (Perry, 1988) that exist in a class-
room and the range of ways in which teaching actions can be interpreted are not
relevant to those whose primary interest is predominantly focused on themselves.
As teachers of teachers, then, we see our role as crucial in supporting prospective
teachers’ transition from thinking as a student (in the ways described above)
to thinking as a teacher, one who is richly aware of, and responsive to, the
complexities that comprise the pedagogical environment.

As teacher educators with several years’ experience working with prospective
teachers, we have initiated a collaborative self-study investigating the ways in
which each of us acts to facilitate prospective teachers’ learning to think like a
teacher, the reasons we act in the ways that we do, and the challenges associated
with our efforts (Berry and Crowe, 2006). Although we work in different institu-
tions (Kent State University and Monash University), in different countries (the
USA and Australia) and in different subject disciplines (social studies and biol-
ogy), our informal, shared conversations have led us to recognize that we face
similar problems as teacher educators in facilitating the process of learning to
think like a teacher and that we are developing similar responses to deal with these
problems.

As an approach to researching practice, self-study is driven largely by the con-
cerns of teaching, the development of knowledge about practice, and the devel-
opment of learning (Berry, 2005). Hence self-study in this research is a means of
formalizing our research approach as the vehicle through which our individual
and shared understandings of learning to think like a teacher can be explored and
developed.

Our initial research efforts led to the development of a set of shared “principles
of practice” (Loughran, 2006) that we have identified as shaping our approach to
supporting prospective teachers’ learning to think like a teacher. Our principles
were developed through conversations in which we worked to articulate to each
other the knowledge of practice that we have developed in our experiences of
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teaching teachers. As Loughran pointed out, many have argued the need to
clearly identify and explain the principles that guide one’s practice as a teacher
educator. Aligning our principles and our practice as well as making explicit to
ourselves and to our students the framework that guides our practice is very
important “if we expect our practice to influence our students’ developing views
of, and actions in, their own teaching” (ibid., p. 84).

Our principles represent a conceptualization of the knowledge of practice of
teacher education developed through our personal experiences of teaching pro-
spective teachers and through ongoing efforts to derive meaning from these
experiences. While the particular ways in which we enact these principles may be
context- and individual-specific, they represent a big-picture view of what matters
in our teaching about teaching. They also provide a basis for shared reflection on
practice and a “catalyst for researching teaching” (Loughran, 2006, p. 98) col-
laboratively through self-study. As we have considered our practice, we have
developed five principles that capture the essence of our pedagogical practices in
supporting prospective teachers learning to think like teachers:

Principle One: Thinking like a teacher involves learning to see teaching
from the viewpoint of the learner. Experiencing the role of learner is
an important means of developing an understanding of the learner’s
viewpoint.

Principle Two: Prospective teachers need opportunities to see into the
thinking like a teacher of experienced others.

Principle Three: Prospective teachers need opportunities to try out thinking
like a teacher in order to develop their thinking as a teacher.

Principle Four: Prospective teachers need scaffolding (guidelines, questions,
structures) to support them in the process as they begin thinking like a
teacher.

Principle Five: Developing responsive relationships is at the heart of learning
to think like a teacher and at the heart of supporting our students
(relational support).

In presenting these principles in a list, we do not intend that they be interpreted
in a hierarchy or progression, nor do we wish to suggest that they can be
distinguished individually within our work. Rather, we see the principles as an
explanatory pathway into a complex set of interconnected ideas that comprise
learning to think like a teacher. The principles are enacted differently with differ-
ent students and at different times of the year, according to the concerns, contexts
and challenges that we and our students encounter.

In order to illustrate how these principles are infused in our approach, we offer
an extended vignette, constructed from our experiences over several years of
learning to help prospective teachers begin to understand our expectations for
their learning to think like a teacher. The vignette is written to capture some of
the ways in which we have come to know what we know about teacher education
and to illustrate features of how we work and what matters to each of us in our
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work. Our use of a vignette highlights our view of teacher education as one that is
embedded in personal experience, where experience provides a personally mean-
ingful context for the development of understanding. Thus the vignette itself
represents a way to experience our teaching vicariously. Consistent with our view
of teacher education, the vignette takes place within a first meeting with a new
group of prospective teachers, illustrating our belief that from the moment we
begin to teach, we aim to develop our students’ sensitivities to thinking like
teachers. Although the vignette is set within the context of Alicia’s social studies
methods class, the pedagogical features we describe are intended to be representa-
tive of how we both work and could be situated in classes taught by either of us.
(Numbers in brackets refer to the principles being illustrated.)

As I prepare for another year of teaching prospective teachers, I wonder
again: “How will I help these individuals move from being students in a
university class and thinking like students in a university class to becoming
teachers and thinking as teachers do?”, “What do I know that will help me
engage these students so that they might begin to think like a teacher?” With
these questions going through my mind, I begin to craft our first session.

Walking into the seminar room on the first day of the semester, I see that
one or two students are already seated, some are milling around in small
groups and chatting, while others slowly drift into the room. In these
moments before the class officially begins, it may seem to the students as
though nothing much is happening (and when I first began in the role of
teacher educator, I would have thought the same), but over the last few
years I have come to recognize this time as important for my learning (as a
teacher educator) about each new group of prospective teachers. So I listen
a little to their conversations, I watch their actions as they enter the room, I
look at their clothing, and I try to pick up on some clues that will help me
know something about how these future teachers will develop this year. [5]
I try to figure out where these students are, right now, in their thinking
about teaching. I ask myself, “Which of them will struggle the most? Will it
be the person sitting quietly flicking through the pages of the books, or the
one loudly joking at the back of the room? Which of them will ‘soar’ within
a few weeks? How will I know? And, will I get all of them, by the end of the
year, to think like teachers, when right now they look and sound so much
like students?” For me, and hopefully for them, the feelings of anticipation
are great. What will this year bring for us?

In a confident and friendly tone, I begin. “Welcome to your first social
studies teaching and learning course . . . My name is Alicia . . .” I know that,
right from the start, relationships matter. As we move through introduc-
tions, I work to make eye contact with people and listen carefully to how
they speak and what they say. I want to send a clear message that I am
interested in each of them as individuals. I am learning about each person
from the words they choose, their tone and their gestures. [5]
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We work through a series of planned activities, both so that I can get a
sense of where they are in their thinking about teaching, learning, and social
studies and so that they can begin to learn about the course, each other and
me. Things progress pretty smoothly; so far, so good. With 15 minutes left,
the class session nears its end and I know the time is approaching for me to
begin explicitly modeling my teacher thinking about the session for them,
to give them a chance to share insights and connections of their own, and
to start supporting them in the development of their thinking as teachers.
[2, 3, 4]

“O.K., we’ll draw the session to a close today by spending some time
thinking about what we have been doing together and why.” [1] I pause,
look around and check that I have their attention. “One of the most
important aspects of teaching that I want you to learn this year is how to
develop your ‘teacher eyes.’ That means moving away from being a student
who ‘receives’ teaching to being a teacher who thinks about and actively
engages in all that is going on around you, including the curriculum, the
students, the instructional approaches, the classroom climate, everything.”
Another pause. I wonder if they are with me. “To help you start to do this,
we are going to recount what we did during this session and then begin to
analyze it. Let’s start by talking about what we did in class. How did the
class begin? What activities did we do?” [4]

I know that I have told them a lot in these few statements. I know
that some will be struggling to understand what I mean while others will
be beginning to make sense of it. At this point, my aim is to help them
think about how they participated in the class and to introduce some useful
language that we can keep using, such as “teacher eyes.” [4]

Dana begins with specific answers. “First, we did a KWL chart, then we
had a small-group activity, then we learned each other’s names.” “Thanks,
Dana,” I respond. Then I begin to probe a little. “Why would I do a KWL?
[2] What did it help you do as a learner? [1] What does it help me do as your
teacher?” Now, I want to dig underneath the surface of the session to help
them explore the thinking behind it. [2] We discuss each aspect of the class
and, as we do, I am aware of who is participating, when, and the ways in
which different individuals respond.

Robert, the student who was flicking through the pages of his book
at the start of the session, suddenly speaks up: “So, why did we do that
KWL thing?” At this stage I am not sure whether his question is intended
as provocative or a genuine inquiry. Was he not listening or did he not
fully understand? Either way, it gives me a chance to add some explicit
detail to illustrate my thinking that must not have been clear. “Thanks
for that, Robert. [5] I chose the KWL not only to provide some support
for you to think about what you know but also to initially assess what
you know about social studies teaching and learning, to model a tool
you can use with your students, and to convey a message that I value
you as an integral part of this classroom and the teaching and
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Elaborating our principles of practice
This vignette can now provide a reference point as we explore our five principles
of practice in detail. In this section, we explain the ideas embedded in each prin-
ciple and then provide some of the questions and tensions we grapple with as we
use them to guide our practice.

learning process. Multiple reasons for one action.” [2] He looks satisfied,
for the moment.

“There’s something that I noticed!” declares Doug. “You use our names
every time you address us. That seems to help us feel more comfortable and
it seems like you already have a certain level of respect for us.” [1, 3, 5]
“Great! Doug has articulated another level of thinking about the session
that is important for students to recognize. It is not only the content of
what we do but the environment that is being constructed that matters.”
Doug’s and Robert’s confidence to speak their thoughts encourages a
couple of others to contribute. I stand back and listen as more ideas are put
forward about how different individuals experienced my teaching and their
learning.

The next 15 minutes fly by. It’s time to go and I remind them to read
the syllabus and section of the text for next time, although what I want
them to do most has already begun, for at least some have begun to
recognize that there is more to these sessions than simply doing the
tasks.

As I return to my office, I think about their comments individually and
as a whole. I begin to think to myself, “How much should I debrief on
Thursday? Doug brought up something I’ve never thought to even men-
tion before; that’s great. I wonder why the group in the back corner
didn’t speak in the debriefing? I’ll have to watch that next time, I don’t
think I heard any of the four of them speak.” I also begin to think about
some of the changes in my own thinking “like a teacher educator” work-
ing with new groups of prospective teachers over the past few years. I
think about how little I used to bring in to the first session. I remember
the first time I did a debriefing like the one I did today. I knew it needed
to be done, but we certainly did not delve into as many of the complex-
ities that we considered today. I decide, “I’ll have to make sure to keep
being explicit about this complexity. Over the last few years, that seems to
be one area that takes a long time for them to develop an understanding
of. Perhaps, if I keep making that explicit in what they are experiencing,
then they will be able to see it in their own teaching.” I am excited;
another year has begun and it has the potential to be a great learning
experience for all of us.
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Principle One: Thinking like a teacher involves learning to see
teaching from the viewpoint of the learner. Experiencing the role of
learner is an important means of developing an understanding of the
learner viewpoint

Learning to think like a teacher requires developing an understanding of, and
learning to respond to, the learning characteristics of individual learners. Coming
to think like a teacher requires an important shift in perspective, away from one’s
personal concerns as teacher toward an appreciation of the learner’s perspective as
well as an emphasis on student learning and curriculum. Such a shift in thinking
can be facilitated by putting prospective teachers in the role of the learner, to
experience the kinds of tasks that teachers might expect their students to engage
in and then to analyze these personal experiences of learning, to consider the
feelings associated with being a learner in that situation. An example might be
dealing with feelings of uncertainty, disinterest, confusion, excitement, and intel-
lectual satisfaction in a learning situation. For the teacher educator, this means
setting up experiences that can help to reveal these feelings of being a learner and
then facilitating discussion with prospective teachers to articulate and explore the
different learner perspectives, so that a genuine appreciation of the diversity of
learner responses might be achieved.

As the vignette illustrates, the process of beginning to experience being a stu-
dent in a more critical manner can begin early. In the vignette, the debriefing
aspect of the first class session offers an initial opportunity for the prospective
teachers to begin not only to think about how individual activities help them but
also to see how the individual activities help or do not help other people in
different ways. The prospective teacher is being presented with evidence that a
class of seemingly similar people, all future social studies teachers of secondary
students, can experience the same physical classroom differently. This will not be
the last time the prospective teachers see these differences.

As prospective teachers move from the beginning of their time with us to the
end, and as they begin to see from a learner’s perspective, the scaffolding, the
support, and the activities change. For example, as they begin to plan a unit to be
taught to their students in their field site, they are asked to explain how the unit
builds on what they already know about the particular students. They are asked
about who their students are and how this unit shows their understanding of
these students. It is another way to help the prospective teachers begin to move
toward thinking of the complexities of a classroom and school.

As they are more able to express these ideas about the learner perspective, we
become more confident that there is the level of trust and rapport established
(Principle Five) so that we can push them further in their thinking like a teacher
(Principle Four). As the prospective teacher develops, we begin to see this prin-
ciple that thinking like a teacher involves seeing from the viewpoint of the learner
in action in different ways. They begin to recognize that not all learners respond
in the same ways and that the way a teacher experiences the classroom is not the
same as how the student experiences it. This is a powerful realization and one that
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takes time and effort to internalize, both for ourselves, as teacher educators, and
for prospective teachers thinking about their students.

Principle Two: Prospective teachers need opportunities to see into the
thinking like a teacher of experienced others

One way that learning to think like a teacher can be facilitated involves gaining
access to the thoughts of experienced teachers as they engage in the process of
thinking like a teacher. The teacher educator, as an experienced other and as a
member of an environment that the prospective teacher knows well, is ideally
placed to offer such insights into thinking to explicitly model the various kinds of
decisions that guide the teaching–learning process. Opening up the process of
pedagogical reasoning through “thinking aloud” (Loughran, 2006, p. 47) may
then serve as a prompt for prospective teachers to begin to consider teaching as an
act of decision-making rather than as a series of routinized actions. Our goal is to
encourage them to choose to engage in this way of thinking about practice for
themselves. For the teacher educator, offering access to the thinking associated
with teaching is a complex process that requires more than simply telling pro-
spective teachers what one is thinking. It involves carefully selecting and high-
lighting particular aspects of one’s thinking that might be useful and accessible to
prospective teachers, given their particular concerns and interests. This is not an
easy task and depends on the teacher educator’s ability to discern elements of the
pedagogic environment and knowing one’s students well, so that what is high-
lighted for discussion is both personally and pedagogically relevant, and so that
expertise in facilitating an environment in which discussing one’s thinking about
practice is seen as valuable (Principle Five).

The prospective teachers in the vignette find that their first opportunity to see
into another’s thinking comes quickly. During the first class meeting, they are
exposed to the thinking of a teacher as they are asked to consider the reasoning for
actions of their teacher (the teacher educator) and to hear and discuss some of her
reasons for her actions.

Principle Three: Prospective teachers need opportunities to try out
thinking like a teacher in order to develop their thinking as a teacher

In addition to providing access to the thinking of others as learners and teachers,
prospective teachers need opportunities to explore thinking like a teacher for
themselves. This could include creating situations whereby prospective teachers
are encouraged to articulate a commentary on the thoughts and feelings they
experience within the teaching role. These feelings may be associated with experi-
ences of preparing for teaching, with the act of teaching, or with subsequenct
analysis of teaching. Through the experience of talking about their thinking,
prospective teachers may then begin to “reframe” (Barnes, 1998) their view of
teaching as one that recognizes decision-making as central. However, just as voi-
cing one’s responses as a learner (Principle One) requires confidence and trust, so
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too does being willing to think aloud about one’s thinking. The role of the
teacher educator is vital is creating an atmosphere of trust that might permit such
sharing of ideas (Principle Five).

Being able to try out thinking like a teacher often manifests itself in the journal
entries that we ask our students to write and in the conversations that follow
immediately after a prospective teacher teaches. When we ask our students to
think about and reconsider their practice, we are setting them on their way toward
thinking like a teacher. Of course, the opportunity alone is not enough; there
must also be guidance and support (Principles Four and Five).

Another time our students can practice thinking like a teacher occurs during
post-observation conversations. As these conversations begin, we find that we
often ask, “O.K., so what do you think about that class? What was that like for
you?” Through the responses offered we can provide other probing questions
that help prompt “thinking as a teacher” about the class. For instance, a question
such as, “Why did you change the lesson today from what you had planned?” or
“I noticed that Jordan [a student] was sitting in the back of the room and drawing
a lot. What do you know about him? Was he engaged?” Such questions invite
prospective teachers to engage in thinking like a teacher while they have someone
to guide them through the process by asking questions that model what to look
for or think about. (This clearly connects with Principle Four).

Principle Three is also evident when we ask our prospective teachers to be more
and more explicit about their thinking as they plan, as they are asked to identify
the decision-making associated with themselves as teachers. Principle Three is also
closely intertwined with Principles Four and Five. Without the strong and
appropriate scaffolding (Principle Four) and relationships (Principle Five), giving
prospective teachers these opportunities to practice thinking like a teacher could
be ineffective or counter-productive.

Principle Four: Prospective teachers need scaffolding (guidelines,
questions, structures) to support them in the process as they begin
thinking like a teacher

Thinking like a teacher is facilitated through deliberate and appropriate scaffold-
ing, such as providing questions and guidelines that help prospective teachers
come to understand what it means to engage in the act of thinking like a teacher.
These cognitive supports are different from the emotional and relational supports
(Principle Five) that facilitate thinking like a teacher, although the two are often
closely intertwined. These supports help guide the prospective teachers through
their attempts to think like a teacher.

The instance of the post-observation conversation presented in the account of
Principle Three illustrates another principle in action. It is not only having an
opportunity to think like a teacher that matters. We also support our students in
this process by asking deliberate and well-placed questions that give guidance on
what they should be thinking about as new teachers while also providing guidance
on how to think about them. As the conversation develops, we begin to hear
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comments that reveal what they see and understand at that point in their develop-
ing thinking as a teacher. We use these cues to inform our decisions about the next
question to ask. For example, an opening question of “How did you feel about
that lesson?” may lead to a response such as, “Oh, it was great,” with no further
comment. This is where we, as teacher educators, need to be strategic in support-
ing (rather than closing down) thinking by asking about a specific event in the
lesson or about some of the decisions made during the lesson. It is not consistent
with our beliefs about teacher education to proceed to tell the prospective teacher
our version of the lesson or what we would have done had we taught the lesson.
Such transmission approaches represent to us ways of stifling thinking like a
teacher because they do not afford any agency to the prospective teacher as one
who is capable of analyzing and learning from experience. They can readily sug-
gest that there is only one way (the teacher educator’s way) of teaching.

On the other hand, prospective teachers may answer the same question with an
elaborate explanation of many areas that went well and others that did not and
why. In this instance, we listen closely and consider what to push them towards
next. We ask ourselves, “Is he ready for a complex question about the content
chosen for today?” or “Is she ready to be asked about the hidden curriculum
the students are learning in her classroom?” As we listen, our teacher educator
thinking helps us to decide where, how and why to proceed in our conversation.

In the vignette, Alicia begins simply by asking the group to recall the activities of
the class. She then elicits possible reasons for the choice and sequence of activities
experienced. Throughout this process she is open to questions and comments that
can take the conversation further, but at this beginning stage she is not worried if
they do not arise or if the group does not yet seem ready to grapple with ideas
beyond the what and why of teaching. The process of scaffolding prospective
teachers’ learning to think like a teacher is important if prospective teachers are to
understand the purpose and value of their involvement in the process.

As mentioned in our discussion of Principle Three, learning to think like a
teacher can be supported through journal writing. Adding specific structure to
journal-writing tasks is an example of cognitive scaffolding that can more pur-
posefully direct thinking as a teacher. For example, we may ask prospective
teachers to consider a learning experience from the point of view of a student
learner (integrating Principle One) or to analyze a teaching experience in terms of
decisions made and then consider alternatives based on the experience of the
lesson. We also may ask further questions in our response to journal entries,
questions that help prospective teachers reframe a problem, see alternatives they
did not see originally, or consider a new perspective. This is yet another way to
add specific, deliberate supports for prospective teachers as they learn to practice
their teacher thinking.

Cognitive scaffolding, however, cannot occur without an accompanying under-
standing of the emotions associated with learning to teach. Teacher educator
efforts to support thinking like a teacher require a sensitive understanding of the
individual as a whole person, and thus Principle Four is intimately associated with
Principle Five.
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Principle Five: Developing responsive relationships is at the heart of
learning to think like a teacher and at the heart of supporting our
students (relational support)

A teacher needs to know each student well enough to understand the specific
needs and concerns of the individual student. As teacher educators, this is no
different. We need to know the prospective teachers in our care well and to
establish a high level of respect and trust so that we might support them well as
they learn to think like teachers. From the very first moments, we need to develop
an understanding of our students as learners and as people while developing a
relationship of trust with them. We need to be quick to hear, understand, and
respond to what happens in and out of class. Sometimes our response might be
not to act, but nevertheless these are deliberate decisions that we make based on
our developing knowledge of the individuals in our classes.

We need to be able to consider who each student is as we decide what thoughts
to share, when to share them, why we share them and with whom we share them.
As we learn more and more about prospective teachers and as our relationships
with them develop, we gain greater understanding on which we draw when making
decisions about what questions to ask, how far to push a prospective teacher at a
particular moment, when to offer more direct guidance or less, and when to let a
mistake happen because we know that the only way to learn a particular lesson is by
living it and then analyzing it. Considerable teacher educator expertise is required
to identify and respond to situations that can help move individuals forward in
their thinking as teachers without closing them down by posing too great a per-
sonal challenge. We see aspects of this in the vignette as Alicia begins establishing a
climate of respect and caring through her actions. She chooses her words wisely,
makes frequent, deliberate eye contact, and uses individual names when she speaks.
Over time, as each of us becomes more familiar with the students in our classes, we
are able to make more complex decisions about how we work with individuals.

Challenges and questions with our principles of practice
in action
Articulating a list of principles provides insight into our thinking as teacher educa-
tors as we prepare to support prospective teachers in their thinking like teachers.
However, in preparing this list we encountered two challenges. One is that the
principles themselves are not distinct or easily identified as separate in our work.
They are closely intertwined, as each draws on and builds on another/others. We
hope that we have been able to demonstrate their interrelatedness through the
initial vignette and also through our cross-referencing in explaining each prin-
ciple. A second challenge is that, although we can articulate them neatly in print,
these ideas are often difficult to live in our work as teacher educators because the
real world of practice continually presents obstacles and raises questions associ-
ated with putting our principles into practice. We now describe some of these
challenges and questions.
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As we act upon Principle One (Thinking like a teacher involves learning to see
teaching from the viewpoint of the learner), we must be aware that prospective
teachers should be able to say honestly how they feel or what they experience as
learners. This can be more difficult than it sounds, as learners are not often asked
about their feelings or how they experience an activity; it is expected that they
simply do a task and the assumption is that feelings do not interfere with learning.
Over many years of classroom experience, prospective teachers have learned to
hide their real feelings and merely do what is needed to please the teacher. Being
able to identify one’s personal responses to learning and then having the con-
fidence that it is not only acceptable but necessary to voice these responses, par-
ticularly when they may be critical of the teacher educator, requires a high level of
trust and respect within the classroom (Principle Five).

Another challenge we face as the prospective teachers’ guide, especially in rela-
tion to enacting Principle Two, concerns how to develop our ability to make
explicit our thinking about our practice. We question ourselves about our selec-
tion of what is important to think aloud. We know that many prospective teachers
expect and want their teacher educators to be the expert, so that revealing too
much of one’s teacher educator thinking may push away some prospective
teachers. We recognize that, over time, we have become more experienced in
knowing when, where, why and with whom to reveal aspects of our thinking, yet
there are always situations in which we struggle to know how to act or what to say
that is relevant and meaningful for the particular individuals with whom we are
working. We also recognize that it is not just our own thinking as experienced
teachers that we want prospective teachers to understand. Mentor teachers in
schools are also valuable sources of ways of thinking about practice that prospect-
ive teachers can benefit from. Yet there are few mechanisms available for helping
mentor teachers recognize ways in which they can offer such access without pre-
scribing how to act or think as a teacher. Thus we continually strive to answer the
question: How can we as teacher educators facilitate access to the thinking of
experienced others?

As we work to challenge prospective teachers’ thinking (Principle Four), we
must be careful as we provide scaffolding that we do not provide too much
structure. Too much structure will never help our students become independent
thinkers. Questions that we regularly ask ourselves include, “Has enough been
done?,” “How might I push further?,” or “Should I back down?” Being able to
determine appropriate structure for a range of individuals is an important issue
that is a constant practical challenge.

Principle Five is a vital principle, yet it is not without its own difficulties as a
guide for our practice. As we get to know our students, they do begin to trust us,
often divulging information that we might otherwise not hear. When and where
do we draw the line in such conversation? Sometimes what we learn might be
better handled through counseling, yet is it our place to suggest counseling?
Where is the line between teacher educator and therapist? In addition to being
teacher and advisor, we also may be important members of the evaluation team
with regards to each prospective teacher’s progress, and thus conflicts of interest
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may arise. As we get to know individuals well and guide their learning, we are also
the ones to make decisions about continuing along this path. When do we make
this call? How do we know what call to make for each student? Questions such as
these suggest that knowing each prospective teacher well has implications beyond
the pedagogical interactions of the teacher education classroom.

Throughout this chapter we have alluded to the thinking we have developed as
teacher educators in supporting our prospective teachers’ thinking as teachers.
We conclude by turning to this aspect of our learning to highlight both the
process of knowledge development and the nature of the knowledge we have
developed.

Developing our thinking as teacher educators
“I think my students now are so much better because I’ve gotten better.” During
one of our conversations examining our teaching, knowledge, beliefs, and experi-
ences, Alicia shared this statement with Amanda. Looking back over recent years,
we see how true this statement is. As we have become more and more focused on
our aim of supporting the learning of the prospective teachers in our respective
programs, we have developed our professional knowledge as teacher educators
(Eraut, 1994) generally and our pedagogy of teacher education (Loughran,
2006) specifically. Through our experiences, analysis, and individual self-study
practices, we have been developing our professional knowledge; through our
collaborative self-study relationship, we have been able to construct principles of
practice. As we continue to develop our thinking as teacher educators, where will
our journey take us? The knowledge we have developed does matter. Initially, we
had vague notions of what it meant to support the development of beginning
teachers. As we continue to develop, we find that our thinking has become both
more complex and more refined. In practice, we find that we are better able to
support our students’ development through specific actions and to recognize
their needs. We notice that we are able to respond more quickly to student charac-
teristics expressed in many ways, including evidence from comments in and out of
class, assignments, and interactions. Just as teachers of children develop
professional knowledge, we have developed professional knowledge of teacher
education. The development of knowledge of practice is important for teacher
educators in order to improve the quality of our teaching about teaching and the
quality of our students’ learning about teaching. The development of our peda-
gogy of teacher education is conceptualized within this chapter as a set of five
principles of practice that we believe frame our approach to teacher education that
is based on facilitating beginning teachers’ learning to think like a teacher. These
principles serve as a frame for both the ongoing investigation of our practice and
as a signpost for recognizing particular aspects of learning to teach within our
classes. We hope that articulating and sharing these principles will encourage
others to consider the ways in which their own pedagogy of teacher education is
codified and enacted.
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4 Providing the necessary
luxuries for teacher
reflection

Joseph C. Senese

When actively engaged in reflective dialogue, adults become more complex in their
thinking about the world, more tolerant of diverse perspectives, more flexible and
open toward new experiences. Personal and professional experiences require an
interactive professional culture if adults are to engage with one another in the
processes of growth and development.

(Lambert et al., 1995, p. 28)

Those who study teaching as a discipline are well aware of the ironies involved in
being a teacher of teachers. The act of teaching anything requires a teacher to
balance the complex relationship between what is being taught (subject matter)
and how it is being taught (instruction). Both the what of teaching and the how of
teaching must be addressed for teachers to be effective. In teaching about teaching
there is an even more complex layer that involves understanding how to make
explicit this relationship between subject matter and pedagogy and to facilitate
learning about this relationship. Simply being aware of this dual nature of teaching
is not enough to make someone a good teacher or a good teacher of teachers. If
only learning to teach were that simple! Assuming that someone will able to per-
form well after merely watching another’s performance rarely works in any arena.
Modeling, as Loughran points out, is not enough to produce good teachers:

In focusing on our teaching behaviors, it is also important to recognize that
simply modeling practice through the use of a range of teaching procedures
(e.g. concept maps, Venn diagrams, interpretive discussions), or teaching
about teaching by using engaging strategies, is in itself not sufficient in
teacher education. There is a clear need to continually go deeper and to
address the underlying features of teaching and learning.

(2006, p. 83)

What is missing in the model described above is the preeminence of reflection
about how a teacher teaches. Without deep, meaningful reflection about that,
teachers have little chance of assuring that “both the subtleties and complexities
of practice might be viewed and reviewed in order to shed light on pedagogical



reasoning, thoughts and actions” (ibid., pp. 39–40). These underlying subtleties
and complexities are the threads that make good teaching and provide actual
learning opportunities for both students and teachers. Teachers know why they do
what they do because they reflect deeply on their practice and know their students.
They continually test the effectiveness of what they do in the classroom and that
can only be done while in the process of teaching those students who happen to
be in front of them.

The educational community understands the preeminence of critical reflection,
but it is not done more routinely in schools. Teacher educators and staff develop-
ers alike grapple with how best to support the growth and learning of teachers so
that teachers can, in turn, support the growth and learning of their students. This
chapter presents the situation from my personal perspective as a practitioner who
teaches in a high school, teaches in-service programs for teachers, and also teaches
pre-service teachers at a university.

Characteristics of effective teacher reflection
After establishing the importance of reflection in developing teacher practice,
Loughran identified six associated assumptions:

Effective reflective practice emphasizes the importance of reflection for
action so that, in the process, deeper understandings of practice might be
developed. For that to be the case, effective reflective practice responds to the
assumptions that:

• a problem is unlikely to be acted on if it is not viewed as a problem;
• rationalization may masquerade as reflection;
• experience alone does not lead to learning – reflection on experience is

essential;
• other ways of seeing problems must be developed;
• articulation matters;
• developing professional knowledge is an important outcome of

reflection.
(2006, p. 131)

Although Loughran did not intend these assumptions to be used as a sequential
list of step-by-step requirements that lead to reflection, I use them here as a list of
assumptions to be addressed in order to explore ways to develop deeper reflection
in practice.

A problem is unlikely to be acted on if it is not viewed as a problem

In conversations about teaching, whether in a department office, a staff lunch-
room, or a parking lot, teachers habitually share successes and, more often than
not, difficulties in the classroom. The successes can be self-congratulatory or
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honest assessments of accomplishment, but the difficulties usually surface as frus-
trations: “Why is it so difficult for students to do what I say?,” “Why are these
students so inferior to others I have had?,” “Until the administration takes a firm
stance on this, nothing can improve,” “Students have to be responsible for their
own learning.” Although identifying difficulties is relatively easy for teachers,
taking personal/professional responsibility for addressing those difficulties is
another matter. Thinking this way reminds me of the Laurel and Hardy films of
the 1930s in which Oliver Hardy often made bonehead mistakes and blamed
them on Stan Laurel with a blithe, “See what you made me do?”

Another difficulty here is that a teacher may be unaware that there is a problem
at all, either within or without. Ignorance may become bliss. If a teacher does not
look for trouble, he won’t find any. As Loughran notes,

in learning about teaching there is a clear need for students of teaching to see
their own problems in order to choose how to act on them, and this is
dramatically different from reflecting on the problems of others or reflecting
on the problems that might be pointed out by a (school) supervising teacher
or teacher educator.

(2006, pp. 129–130)

If these conflicts, frustrations or difficulties are not framed as problems or not
even recognized as problems, they are certainly not addressed.

Rationalization may masquerade as reflection

A standard response to the disclosure of a difficult situation in the classroom is for
a teacher to explain it away. Notice that the examples just provided establish the
germ of the difficulty outside of the teacher: students, parents, administration,
central office, teaching colleagues, government regulations, and so on are the
reason each problem exists or endures. If teachers adopt this way of thinking,
problems persist. Teachers are absolved from “doing something” about the dif-
ficulty because it lies outside their locus of control or influence. Or at least that is
the rationalization. Does this happen because teachers are content in their misery
or do they not sense their rationalization? Or do they not recognize themselves as
agents who have the means to resolve these difficulties, perhaps reframing them
as actual problems with solutions? The answer probably consists of a combination
of all three.

When I was teaching public speaking, a parent questioned my grading practices.
She pointed out that I was manipulating the rubrics to arrive at a grade that I had
already determined in my head. At that moment, caught off-guard, I rationalized
my logical, mathematical approach to grading student speeches. After one restless
night, I called her and admitted that she had uncovered exactly what I was doing.
I used the rubrics to protect myself, not to help students. The number of points I
assigned each category was arbitrary and I would often determine the grade, then
assign points in each category to make it turn out the way I wanted. I had never
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been forced to explain the way the system worked so I didn’t perceive it as a
problem. I had rationalized a mathematical-looking format into a protection for
me. I could justify any grade by the numbers that I manipulated. I learned a
valuable (and difficult) lesson from that parent, but I had to have someone push
me into recognizing the problem and my rationalization of it. I also had to be
willing to hear the parent and confront the reality of my practice.

Experience alone does not lead to learning—reflection on experience is
essential

Adults who address a difficult situation or problem may learn from that experi-
ence. But if the problem is perceived as rooted outside of an individual’s control
(the government, the organization, parents), the problem persists and learning
will not occur. What does occur is often a form of endurance, indulgence, or
tolerance. The difficult situation remains an unrecognized problem outside of
what any individual can address, and a person learns to accept it, embrace it, or
tolerate it. Nevertheless, the problem remains.

Teachers can engage in this cycle and act the same way. In schools teachers
may even have the added option of separating themselves from the rest of the
school, other faculty members, and even their administrators—keeping others at
arm’s length as they confront perplexity or frustrations but avoid solutions within
themselves. Without reflection, these teachers may actually learn a counter-
productive response because they disconnect from their problems rather than
integrate problem-solving into their teaching. Survival becomes the name of the
game.

Consider a teacher who stockpiles these frustrations over time. The more inward
the teacher turns, the more isolated the teacher becomes. Unfortunately, recall-
ing an actual teacher who keeps others at a distance is not a difficult feat. Students
and parents fear this teacher, colleagues avoid him, and administrators give up on
him; dissatisfaction festers. A teacher in this state of existence often feels that the
only way to survive is to control the situation. Becoming rigid, unreasonable,
demanding, and gruff helps to separate him from the problem as well as from
others, and the situation puts this teacher into a limbo of ignorance. The opposite
of reflection occurs. To maintain control, this teacher must reject anything that
puts him at risk of exposure. This is not a healthy state for someone who should
be reflecting deeply on what he does every day and assessing its effectiveness for
student learning.

Merely experiencing this state does not lead a teacher to resolve it. It is not
enough to experience; a person must do something with that experience in order
to integrate it into who he is. The quotation opening this chapter from Lambert
(Lambert et al., 1995) was reinforced by Russell who noted, “While experience is
powerful, learning from experience is far from automatic, perhaps because all
levels of formal schooling pay little attention to learning from experience” (2002,
p. 84). It comes down to a person taking control of events or having them control
him. This is a fundamental lesson of life that everyone has to learn and relearn at
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various times and stages of development; it is so common to human experience
that many adages address this issue, including these examples:

• If God gives you lemons, make lemonade.
• Every challenge is an opportunity to improve.
• It’s not what you have but what you do with it.
• If you are not part of the solution, you are part of the problem.

As familiar as these adages may be, each embodies a truth and is applicable to
solving problems, including those encountered in teaching. Strength arises from a
teacher believing that she can correct a problem and become a more effective
teacher for confronting the problem. Teacher educators and staff developers need
to learn how to effect this “can-do” spirit in teachers that helps them to avoid
rationalization so they can confront problems in practice.

Other ways of seeing problems must be developed

Once caught in this cycle of difficulty–rationalization–retreat, a teacher cuts off
any other ways of seeing a situation as a problem and therefore cannot break the
cycle. This critical juncture is when leverage can be applied to assist teachers to
break the cycle and enter into a more productive process that includes reflection
in action (Schön, 1983).

If a teacher believes that the locus of control is outside of her, the job of teaching
merely becomes survival. Entrenched practices, inflexibility, and defensiveness
become a way of life. A teacher hopes merely to “get through this day, this week,
this year.” If any hope remains for a teacher in this bind, the teacher must find
some way to get beyond this stagnation in order to continue to learn while
teaching. As Loughran put it:

Framing and reframing (Schön, 1983) are important to reflection for they
have to do with coming to see a situation, being able to define it, to describe
and account for its features, then to be able to view that situation from
different perspectives.

(2006, p. 96)

Thus, every teacher must develop multiple perspectives on problems of practice.
Teachers learn to transcend narrow thinking to develop a deeper understanding
of the teaching–learning process when they are able to reframe problems, to
respond anew, or to adopt another’s perspective (perhaps even the perspective of
the students or parents). Really listening to another person’s perspective on prac-
tice offers a teacher the hope of improving through reflection. The key becomes
developing ways to help teachers to stay receptive to feedback from a variety of
sources.

For example, when I was a new teacher in a private school in Chicago, I assigned
a journal-notebook assignment about a current civic problem. One girl, who had
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difficulties writing coherent sentences, handed in a beautifully constructed pro-
ject on water pollution. I asked her if she had help and she openly admitted that
her sister had handwritten the explanations because she wanted it to look good. I
immediately marked her down because it was not her own work. Her mother called
me the next day and asked if I had any children. Taken aback by the question, I
blurted out, “Not yet.” She simply replied that she hoped I better understood
students like her daughter after I had had my own. Nothing more. Obviously that
comment stuck with me because I am writing about it 30 years later. I learned a
valuable lesson about diverse student learning needs that year, but it was not easy
for me to hear that parent or that student at the time. I easily could have dismissed
that parent’s comment, but it spoke to me and eventually improved my practice.

As difficult as some of these lessons have been for me (after all, I am the teacher!),
I realize in hindsight that once I invited questions, comments, and responses to
my teaching, I became less defensive. Instead, I was forced to think more upfront
about why I was doing something a certain way. My best critics have been stu-
dents and parents. They become partners in my practice, informing me of what
works and doesn’t work. I invite responses. Feedback is so much easier, enjoyable,
and welcome when I ask for it rather than waiting for someone to find something
wrong with my practice. Often soliciting honest responses to my practice is para-
mount to improvement. The section called “My role as a model for others” later
in this chapter addresses this professional stance in more detail.

Articulation matters

This assumption emphasizes the need to talk about, investigate, and explore prac-
tice in order to understand a problem better in all its complexities. Articulating
goals, achievements, frustrations, and actions in honest and insightful ways works
hand in hand with developing divergent ways of seeing a problem. Framing and
reframing a problem through reflection and articulation distills the problem,
clarifies it, and makes it accessible to being resolved.

Throughout my years as a high school administrator, I have seen the need to
provide opportunities for teachers to articulate what they think they are doing in
the classroom, what they actually are doing, and what they make of it. Teachers
have little practice doing this. Most teachers, in my experience, “tell” what they
mean by teaching by explaining the steps of a lesson. Describing (and therefore
being aware of) the larger purposes, the overarching goals, and the deeper ques-
tions involved in teaching and learning require practice and lots of it. Because
personal/professional risk is involved in this venture, teachers must practice
articulating their work under safe conditions and with trusted colleagues. When
they develop confidence through practice and a deeper understanding of what
they do and why they do it, teachers are much more willing to take risks, to
uncover assumptions, to explore the tacit and make it explicit—all necessary traits
for learning about teaching. I made this observation about learning to play the
game called school:
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The collective structures that we call “school” have infiltrated the way in
which students approach learning. We have allowed these structures to
condition our responses as learners and as teachers and to influence our
behaviors. Consequently, it is unacceptable to not know the answer or to ask
questions based on genuine doubt. I am not referring to school-subject
ignorance or school-type questions that teachers regularly receive. I am refer-
ring to students knowing what they do not know, having their own means to
find out, and then discovering the knowledge for themselves. I am referring
to students asking genuine questions, ones that have personal meaning and
consequences.

(Senese, 2005, p. 51)

Although I was describing student behavior, adults are not exempt from acting
in similar ways. As long as everyone in school plays this same game, teachers
will continue to be inhibited from expressing genuine doubt about practice and
seeking new ways of framing their practice.

Developing professional knowledge is an important outcome of
reflection

Out of the opportunity and skill to be able to reframe a problem and to articulate
it comes professional knowledge. A problem transforms a frustration that resides
in others or in organizations to something that can be seen as multifaceted,
complex, and approachable. Diverse perspectives can lead to understanding a
problem through its deconstruction. Action becomes possible and the requisite
reflection to resolve the problem reduces it to a reasonable challenge. The know-
ledge that comes from this reflection can be used to avoid or solve future prob-
lems. It can be shared with others, and it can direct choices in the future. This is
how we, as teachers, learn and grow in our practice. In addition, as practitioners,
we develop a body of professional knowledge (episteme) from our collective
experiential knowledge (phronesis) (Korthagen et al., 2001) so that our profes-
sion benefits from our growth. If the nature of this sequence of events becomes
predictable (or at least anticipated), whether during in-service or pre-service
work, teacher educators are in a better position to assist teachers to adopt the
necessary luxury of reflection in action.

Fostering reflection by addressing shortages and fears
As idyllic as this sequence of steps plays out in theory, there are considerable
barriers to teachers achieving it in practice. The barriers generally include short-
ages (of time, experience, and/or support) and fears (of failure, risk, and/or
vulnerability). Without addressing these twin issues, teacher educators have
limited effect when helping teachers to grow in their practice. Both the shortages
and the fears must be addressed to allow teachers to become truly reflective.

Oftentimes things stay the way they are only because someone cannot envision

Providing luxuries for teacher reflection 51



them otherwise. Why, if knowing that a change would make a situation better,
does a person continue with the ineffectual usual? At some time, everyone finds
himself in a cycle that perpetuates a bad situation. Those closest to the situation
find themselves at a loss to act decisively. Often they cannot see another way to
frame the bad situation because they are so close to it or sometimes even because
it works (or at least appears to work) for them.

For example, even though we may know that exercise benefits our health, we
still may avoid exertion. We may not be in poor health and, although exercising
could improve our long-term physical well-being, we may not be motivated (yet)
to take another route. The route we currently take seems (and I emphasize that
word) to work for us. Unless something either nudges or forces us to change, we
may not understand or accept that anything could be better than the current
situation. We don’t have personal evidence that altering our behavior would actu-
ally improve our health. We cannot even envision it. Nothing catastrophic has
forced us into changing our current habits so old habits persist.

Given that most people do not respond well to being forced to change, teacher
educators and staff developers must discover ways to nudge teachers toward more
effective ways to learn about teaching. Teachers must maintain control of a situ-
ation (all-important, as we have previously discussed) if the change is to be deep
and permanent. There is not any one time in a career when every teacher will
be open to being nudged to frame and reframe understanding of practice, but
there are naturally occurring opportunities that should be seized. I return to
Loughran’s six assumptions, as the first two provide a context for identifying the
time to enter into this sequence. As long as a teacher does not see a problem, a
problem does not exist. Without the irritation of sensing a problem or puzzle and
looking inward to solve it, an individual will remain immutable.

Developing a critical reflective stance may take years because many teachers
subscribe to a core belief that they are the sole experts in their classrooms.
Dislodging that belief or even abridging it is a leap in thinking for most practi-
tioners. One way to provide a nudge to teachers is to engage them in non-
threatening conversations about their teaching. These kinds of conversations
require that the “other” listens intently and reflects back what the teacher is
saying. In this conversation, follow-up questions are preferable to statements or
judgments. The teacher must articulate her beliefs and how she enacts those
beliefs. As Lambert points out, “Since working with new ideas and information
is essential in the meaning-making process, an inquiring stance is essential to
constructing change in a school or district” (Lambert et al., 1995, p. 61). Only
through guided reflective experiences will a teacher uncover areas that are
potential “problems.” The colleague must avoid telling, instructing, or even
offering suggestions. If a colleague engages in instructive responses rather than
invitational responses, the conversation often ends.

As much as people may rail against being told what to do, they find the role of
follower easier than the role of creator. As learners, “teachers are no more accus-
tomed to deciding their professional development path than students are used to
deciding what to learn and how to learn it” (Senese, 2002, p. 51).
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A good example was when teachers at my school were asked to form Learning
Teams in order to pursue questions of concern within their own practice.
Teachers were given few parameters. They chose their teams, their areas of
inquiry, and their means of analysis and reporting out. Yet many responded by
saying, “Just tell us what you want us to do and we will do it. It will be easier.”
Some teachers did not want the challenge or the risks associated with thinking
deeply about their practice and maybe uncovering weaknesses in that practice.

Conversations about practice, which provide a venue safe enough for teachers
to uncover problems in their own practice, are often easier to have with relative
strangers than with close teaching colleagues or supervisors. Within a school,
teachers are more at ease talking about practice with teachers who teach discip-
lines or grade levels other than their own. The preeminence of subject-matter
knowledge and content expertise is less likely to be challenged in those situations.
The danger of appearing unknowledgeable about what is taught increases when a
group of teachers of the same grade level or of the same subject talk about their
teaching. But when a teacher is the lone content expert in a group of colleagues,
this becomes a relatively unimportant issue.

Similarly, teachers do not feel embarrassed to ask naïve questions when they are
not expected to be content experts. I remember a group of teachers from three
different disciplines listening to a mathematics teacher complain about the time it
took to teach a certain kind of problem. Ignorant about teaching mathematics, the
social studies teacher was able to question her about why she taught that content if
it was such an irritant. Most mathematics teachers would not have questioned the
reasons for teaching that content and might even have feared looking ignorant by
asking such a question—a question that was appropriate at that time. A social
studies teacher, however, was within his rights to ask the question merely out of
ignorance, and neither teacher was threatened or embarrassed by it. Too often,
meetings of teachers of the same subject or from the same school or grade-level try
to discover areas for improvement in practice but end up in pity parties.

The factor that protects a teacher from feeling threatened while exploring prob-
lems or inadequacies in his practice also allows another teacher to ask a non-
threatening question: ignorance and a real desire to know. Teachers in mixed
groups are required to explain more of what they do and why they do it because
their colleagues are honestly unfamiliar with the answers. Questions develop from
real points of doubt, not as an exercise. To answer these questions, teachers have
to deconstruct their lessons, explain their practice, and reflect on their work. This
honest exchange allows teachers a safe way to talk about their own practice and
the successes and problems associated with those practices in a non-threatening
yet deep way.

Trusted colleagues need to develop a critical ear and a questioning stance. The
questions must be framed out of a real need to know, not to lead the teacher’s
thinking. Naïve questions asked by someone ignorant of the answers can be a
valuable way to frame questions about practice. Simply probing to get the teacher
to talk and consider his responses will produce some reflection if done over time.
So that the teacher does not feel “ganged up on,” a group of no more than three
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should question him. Done sensitively, this kind of dialogue can produce surpris-
ing results. The listeners should not feel obligated to “solve” another teacher’s
problems, but should honestly probe so the teacher develops self-reliance as well
as solutions. By listening intently and asking discerning questions about inten-
tions, practices, and outcomes, these critical friends nudge other teachers to
reflect on their practice. No one can force anyone else to become reflective, but
given favorable circumstances and structures, reflection has an increased chance
of occurring.

Developing teachers’ reflection in action
I conclude this chapter by describing ways in which my own roles at the high
school have helped me to develop reflection in action in teachers. Both as an
administrator and as a teacher, I have been fortunate in creating a systemic and
personal way to nudge some teachers toward reflection as a way to improve their
practice.

Reflection in action

Practicing this reflective stance with trusted colleagues over time helps teachers to
grow. One structure that has proven to encourage reflective practitioners at High-
land Park High School is a 10-year-old staff development program called the
Action Research Laboratory (ARL). The ARL embraces the elements discussed
above and provides teachers with a safe environment in which to identify and
reframe problems and then take action (Action Research Laboratory, 2006). The
design of the Action Research Laboratory is adaptable and evolves, depending on
the participants and their needs. Each element detailed below addresses at least
one of the shortages or fears that often prevent teachers from critically reflecting
on their practices.

Collaborative sessions

Each team of the Action Research Laboratory meets for a full day once a month in
order to organize their action research activities and to provide sufficient time for
reflection (addressing a shortage of time). At first, teachers are skeptical about
taking an entire day to reflect on their work, but, after just one session, they find
that they relish this rare opportunity to delve into educational topics with other
professionals. Collaborations that develop in these relationships work because,

If the individuals are becoming different, that is, taking on new assumptions
about teaching and learning, this is sustainable development, and it emerges
primarily from sustaining conversations. . . . Sustaining is the key element
through which polite interactions work themselves into authentic talk about
real work.

(Lambert et al., 1995, pp. 92–93)
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Balance between content expertise and experimentation

Because the teachers on an ARL team must come from different disciplines, only
one teacher per team is a content expert in any given discipline (addressing a fear
of vulnerability). Team members are encouraged to think outside of their discip-
lines. Cross-pollination frequently occurs as the discipline specialists exchange
ideas about the learning process and grow in their own understanding of how to
teach rather than being bogged down in discussions about what to teach.

Frequent consultations with a facilitator

Each ARL team has a facilitator (addressing a shortage of experience/support
and a fear of risk). During the monthly sessions, the facilitator creates a learning
environment for the team, one in which members are comfortable and encour-
aged to ask questions that are truly meaningful to them, to take risks, to dream
of the ideal, to reflect, and to posit solutions (addressing fear of failure/
vulnerability). The teachers are truly in charge of their own learning, a concept
that can cause some consternation when teams first form.

The facilitator also provides an agenda, articles for discussion, and a structure in
which participants can pursue their own work. During the meetings, the facilita-
tor mostly listens and inserts carefully placed questions (addressing a fear of risk).
The facilitator often acts as a resource, applying for funding, cutting through red
tape, and suggesting workshops and conferences. Teachers feel that they have an
advocate for their work. And they do, both in their team members and in the
facilitator (addressing a shortage of support).

Classroom observations of other ARL teachers

Requiring an informal observation of each team member’s classes has broadened
the perspectives of ARL teachers. They develop not only an understanding of
what teachers of other subjects face every day, but also an appreciation of
what students encounter as they move from class to class throughout their day
(addressing shortage of experience).

Research

Research takes on a dual meaning for ARL teachers. First, they require the latest
information from experts in the field of education. Shared readings, membership
in a national professional organization, a subscription to an education journal,
and attendance at conferences provide many opportunities for discovering and
exchanging this information as they create their own understandings and thereby
address the shortage of support and the fear of failure. Second, each ARL team is
conducting its own collaborative action research that requires them to collect and
analyze data from their own classrooms. Teachers experiment with classroom
instruction and assessment practices. They have data to reinforce best practices in
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their own classrooms with their own students and thereby address the fear of
vulnerability.

Coordinated conference–workshop–visitation attendance

The ARL supports teacher research over several years (addressing a shortage of
support). Therefore, shared experiences at workshops and conferences have
extended value. These common experiences, along with periodic readings of the
latest thinking and research in education, inform professional discussion, reflec-
tion, and further study. They provide a common language and understanding of
the theoretical and research bases on which the teams’ action research rests
(addressing a fear of vulnerability).

Structures in which to share progress with others

Reaching out to other faculty members across disciplines is the key to creating
that critical mass of teachers to effect educational change at the school level
(Wheatley, 1992). When they agree to participate in the ARL, teachers make
a commitment to share with others what they are learning from their action
research (addressing a fear of risk). Every ARL team has resisted “reporting out”
at the end of their first year of conducting action research, but I insist that they
do. They generally offer three reasons: (1) no one would be interested in what we
are researching; (2) we have not proven anything yet; and (3) we won’t have
enough to say. Invariably, after their lunchtime sharing sessions, these same
teachers report that (1) they cannot believe how interested and helpful their
colleagues were; (2) no one expected them to prove anything; they simply related
their journey and what they learned; and (3) they had more than enough to share.
Through these sharings, ARL teachers take an active stance to spread the word
about the results of their own research and about the benefits of participating in
action research. In addition to these sessions, each year every ARL team produces
something lasting to share with others. Many of these papers, artifacts, web
pages, and presentations are published on the high school website at http://
www.dist113.org/hphs/action/table_of_contents.htm. Many ARL members
have presented their research at conferences and have written articles for educa-
tion journals. All of these efforts have professionalized their work and provided
multiple opportunities for these teachers to articulate their practice, generating
additional instances to reflect.

My role as a model for others
During the years that I have been an assistant principal, I have also remained
a classroom teacher. My dual roles assist me to appreciate teaching from the
inside because “Being part of the experience is crucial to the development of
understanding teaching and learning about teaching as something more than a
cognitive process” (Loughran, 2006, p. 175). Teaching keeps me real.
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Being a classroom teacher informs every aspect of my job as an administrator. I
am able to talk to colleagues based on current classroom experience. I face the
daily challenges of teaching. I know when the attendance system is down, when
there is a surfeit of interruptions in a week, and when the crunch times for grades
occur. I am keenly aware of the rhythms of school in a way that I may overlook if
I were not teaching. I continue to talk the language of teaching and can relate to
what is happening at school; I am able to interact with other teachers in a way that
makes sense to them. I truly have many doubts about what I do in the classroom
(Senese, 2002, 2005) and I ask other professionals for advice, direction, and
guidance. By positioning myself as a fellow learner about teaching, I have created
a platform from which I maintain some influence. This is also true of teacher
educators who are perceived as teachers by those they teach. Teacher educators
perceived as continuous learners about teaching command a respect from teachers.
Making practice transparent is equally important as being informed instructors.

This professional stance as a teacher–learner may be considered a type of
modeling as defined by Loughran because “it involves unpacking teaching in
ways that gives students [pre-service teachers] access to the pedagogical reason-
ing, uncertainties and dilemmas of practice that are inherent in understanding
teaching as being problematic” (2006, p. 6). In order to help me unpack my
teaching, I invite many people into my classroom to participate in instruction and
to interact with students. The doors are flung open to other administrators, fellow
teachers, paraprofessionals, clerical staff, senior citizens from the neighborhood,
parents, university professors and students, and even other high school students.
My practice is always under scrutiny. I am forced to reflect deeply on what I am
doing and why I am doing it because real questions arise that require me to
consider and explain what I do and why I do it. My classroom does not always
look like a conventional classroom and I welcome questions because, by exhibit-
ing my practice to a wide range of people, I make myself more accountable for
everything that happens in class.

[Structuring learning this way] can mean that students are freer to take their
learning outside walls of the classroom. It can mean that teachers are making
themselves and their practices accessible to other practitioners. It can mean
that teachers admit that they do not have all the “answers.” This more open
atmosphere can be invigorating for both teachers and students.

(Austin and Senese, 2004, p. 1241)

By simply having a teaching assignment each year as part of my daily routine, I am
able to participate in substantive conversations about practice and to cultivate
influence (as opposed to control) with fellow teachers. Without that, my contri-
butions would tend to be esoteric or one step removed from teachers’ daily lives.
Teachers find myriad ways to dismiss the latest trends in education as fads or as the
flavor of the month, but when I am enacting pedagogical ideals in the same
environment as other teachers, the conversations change. The action research and
self-studies that I conduct as the foundation of my own professional learning
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enrich all my conversations with fellow teachers. For example, when I am con-
sidered an administrator, conversations about teaching and learning are generally
limited to prearranged conferences in my office, but when I am considered a
teacher, I can “talk shop” in the faculty cafeteria with anyone who happens to
sit beside me. My position as a fellow teacher provides me with an advantage
I otherwise would not have.

Every teacher who is or has ever been a member of the Action Research
Laboratory models critical reflection in these same ways. As more and more
teachers benefit from participation in the ARL, their collective influence becomes
even more formidable. The benefits are doubled because teachers doing action
research learn more about themselves by articulating their practice and receiving
feedback from fellow teachers; and the teachers hearing about the action research
are discovering new ways of teaching and thinking about teaching. The mutual
benefits are worth the time and support that schools do not often afford teachers.
We certainly believe that “encouraging teacher research then appears as a mean-
ingful option for all those committed to the improvement of professional practice
while also being an important strategy for teachers’ professional development”
(Loughran, 2006, p. 139).

The process of providing ways to support teachers as continuous learners rather
than as experts in their profession can yield impressive results on two levels. The
history of the Action Research Laboratory at Highland Park High School and the
personal interactions I have had with many teachers reinforce my beliefs that “we
ourselves engage in change only as we discover that we might be more of who
we are by becoming something different” (Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers, 1996,
p. 50). We are constantly in the process of becoming better practitioners through
critical reflection. What some may see as a luxury is actually vital to continuous
professional improvement.

References
Action Research Laboratory (2006) Page titles for ARL articles. Retrieved August 31, 2006,

from http://www.dist113.org/hphs/action/table_of_contents.htm
Austin, T. and Senese, J. (2004) Self-study in school teaching: Teachers’ perspectives. In

J. J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. K. LaBoskey, and T. Russell (eds.), International
handbook of self-study of teaching and teacher education practices. Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers, pp. 1231–1258.

Korthagen, F. A. J., Kessels, J., Koster, B., Langerwarf, B., and Wubbels, T. (2001) Linking
practice and theory: The pedagogy of realistic teacher education. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Lambert, L., Walker, D., Zimmerman, D. P., and Cooper, J. E. (1995) The constructivist
leader. New York: Teachers College Press.

Loughran, J. J. (1996) Developing reflective practice: Learning about teaching and learning
through modelling. London: Falmer Press.

Loughran, J. (2006) Developing a pedagogy of teacher education: Understanding teaching
and learning about teaching. London: Routledge.

Russell, T. (2002) Guiding new teachers’ learning from classroom experience: Self-study of

58 Joseph C. Senese



the faculty liaison role. In J. Loughran and T. Russell (eds.), Improving teacher education
practices through self-study. London: RoutledgeFalmer, pp. 73–87.

Schön, D. A. (1983) The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New York:
Basic Books.

Senese, J. (2002) Opposites attract: What I learned about being a classroom teacher by
being a teacher-educator. In J. Loughran and T. Russell (eds.), Improving teacher
education practices through self-study. London: RoutledgeFalmer, pp. 43–55.

Senese, J. (2005) Teach to learn. Studying Teacher Education, 1, 43–54.
Wheatley, M. J. (1992) Leadership and the new science. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler

Publishers.
Wheatley, M. and Kellner-Rogers, M. (1996) A simpler way. San Francisco, CA:

Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Providing luxuries for teacher reflection 59



5 From naïve practitioner to
teacher educator and
researcher
Constructing a personal pedagogy
of teacher education

Ruth Kane

I am a teacher educator. With a background in secondary teaching, I have been
working in teacher education in universities in Australia, New Zealand and
Canada for almost 20 years. I identify myself primarily as a teacher educator
responsible (with colleagues both in universities and in schools) for the prepar-
ation and support of beginning teachers. In today’s terms, I would no longer be
considered a secondary teacher, as I have not taught in a secondary classroom in
New Zealand since the curriculum reforms of the late 1980s. I am one of those
people to whom student teachers (and some classroom teachers) are referring
when they say “some of the professors wouldn’t know what hit them if they
actually had to go back and teach in a secondary classroom!” I do continue to
spend time in classrooms and work with teachers, but this is now done predomin-
antly in my capacity of a researcher and sometimes as a partner in the supervision
of student teachers during school-based practicum.

When I entered teacher education, I was at first puzzled, and then more deeply
troubled, by the apparent lack of coherence between the university-based com-
ponents of teacher education and the school-based practicum assignments. Most
evident in the gaps between on-campus and in-school components, this lack
of coherence was also evident between the various on-campus courses as well.
Faculty responsible for individual courses within the program were often unaware
of the connection of these courses to any other program components. In add-
ition, it was increasingly apparent that student teachers entered teacher education
with well-established views on teachers and teaching and many were resistant to
changing these views if proposed alternatives were not compatible with their life
experiences. Seeking to understand and clarify these challenges provided the
impetus for my master’s and doctoral research. These and other questions about
how best to teach and learn about teaching continue to productively irritate both
my practice and research to this day. Fundamental to my work as a teacher educa-
tor and as a researcher is the need to understand better the nature of teaching and
how best to support students in their preparation as teachers.

This chapter arises from personal interrogation of my development as a teacher
educator. It represents an effort to identify and examine the imperatives that



underpin my work and that contribute to my current pedagogy of teacher educa-
tion, which is itself continually under review. My development has been influ-
enced by a range of people and experiences and by my research and writing. Here
I examine key stages in my development, both as a teacher educator and as a
researcher of teacher education, identifying links with contemporary literature
and research on teaching and teacher education and pondering whether, as a
teacher educator, I can learn from the experiences of others.

In order to situate my personal and professional development, I first present
the context in which I have worked for the past 20 years. Then I chronicle my
story of becoming a teacher educator and researcher by exploring three key stages
of this development: (1) the naïve practitioner; (2) the novice (naïve) teacher
educator; and (3) the teacher educator and researcher. I identify challenges and
issues that exemplify each of these stages through my own personal narrative of
experience. I seek to make explicit my own learning and how this has influenced
my personal pedagogy of teacher education. In an effort to link my story to
work that has preceded it, I articulate links with some of the key issues in teaching
about teaching discussed by Loughran (2006), including: the challenges of
developing coherent teacher education programs, confronting students’ pre-
conceived notions of teaching, and making explicit the tacit knowledge of prac-
tice. I draw attention to the possibility that, while teacher education has changed
in recent years, it has also stayed the same and we remain some distance from
enacting a coherent pedagogy of teacher education.

New Zealand teacher education: complex and ambiguous
A review of the history of teacher education faculty in North America reports that
the place of teacher education in higher education is “ambiguous, complex and in
need of clarification” (Ducharme and Ducharme, 1996, p. 692). The authors
contend that the continuous debate about the place of teacher education within
higher education affects the role and status of teacher educators and, con-
sequently, the regard for our research. The location of teacher education within
university settings, while the rule in the USA, Canada, and Australia, has been
highly contested and a subject of ongoing debate in New Zealand.

Until the 1990s, New Zealand elementary and secondary teachers generally
completed their teacher preparation in one of six specialist colleges of education,
each of which had well established relationships with local schools and offered
substantial professional development to teachers within its region (Alcorn, 1999).
A New Zealand educational historian reports that the traditional culture of
the colleges of education included allegiance to and transmission of govern-
ment education policy. Staff were, and in most cases continue to be, recruited
almost exclusively from elementary and secondary schools and were required
to be broadly supportive of departmental and ministerial policies (Openshaw,
1999, p. 329).

Reforms in both the compulsory and post-compulsory sectors through the
1980s were immediately evident in changes in where, how and by whom
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teachers were to be prepared. Universities lost their monopoly as degree-granting
institutions, effectively opening the way for colleges of education and other alter-
native providers to set up degree and postgraduate teacher education and teacher
research programs. The six traditional colleges of education gained approval for
degree-level qualifications and formal amalgamations of the six colleges of educa-
tion with university faculties was completed by the end of 2006. In addition, a
range of alternative teacher education providers has emerged, resulting in an
internationally atypical pre-service sector where 25 institutions offer teacher
education to a population of only 4 million people. These institutions include
universities, wnanga (Maori tertiary education institutions), polytechnics and
private training establishments. Alcorn argues that this diversity is a result of
complex factors including:

the deregulation of higher education; the government’s policy of encouraging
institutions to compete in an educational market place; policy initiatives
hastily put together in response to a teacher shortage that promised to cause
considerable political embarrassment; local requests for programmes to be
offered in smaller centres remote from existing institutions; and, demand for
specialist programmes.

(1999, p. 112)

Each institution offering initial teacher education competes for experienced and
qualified teaching staff, most of whom continue to be recruited from primary and
secondary schools, although this practice is decreasing in universities, where
appointments typically require a doctoral qualification. Quality Assurance Bodies
and the New Zealand Teachers Council have requirements related to the qualifi-
cations of staff within teacher education programs. Guidelines for Approval of
Teacher Education Programs (New Zealand Teachers Council, 2005, p. 13) state:
“A clear majority of lecturers will hold a relevant qualification in advance of that
being aspired to by the student teachers. Staff who have yet to attain such a
qualification will be actively engaged in doing so.” A report on initial teacher
education policy and practice in New Zealand (Kane et al., 2005) shows that
teacher education programs within New Zealand typically remain staffed by
ex-classroom practitioners holding (or currently completing) master’s qualifica-
tions. Most teacher educators in New Zealand have teaching experience and over
70 per cent of staff are tenured (Kane et al., 2005, pp. 181–199). University-
based teacher education programs have a higher proportion of staff with doctor-
ates (20–40 per cent), but this is not the norm across departments of teacher
education in other types of institutions.

While it is not the purpose of this chapter to re-litigate the historical develop-
ment of initial teacher education, it is important to present the historical context
from which contemporary policy and practice has emerged within New Zealand,
especially in so far as it influences the appointment and professional development
of teacher educators. This is the context within which prospective teacher educa-
tors typically move from their roles as classroom practitioners to being responsible
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for the preparation of teachers. As reported in the USA (Zeichner, 2005) and the
United Kingdom (Murray and Male, 2005), New Zealand teacher educators
receive little, if any, induction into their new role. This signals that the transition
from teacher to teacher educator is assumed to be unproblematic. In addition,
teacher educators in New Zealand (as elsewhere) are faced with the requirements
of being effective teachers and of advancing knowledge and practice in their
field through active engagement in research and scholarship. This has been
brought into focus with the introduction of a national assessment of the research
productivity of all academics.

The 2003 Performance Based Research Fund (PBRF) assessment was the first
such exercise within New Zealand, as a system for determining the allocation of
research funding across tertiary education organisations. The quality of research
conducted by academic staff was assessed through evaluation of individual
research portfolios. The exercise caused considerable anxiety that was particularly
evident within faculties of education, and the majority of academics working in
teacher education across the country were rated as not having achieved a platform
of research activity. The relatively recent adoption within New Zealand of
research-based teacher education, the inherent complexity of preparing teachers
and the challenge of serving two masters—the teaching profession and the
research community—draw attention to the importance of articulating a peda-
gogy of teacher education. What follows is an analysis of three stages in my own
evolution as a teacher educator and of experiences within these stages that caused
me to re-examine what it means to teach and learn about teaching.

The naïve practitioner
Prior to my life as a teacher educator I was a secondary teacher, initially in New
Zealand and then in Queensland, Australia. As a teacher I was far from remark-
able. I enjoyed my work with students but my experiences, like those of many
teachers, were limited to specific contexts. I was not someone who excelled as a
classroom teacher or who demonstrated leadership or master-teacher qualities
that often signal one’s potential for moving into teacher education. On reviewing
this stage of my professional life, I do see key values that have been significant in
my subsequent development of an emerging pedagogy of teacher education.

My work as a teacher in New Zealand led me to question the relative positions
of people within society and the forces that determine one’s place in society.
Amazingly and somewhat shamefully, I had graduated as a secondary teacher in
the late 1970s, blissfully unaware of terms such as hegemony, discourse, critical
pedagogy, paradigm and postructuralism, yet I instinctively understood the
power of cultural capital. I recognised that some people in society had the lan-
guage and understanding that enabled doors to be opened and advances to be
made, while others did not. Some students advanced quickly at secondary school,
while others struggled, and still others appeared to choose not to participate. The
classes in my school were streamed and the students in the lower classes were
predominantly Maori. While I recognised this to be the case, as a beginning

Constructing a personal pedagogy 63



teacher I was caught up in what and how I was teaching and failed to question
why classes and achievement were so racially determined.

Upon moving to Queensland, I enrolled in a postgraduate diploma in Abo-
riginal and Torres Strait Islander education and subsequently taught in two
indigenous communities. Unbeknown to me at the time, these were my first steps
in seeking to confront and come to terms with the consequences and responsi-
bilities of my own privilege and how these intersect with my role as a teacher and,
subsequently, as a teacher educator. It was there that my commitment to equity
and social justice in education and schooling began to play a key role in both what
and how I taught. While there were syllabi that I was supposed to follow, I found
that if one opted to teach the integrated curriculum course for junior secondary
English, mathematics and social studies, one had considerable freedom in what
and how you taught. At the time I did not name it as such, but here I began my
first encounter with co-construction of curriculum with 13- and 14-year-old
Torres Strait Islander and Aboriginal students. In seeking to make the curriculum
relevant to their worlds, which were so significantly different from my own,
I sought their advice and input into constructing learning experiences both
inside and outside the classroom. I learned a considerable amount from those
students but still had a long way to go to understand the authority of their
experience or to ensure provision of meaningful, culturally relevant education
that enabled them to have a choice about participating in higher education
(Villegas and Lucas, 2002).

Working in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities within Queens-
land, I was able to reassure myself that I was making a difference. I enjoyed
teaching and working with the students, and I felt that I did a reasonable job. I
remained naïve, however, as to the realities of the students’ experiences and the
forces that affected their worlds. As a child in a large, working-class family, I had
been taught both overtly and subtly that if one worked hard enough, one could
advance and succeed. While I saw huge potential in the students with whom I
worked, I constructed their advancement and success in my own terms and was
frustrated by what I interpreted as their lack of aspirations and application. An
example of my well-intentioned arrogance appeared in my discussions with one
young Aboriginal woman (Anna) in her final years of secondary school:

Anna was incredibly talented and very smart. She did well academically and
excelled in sports and creative performance such as dance and drama. She had
an engaging personality and was a passionate defender of what she believed
in. I spent hours encouraging her to go to university, to become a teacher, a
dancer, whatever . . . anything except stay on the community and waste her
life. Anna would not be persuaded. Her mother was elderly, Anna was the
baby and she swore she would not leave to study in the city.

I am ashamed to acknowledge that I left that school feeling that Anna had wasted
her potential and maybe even let me down; I certainly thought she had let herself
down. I was so convinced that I knew what was best for Anna and I interpreted
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her resistance as lack of motivation. Four years later, I had a call from Anna that
both thrilled and humbled me. Her mother had passed away and Anna now
treasured the four years they had shared. Anna turned to the steadfast pursuit of
her own dreams and went on to become very successful in the Arts; her work is in
high demand in Australia and internationally.

If I consider carefully my years as a secondary teacher in New Zealand and
Australia, I see two key values that continue to guide my ongoing development as
a teacher educator and researcher. Through my work in secondary schools I
learned the importance of acknowledging that students have knowledge and
experience to contribute to my pedagogical development. It is over 15 years since
Delpit (1988, p. 288) suggested that the “teacher cannot be the only expert in
the classroom” and since Fullan (1991, p. 70) asked, “What would happen if we
treated the student as someone whose opinion mattered?” I learned that by listen-
ing to students’ voices I could co-construct curriculum that had meaning and
value. Students taught me that a meaningful curriculum is one in which they
themselves were represented and through which they themselves could partici-
pate and grow. They also taught me the value of what they bring to the teaching
and learning relationship and their capacity for knowing and articulating their
needs when given the opportunity.

My work in schools also heightened my growing awareness of the ways in
which access to educational opportunities can be restricted or denied to groups of
people and how my own pedagogy can be complicit in or challenge such inequi-
ties. Learning about inequality of educational opportunity and my role in chal-
lenging or reinforcing it through my own work as a teacher was a key feature of
my transition into teacher education.

The novice (naïve) teacher educator
My introduction to teacher education came in a position as a lecturer in the
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander support unit at the College of Advanced
Education, now the Faculty of Education of Griffith University in Queensland.
This initial step was motivated both by a desire to leave the classroom and a sense
that I could make a contribution to the preparation of Aboriginal teachers, who
were sorely needed in Australian schools. I was also motivated by what I pre-
sumed to be the high status of working in tertiary education. In hindsight, I
should have chosen something other than teacher education! Zeichner (1995)
and others have accurately described the low status of teacher education within
academic communities.

I viewed teacher education as a career change to a new and challenging role for
which I assumed I would receive some level of induction, guidance, and mentor-
ing. However, as others (Loughran, 2006; Murray and Male, 2005; Zeichner,
2005) have described, it was assumed that I could transfer the skills of a classroom
teacher to those required to be an effective teacher educator. I still view as a
fundamental misconception of teacher education this assumption that expertise in
teaching will seamlessly transfer to the new role of teaching teachers. I found it
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doubly problematic, for I had demonstrated neither excellence nor leadership as a
teacher; I was still quite a novice, having taught for less than five years.

The continued practice of recruiting classroom teachers to work in teacher
education reinforces the assumption that the preparation of teachers requires no
additional preparation beyond experience as a classroom teacher (Zeichner, 2005,
p. 118). In and of itself, this practice is fundamentally flawed; classroom teachers
are responsible for teaching children or young adults concepts, skills and embed-
ded attitudes, values and dispositions. They are charged with supporting child-
ren’s learning and advancement in schools. Yet teacher educators are required to
work with adults as they prepare to become teachers. As examined comprehen-
sively by Loughran (2006), teacher educators are involved in the practice of
teaching and learning about teaching. I am not suggesting that experience as a
classroom teacher does not make an important contribution to becoming a
teacher educator, but I agree with the arguments of Murray and Male when they
conclude that “there is no straightforward ‘transfer’ of the pedagogical know-
ledge and experience acquired in and through school teaching to the HE [Higher
Education] context” (2005, p. 130).

My early years as a novice teacher educator were fraught with feelings of
inadequacy and uncertainty and an ever-present expectancy of being revealed as a
fraud. Unlike the teacher educators in the Murray and Male (2005) study, I did
not have the security or credibility of excellence or leadership in classroom prac-
tice, nor did I hold a higher degree. I also lacked any experience working with
student teachers as a classroom-based associate or mentor teacher. My initial
experiences as a teacher educator do resonate with the observation by Dinkelman
et al. (2006, p. 135) that “the initial experience of doing teacher education is a
powerful force in shaping the professional practice of teacher educators over their
careers.” In spite of, or perhaps because of, my limited and somewhat atypical
experience prior to entering teacher education, those early years provided a num-
ber of sites of resistance that influenced my development as a teacher educator
and, in time, led to the genesis of research questions for doctoral study. I turn
now to three key issues: (1) challenging student teachers’ preconceived notions;
(2) developing coherent teacher education programs; and (3) making explicit the
tacit knowledge of practice.

Challenging prior assumptions

My knowledge and experience in Aboriginal education and my commitment to
equity and social justice, which I viewed as fundamental to the preparation of all
teachers, led me to co-teach with an indigenous colleague a course on Aboriginal
Education: De-bunking the Myths. This course presented an alternative (and
true) account of Australian history with respect to Aboriginal education and
deconstructed popular myths surrounding Aboriginal entitlement, handouts
and welfare. The resistance and explicit racism we encountered from the student
teachers shocked me and then caused me to question how, as teacher educators,
we could engage student teachers, who may have had no experience of difference,
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disadvantage, racism, or inequity, in seeing the world differently. How could we
disrupt the robust and tenacious nature of student teachers’ preconceptions?
How could we enable student teachers to learn from cross-cultural experiences so
different from their own life experiences?

Developing program coherence

The next critical influence on my development as a teacher educator manifested
itself as a different form of resistance, this time from my colleagues, both school-
based and university-based. Unlike most of my colleagues, I entered teacher edu-
cation with no particular allegiance to a curriculum area. Since 1988, I have
identified first and foremost as a teacher educator. What surprised and confused
me on arrival in tertiary education was the strong impression that the majority of
my colleagues defined themselves in terms of their curriculum area (e.g., as math-
ematicians) or their discipline (e.g., as sociologists) and clearly did not define
themselves as teacher educators. Many seemed to actively resist being termed a
teacher educator, yet this was the prime focus of our work—the preparation of
teachers. Resistance to identifying with teacher education as a discipline sup-
ported the development of teacher education programs that were fragmented and
incoherent.

The curriculum of teacher education programs was variously described in the
literature of the time as fragmented and lacking in continuity (Bullough and
Gitlin, 2001; Levin, 1995) and curriculum-focused (Shulman, 1987). Teacher
education programs in the 1990s appeared to be based on what I have previously
termed the “immaculate assumption”: It was assumed that upon graduation and
appointment as beginning teachers, our graduates would somehow miraculously
integrate their learning and experience from a range of distinct and disparate
courses and practicum experiences in spite of the fact that we, as their professors,
had not taken the time to make such links explicit. The challenge of ensuring
coherent teacher education programs is fundamental to enacting a pedagogy of
teacher education. If we, as teacher educators, cannot clearly articulate and
defend our practices of teaching and learning about teaching, we will be left to
what Shulman has described as “a field where we let a thousand flowers bloom”
(Falk, 2006, p. 76).

Connecting theory and practice

A third area of influence as a novice (naïve) teacher educator emerged from my
supervision of students on practicum. From the beginning I located myself in
what could be called the professional studies component of initial teacher educa-
tion that includes courses on pedagogy and the practicum. While acknowledging
that I was happy to leave the classroom myself, I retained a strong belief in the
expertise and wisdom of experienced teachers and saw my role as akin to a triadic
partnership with them and their student teachers (Lind, 2004). My reading of
teacher education literature and research highlighted the challenge of reconciling
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what is typically referred to as the theory and the practice of teacher education. In
my early years as a teacher educator, this was reinforced in practice in two equally
powerful ways by student teachers, classroom teachers and university professors.

First, student teachers repeatedly returned from practicum with stories of how
classroom teachers had advised them to forget the theory learned in university
classes, for it was in the school classroom where they would really learn to teach.
Second, within the initial teacher education program, students reported that indi-
vidual lecturers seldom explicitly related their course to any other courses and,
with the exception of the professional practice course in which the practicum was
embedded, few courses explicitly referred to the practicum, thus reinforcing a
lack of program coherence. My experience in teaching the cross-cultural course
and in teaching professional practice reinforced the notion that student teachers
were entering teacher education with conceptions of teachers and teaching that
appeared resistant to change. I began to question how, if at all, the teacher educa-
tion program was influencing the preparation of beginning teachers. In these
questions I found my master’s and doctoral research focus and began to build a
research platform that has progressively contributed to the construction and
reconstruction of a pedagogy of teacher education.

The teacher educator and researcher
The focus of my doctoral research emerged from my experiences as a teacher
educator. I examined the impact of an intervention in pre-service teacher educa-
tion in an effort to reconcile the dilemma of the theory–practice nexus by making
explicit and examining the typically tacit understandings of both beginning and
expert teachers (Ethell, 1997). The intervention brought together the stimulated
recall of an expert teacher’s thinking and the collegial reflections of a group of
novice student teachers. Early opportunities for beginning teachers to make
explicit and examine their personal beliefs and preconceptions were provided
through the writing of personal histories, repertory-grid interviews, and written
reflections on teachers and teaching. The collaborative nature of the group
activities demanded that participants examine and justify their beliefs about
teachers and teaching in light of their own knowledge and experiences and those
of their peers.

The process acknowledged the robust nature of beginning teachers’ beliefs and
preconceptions, often in the face of new and contradictory knowledge and
experiences. The process also allowed student teachers to come to their own new
conceptual understandings of teachers and teaching. By being provided access to
the typically implicit thinking and reasoning underlying the practice of expert
teachers, the student teachers began to view teaching and the role of the teacher
in more pedagogically powerful ways. For the participants in the study, gaining
access to the thinking underlying the practices of expert practitioners represented
a pivotal point in their understanding of the existence and nature of relationships
between the theory and practice of learning to teach. It provided the genesis of a
pedagogy of teacher education grounded in learning from the experience of
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others through making explicit the thinking, intentions and beliefs underpinning
teaching practice. While the doctorate was the beginning of my research, I soon
found that researching teacher education practices was not necessarily regarded in
the academic community as real research.

Zeichner (1995, p. 169) explains that, in many research universities, the more
closely one is associated with teachers and schools, the lower one’s status; fur-
thermore, the lower one’s status, the fewer the resources available to support
one’s research and practice. It is little wonder that so few academics, including
those who work within teacher education, choose to identify themselves first and
foremost as teacher educators. Teacher education and the related study of teach-
ing and learning to teach do not have a salubrious history within higher educa-
tion. The study of teaching and teacher education have been variously avoided by
education faculty, neglected by university management, and patently ignored by
faculty from other disciplines. For those of us who have a passion for, and find
intellectual and professional challenge in, the preparation of teachers and the
study of teaching and teacher education practice, this historical neglect is con-
founding and frustrating, with the potential to influence negatively our work and
the way we are positioned in the academy.

Teacher research is tolerated as an interesting and less oppressive form of
professional development for teachers, but few treat the knowledge that
teachers generate through their inquiries seriously as educational knowledge
to be analyzed and discussed.

(Zeichner, 1995, p. 160)

The challenges of choosing to locate my research within the discipline of teacher
education has contributed significantly to my personal development as a teacher
educator while working in Australian and New Zealand universities. While this
decision perhaps had its genesis in an absence of a particular curriculum strength,
it was and continues to be fuelled by a drive to understand better how to prepare
beginning teachers.

My interest in teacher education as a discipline and as a field of research and
scholarship was called into question early in my academic career. In 1998, I
submitted a proposal for the university’s competitive research grant funding. The
proposal described a longitudinal, purposeful inquiry into my personal teaching
practices as a key member of the teacher education team. The intention was to
problematize and reframe my own teaching practice in an effort to identify
explicitly the ways in which my teaching was related to students’ learning as
beginning teachers. I sought to understand better the process of learning to teach
by making explicit the voices of my student teachers. The research design drew
heavily on my own doctoral work and was motivated by my passion to under-
stand better how beginning teachers experience and understand the process of
learning to teach so that I could continue to re-form my own teaching practice.
In due course I was informed that, although my proposal was excellent, the
research committee had declined it on the grounds that the project was deemed
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“operational.” What I considered valid and worthwhile research was understood
by my colleagues to be purely “operational” and thus inappropriate for the alloca-
tion of competitive research funds. I was told it was not research but just part of
my work as a university lecturer.

Thus I faced the dilemma of having to establish a research program in order to
secure tenure in a context where the nature and value of my research were called
into question and not recognised as real research. Was the purposeful, systematic
and critical examination of my own work as a teacher educator legitimate
research? The challenge can be described as follows:

The discipline of teacher education holds a unique position within the
academy. In teacher education the subject area that is taught or researched
(teaching), is also that which is done (teaching). This is not the case for other
professional disciplines, such as medicine and law. Typically, the content that
is taught, and is the focus of research, be it propositional or procedural in
nature, can be separated from the practice of teaching. In no discipline other
than teacher education is the content, and the process of teaching and
researching that content, so entangled.

(Ham and Kane, 2004, p. 132)

In my quest to assert a place for myself as a teacher educator and a researcher of
teacher education, I had to defend my area of inquiry, one that sought to take
account of the unique complexity of the discipline of teacher education within a
political and educational context that clearly favored dominant research tradi-
tions. What is important here is the influence this had on my development as a
teacher educator and researcher and how these two roles may well be theoretically
distinct for the purposes of professional evaluation yet inseparable in practice.

In the next section I demonstrate how what I learned through my experiences
as a practitioner, teacher educator and researcher contributed to how I sought to
address some of the larger issues surrounding teaching about teaching and learn-
ing about teaching (Loughran, 2006). As someone who has more recently had
the privilege of influencing the design of teacher education programs, I consider
one example of enacting a pedagogy of teacher education by attempting to design
a coherent teacher education program.

Coherent teacher education programs: the foundation of
teacher education pedagogy
Thus far I have articulated ways in which my own personal development as a
teacher educator has served to shape my thinking, research and practice as a teacher
educator in relation to three key issues, one of which includes the other two. The
imperative to develop coherent teacher education programs encompasses the need
for those responsible for teacher education to make explicit the typically tacit
knowledge of teaching, learning and learning to teach, and it requires that we take
account of the knowledge and preconceptions of students of teaching.
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The challenge of developing coherence within teacher education programs
has been taken up by a number of researchers and is prominent in current
debate. Books edited by Korthagen et al. (2001), Hoban (2005), and Darling-
Hammond and Bransford (2005) critically examine the ways in which teacher
education continues to suffer from a fragmented and incoherent approach to
curriculum and pedagogy. There is general agreement on the complexity of
teacher education, a complexity that appears not only in addressing questions of
what to teach and how to teach it within a teacher education program, but also in
the conundrum that what we do as teacher educators (teach) is the same as we
what we teach as teacher educators (teaching). For some of us, it is also what we
research (Ham and Kane, 2004). A review of initial teacher education programs
across New Zealand generated evidence of initial teacher education reminiscent
more of traditional practices than of coherent programs with clear theoretical and
conceptual informants united by a particular vision of teaching and learning
(Kane et al., 2005).

Lack of conceptual and structural coherence has long been a frustrating feature
of teacher education. Zeichner and Gore (1990) proposed that teacher education
programs that lacked a common conception of teaching and learning risked being
ineffective at influencing the teaching practice of beginning teachers. Recent
research proposes that one of the critical features of strong programs is that they
are “particularly well integrated and coherent: they have integrated clinical work
with coursework so that it reinforces and reflects key ideas and both aspects of
the program build towards a deeper understanding of teaching and learning”
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2005, p. 390).

The commitment to a shared vision of teaching and learning and learning to
teach articulated through a conceptual framework contributes also to a common
practice of pedagogy and assessment across on-campus and school-based elem-
ents of the program of study. Put simply, the conceptual framework should
include an understanding of “the nature of teaching and how best to learn about
it” (Hoban, 2005), both in on-campus and school-based components. In seeking
a coherent teacher education program we must simultaneously consider how we
make explicit the typically tacit knowledge of the practice of teaching and learning
about teaching and how we will challenge student teachers’ preconceived notions
of teachers and teaching.

Where other researchers and scholars argue for reform of existing teacher edu-
cation programs, in 2000, I had the privilege of being involved in constructing
pre-service programs from initial conception through to eventual practice at a
university in New Zealand. In developing the teacher education program, my
colleagues and I began with the premise that we needed to make explicit how we
understood teaching, learning and learning to teach and what we identified as the
critical ethics and assumptions underpinning the preparation of teachers. Working
within a group of teachers from university and schools, we articulated big ideas
that were continually revised as we worked towards a shared vision of what it
means both to teach and to teach teachers. We identified a set of critical themes or
ethics that we saw as fundamental to the approaches to planning, instruction,
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assessment and evaluation. These drew strongly on discourses of social justice and
equity and included a commitment to the Treaty of Waitangi, to inclusion, and to
lifelong learning. By involving school teachers in the original design of the pro-
gram, we were able also to articulate clear links between the on-campus and
school-based components of the program, both of which drew on our shared
vision of teaching and teaching teachers. We acknowledged that the views and
conceptions that student teachers hold when they enter teacher education are of
critical importance and we designed ways in which we would provide opportun-
ities for student teachers to examine their own beliefs and preconceptions within a
context of current research and practice.

The design of our program began not with identifying the content and struc-
ture of the qualification, although these clearly were important, but with the
conceptual framework and underlying principles that guided the type of pedagogy
enacted, modelled for and engaged in by pre-service students, and with the
acknowledgement and consideration of the preconceptions and beliefs pre-service
students bring with them. While there is not the scope in this chapter to examine
the overall effectiveness of this program, there is value in examining more closely
one specific area. In particular I draw attention to the commitment within the
program and articulated within its conceptual framework to teacher education
grounded in social justice.

Underpinning the program was the belief that, as teacher educators, we had an
obligation to practise what we preach and to reflect upon our own teaching
practice and the understandings supporting that practice (Zeichner, 1995). As
related above, I claim a commitment to social justice and equity with respect
to education and endeavour to reflect this in my pedagogy as a teacher educator.
In the early years of the new program, I had the opportunity to subject my
claimed commitment to the scrutiny of myself and of my peers with interesting
results.

I was invited to be part of a doctoral research project that required teacher
educators to examine ways in which we define and practise social justice (Sandretto,
2004). I participated in an initial interview and in a series of small-group discus-
sions throughout the year that focused on the articulation of my own and other
participants’ conceptions of social justice, as well as how I enacted this in my
pedagogy and practice with student teachers. We shared transcripts and often
used these and the researcher’s initial analyses as stimuli for subsequent group
discussions. The researcher skilfully drew our attention to consistencies and
inconsistencies as we revisited previous dialogue.

Participation in this research group revealed to me the complexity not only of
discourses surrounding social justice (for example, as fairness, identity, responsi-
bility, ethic of care) but also of the challenges of ensuring that my practice as a
teacher educator reflected the rhetoric of the conceptual framework and adher-
ence to critical themes. While I was initially confident that we had designed a
coherent program that reflected a commitment to critical ethics, the examination
of my own pedagogy within the program was itself a powerful learning experience
that forced me, as a teacher educator, to make the tacit explicit and provided an
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opportunity for me to position myself in some ways as a student and to see inside
the practice of myself and of others:

Making the tacit explicit offers students of teaching opportunities to see
into practice so that they can better understand and relate to the deliber-
ations, questions, issues, concerns and dilemmas that impact the pedagogical
reasoning underpinning the practice they experience.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 62)

While in many ways my participation in the doctoral study found my practice
somewhat wanting, it did call attention to the complexity of teacher education
and the importance of being able to articulate and enact a pedagogy of teacher
education. In my own case, the existence of a well-articulated conceptual frame-
work and critical themes within the program served as a frame against which I
could continually assess my practice. It also served as a guide for subsequent
discussions among the teacher educators involved in the program. While it has,
since its inception, undergone several iterations, the conceptual framework does
enable colleagues to make explicit the assumptions, beliefs, values, ethics and
understandings that we identify as critical to the practice of teaching and learning
to teach. This is one way that teacher education can articulate systematic ways of
preparing teachers.

Toward a coherent teacher education pedagogy
In re-reading this chapter chronicling my past 20 years as an emerging teacher
educator and researcher, I am struck by the resilience of the questions that con-
tinue to challenge teacher education and I wonder if those of us engaged in
teacher education need to examine our own complicity in resisting reform. While
I am not suggesting every teacher educator has followed a path similar to mine, I
do believe that many of the formative experiences reported here reflect stages in
the development of teacher educators who began their careers as classroom
teachers. The specifics will be different for each individual, yet I suggest that there
are likely to be formative moments from their school teaching experiences that
continue to influence their work, including children or young people like Anna
who caused them to stop, reflect and listen to the voices of students. Just like a
beginning teacher, as a novice (naïve) teacher educator I was preoccupied with
survival in my new role, which revealed itself to be fundamentally different from
classroom teaching and isolating through its lack of coherence and explicit peda-
gogy. My initial years of teacher education generated enduring questions that
fuelled my research and were a powerful source shaping my subsequent profes-
sional practice both as a teacher educator and as a researcher of teacher education.
Today I find myself in a new position and still the questions of how best to prepare
beginning teachers trouble my daily work.

My current role as a Director of Teacher Education presents me with yet
another context for the practice and research of teacher education, a one-year
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post-degree program leading to a Bachelor of Education degree. Competition for
entry to teacher education in Ontario is high and applications exceed places in a
ratio of 10 to 1. In many ways I was expecting the relatively high status of teach-
ing to be reflected in a more advanced approach to teacher education. Discussions
with students and faculty suggest that, although teacher education has changed in
many ways over recent years, its fragmented structure and lack of explicit integra-
tion remains. In an exit survey of students, I was disappointed, but not surprised,
to find students praising the practicum as the single most valuable component of
their preparation while lamenting the lack of connection between on-campus
courses and the reality of their practicum experiences. There is clearly a pressing
need to examine closely both what and how we teach and how programs of
teacher education are organised theoretically, conceptually and pedagogically.
Drawing on my experiences in New Zealand, groups of teacher educators from
both faculty and partner schools will explore key questions with a view to articu-
lating a conceptual framework for our program that will enable colleagues to
make explicit the assumptions, beliefs, values and understandings that we identify
as critical to teaching and learning to teach. The goal is to consider first the
conceptual framework and underlying assumptions of our program and then
develop alternative approaches that will enable partnerships between faculty and
teachers to enhance the ways in which we work with student teachers. Questions
guiding our discussions include:

• What would it look like if we had a coherent program where professors and
associate teachers worked from a coherent conceptual framework and shared
underlying assumptions, goals, ethics and a vision of how their work related
to the work of others within the program?

• How can we as teacher educators make explicit the typically tacit knowledge
of teaching, learning and learning to teach in ways that will enable student
teachers to examine the beliefs and preconceptions embedded in their own
practices?

These discussions will be driven by our goals to understand better the nature of
teaching and how to teach teachers. Discussions will be influenced by the views,
beliefs and values colleagues bring with them, and they will be mediated to some
degree by university and accreditation agencies requirements, policies and pro-
cedures. My hope is that they will be a means to move us closer to articulating and
enacting a pedagogy of teacher education that actively and explicitly supports
student teachers’ transition from student to classroom teacher.
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6 Finding my way from teacher
to teacher educator
Valuing innovative pedagogy and
inquiry into practice

Shawn Michael Bullock

This chapter is about relationships—between my developing knowledge of
teaching and the methods I use to develop that knowledge, between innovative
pedagogies and their impact on my teaching practice, and between my long-time
critical friend, Tom Russell, and me. In this chapter I trace the development of
my interest in using innovative pedagogies that support active learning in stu-
dents. I also trace the development of my knowledge about teaching through
action research and self-study as I strive to develop principles for teaching about
teaching.

The purpose of this chapter is to explicate many of the issues raised by
Loughran (2006) with a view not only to articulating my existing epistemology of
practice, but also to exploring and developing principles of practice that I can
enact as a new teacher educator. Thus the chapter focuses on making tacit know-
ledge explicit, first as a pre-service teacher, then as a teacher and, finally, as a new
teacher educator. I document my efforts to challenge traditional pedagogies
that centre on teacher talk and I highlight several tensions of practice that I
encountered in my journey. An important underlying theme is the professional
friendship I formed with an experienced teacher educator, a relationship that
modeled reflection, risk-taking, trust and independence in practice.

This chapter is presented in five sections. The first and second sections docu-
ment my experiences as a pre-service teacher and a secondary school teacher,
respectively. Particular attention is given to the influence of both innovative ped-
agogies and action research on the development of my knowledge of teaching
and learning. The remainder of the chapter highlights key moments and turning
points in understanding my own values and practices in my early stages as a teacher
educator. In the third section, I recount experiences as an in-service teacher edu-
cator in a large suburban high school where I worked with experienced teachers
to improve their practice. In the fourth section, I describe how self-study helped
me to challenge my assumptions about teacher education in my early work as a
pre-service teacher educator. Finally, I set an agenda of issues to explore in the
road ahead on my journey of learning to teach teachers.



Reflection-in-action as a pre-service teacher
My undergraduate studies in physics were dominated by a transmission-based
teaching style familiar to many. The transition from the familiar student experi-
ences of an undergraduate to the unfamiliar, often conflicting, experiences of a
pre-service teacher in a B.Ed. program was challenging, particularly as I realized
that my default style of teaching was to emulate the successful Socratic lessons
that I had seen all my life. Thus my teaching practicum assignments were spent
negotiating tensions between my default inner teacher and the new ideas about
teaching and learning that I was exposed to both from associate teachers and
pre-service courses. The challenge was to confront my default assumption that
teaching should focus on transmission of curricular content while forming a
pedagogy that I could claim as my own.

Pre-service teaching experiences

My B.Ed. studies in 1997–1998 included a physics curriculum class taught by
Tom Russell, with whom I began an extended dialogue about how I was learning
and how he was teaching. Not only did this dialogue push me to identify my core
pedagogical beliefs and values, but also it provided an early framework for me to
pursue my understanding of teaching. Our critical dialogue pushed me to apply
the principles of constructivist teaching to my own thinking about teaching and
learning. I became particularly interested in the role of experience in shaping
students’ understanding of science. I also realized that “powerful perspectives on
teaching may take years to understand and develop” (Russell and Bullock, 1999,
p. 150). Thus I learned to view my pre-service teacher education program as a
beginning rather than an end.

Tom taught me to trust my ability to see and learn from my pre-service teach-
ing experiences. I came to see my own professional learning as a process of prac-
tice, reframing and consolidation. DeMulder and Rigsby (2003) reported that a
newfound professional voice was one of the critical transformational elements of
their pre-service teaching program. I developed my teaching voice by establishing
positive professional relationships with Tom and my associate teachers. These
relationships allowed me to take risks during my teaching practicum placements,
and thus I was able to explore my tacit assumptions about teaching and learning.
An increase in self-awareness is characteristic of strong teacher education programs
(DeMulder and Rigsby, 2003).

Action research

Action research was a critical component of my B.Ed. program, comprising a major
portion of the assessment in a course associated with my 12-week practicum
assignment. Action research became a powerful structure for developing an
authority over my experiences and pushing beyond the technical elements of
teaching (Loughran, 2006). My central question concerned whether or not
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experiments in the classroom should precede or follow instruction on the topic
under investigation. The results (Bullock, 1999) suggested that students used
the experiences provided through labs as springboards for discussion. Over one-
third of the class preferred that experiments precede instruction, a result that
encouraged me to further explore the role of experience in learning science.

More importantly, action research provided an early framework for thinking
about my teaching. The results of my action research were of secondary import-
ance to its power in showing me how to reframe problems that I encountered in
my practice. I learned that, even as a new teacher, I could make powerful observa-
tions of my own teaching. I found the narrative aspect of writing the action
research report to be particularly empowering because it encouraged me to reflect
on my practice explicitly. Teachers in the program discussed in DeMulder and
Rigsby’s (2003) study also mentioned the motivational power of narrative writing
when it came to forming new conceptions about teaching and learning. There
was an important interaction between the emphasis placed on the action research
assignment in my professional studies course and the emphasis on learning
from experience in my physics methods course. The action research project
made the process of reflection more explicit and helped me see into my teaching
experiences in a new way.

Reflection-in-action as a classroom teacher
In September, 2000, I became a physics teacher at a secondary school in Toronto.
The school culture seemed to favour traditional approaches to teaching that
seemed appropriate to the preparation of students for academic study at uni-
versity. As both the youngest member of staff and the most recent graduate of a
teacher education program, I initially struggled to find a balance between the
school’s expectations of my teaching practice and my own pedagogical expect-
ations. I used the innovative pedagogies that I began exploring in my pre-service
teaching in tandem with action research to further develop my knowledge of
teaching and learning. In so doing, I was able both to be true to my developing
voice as a young teacher and to make important insights into how to help my
students improve the quality of their learning.

Teaching experiences

Acutely aware of my need to construct an alternative to transmission-based teach-
ing, I worked to recognize issues and concerns about my practice that would
allow me to reframe my professional knowledge. I decided to revisit a teaching
strategy from the Project for Enhancing Effective Learning (PEEL) (Baird and
Northfield, 1992). This teaching strategy, termed Predict–Observe–Explain
(POE), played a critical role in reframing my early practice. POE is an innovative
practice because it draws students into the process of identifying their prior know-
ledge of science and using that knowledge to make a prediction about what will
happen in a given situation. After the observation, which is often designed to be
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novel or surprising, students attempt to explain their observation. The format
of a POE can vary quite a bit depending on the lesson, but the core feature is
that students not only express their prior conceptions about science, but also
help to develop explanations about science phenomena. By introducing Predict–
Observe–Explain activities into my classes in my first year of teaching, I ensured
that a teaching strategy that fostered active student learning became routine for
the students and for me.

The other innovative pedagogy that I focused on was a series of techniques
designed to use writing activities as a way to explore new ideas and consolidate
understandings. As a group, these pedagogies are often called Writing-to-Learn,
in contrast to passive, familiar writing activities such as note-taking and writing
laboratory reports (Hand and Prain, 2002). My use of Writing-to-Learn pedago-
gies arose naturally out of the Predict–Observe–Explain methods I regularly
employed. I felt that the exploratory writing that students engaged in during
POEs allowed them to think about the predictions and explanations they offered.
By the end of my second year of teaching, students in all of my classes were asked
to maintain a separate, bound notebook that served as a forum for engaging
in exploratory writing about POEs. I was able to write back to the students
individually, thereby extending the discussions we had in the classroom.

During my pre-service program, both Tom and my associate teachers modelled
good teaching that often included both reflection and risk-taking. I decided early
in my career to model reflection and risk-taking to my students by being explicit
about the pedagogies I chose and why I thought they could help them learn.
Both Predict–Observe–Explain and Writing-to-Learn pedagogies encouraged my
students and me to take an active role in exploring introductory physics topics. It
is safe to say that my understanding of the concepts that I learned via transmis-
sion-based pedagogy improved dramatically through shared experiences using
innovative pedagogies with my students.

Action research

As my third year of teaching drew to a close, I set out to explore my professional
knowledge by recording my thoughts, feelings, and observations about my daily
teaching for the entire second semester. My motivation to undertake such a task
was twofold. First, I knew that my Master’s thesis question would revolve around
the role of reflective practice in developing conceptual knowledge of physics, and
thus I wanted to further explore the role of reflection-in-action in developing my
conceptual knowledge of how to teach physics. Second, I wished to revisit the
themes that were addressed in Russell and Bullock (1999), with a view to examin-
ing how my themes had evolved or changed. Specifically, I was interested in
revisiting my pedagogical perspective and “adding links to my map of teaching”
(ibid., p. 150). I wanted to examine the role of experience in shaping my con-
ceptual understanding of how I teach physics and further my understanding
of the process of reflection-in-action. I used Schön’s (1983) epistemology of
professional knowledge as the framework for my exploration.
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The experience of keeping a daily journal of teaching notes between February
and June 2003, was quite different from the experience of exchanging notes about
classes and my practicum with Tom in 1997–1998. The most obvious difference
was that time had passed and I was a third-year teacher with much more teaching
experience. In addition, I was more ambitious in my attempt at journal writing, as
I resolved to report on how I attempted to enact my developing principles of
practice on a daily, rather than a weekly, basis.

Two main themes emerged from my experiences. First, keeping notes forced
me to consider problems I encountered in my practice, and hence I was able to
extend and enrich my conceptions of teaching and learning. Second, the process
of summarizing the week’s events engaged me in considering the tensions, axioms,
and assertions about my practice as I worked to develop alternatives to transmis-
sion-based teaching. The written notes forced me to examine problems of prac-
tice, particularly those concerned with helping my students improve the quality of
their learning.

My most critical assertion concerned the importance of teacher–student rela-
tionships in developing students’ ability to construct a physics world-view.
Like most new teachers, I wanted to ensure that I presented the content of the
physics curriculum. Although I regularly used innovative pedagogies such as
Predict–Observe–Explain and Writing-to-Learn, I often felt the well-known
pressure to cover the curriculum. The writing experience of 2003 brought the
tension between how I teach and what I teach into shaper focus than ever
before, as I concluded that my pedagogy and the low-risk environment that it
requires are far more important for successful teaching than the content of the
curriculum.

In hindsight, I find it difficult to believe that I did not see the importance of
relationships sooner. My professional relationship with Tom encouraged me to
develop a conceptual understanding of how I teach. My attempts to explicate my
professional knowledge would not have been very successful without Tom’s abil-
ity to challenge me to reframe critical issues and to continually point to the bigger
picture. He has offered a broad range of experiences from which I have been able
to develop my conceptual understanding. The writing experience taught me that
it is the relationship that I have with my students that allows me to provide
experiences from which they can build a conceptual understanding of physics,
just as it is the relationship that I have with Tom that allows me to develop my
conceptual knowledge of teaching. Recognizing the primacy of relationships in
teaching represented a major development in my thinking.

Reflection-in-action as an in-service teacher educator
In September 2003, I became an in-service teacher educator as part of a school-
district pilot project called Learning Plus. The district referred to us as Learning
Plus teachers rather than as teacher consultants, although our jobs were similar
to those of teacher consultants in the district. The critical difference was that
Learning Plus teachers were assigned to a specific secondary school and, although
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we were often involved in district-wide events, our primary responsibility was to a
secondary school and its associated elementary schools.

In a broad sense, Learning Plus referred to a cross-curricular and district-wide
initiative designed to improve the quality of students’ learning, particularly those
students who are labelled at-risk. Within the context of this initiative, at-risk
students were defined as those who were struggling to meet the Ontario provin-
cial standards and hence were in danger of dropping out of school. The Learning
Plus teacher was initially conceptualized as an on-site teacher consultant. As such,
significant professional development opportunities were mandated for Learning
Plus teachers, particularly regarding adolescent literacy instruction. One of the
reasons for this focus was the district’s concern that many of the at-risk students
struggled with basic reading and writing skills. Other professional development
opportunities were in the areas of change theory, data collection and interpret-
ation, and adolescent literacy. The district outlined two roles for each Learning
Plus teacher:

1 Assist in coordinating and providing preparatory activities for the Ontario
Secondary School Literacy Test.

2 Help teachers, through co-planning and in-class modelling, to learn how
to embed literacy strategies into the teaching of their subjects in order to
better support struggling students with the reading and writing tasks that
are required to achieve in these subjects.

My early experiences in teacher education were firmly rooted in what Schön
(1983) called the swampy lowlands of professional practice. The school board and
the training it provided represented a kind of ivory tower that seemed discon-
nected from the teaching situations that I found myself in on a daily basis. As
expected, there was often considerable resistance to the idea of an in-school
teacher consultant. I responded by presenting myself as a resource to help teachers
work through professional problems rather than as someone who was simply
trying to transmit school-board initiatives and policies.

In-service teacher education experiences

My first foray into teacher education was to work with colleagues who often had
more classroom experience than I did. I participated in monthly training work-
shops offered by the school over a two-year period, only to find that the work-
shops focused on training me in specific content that I was to share with my
colleagues. Little or no attention was paid to the pedagogy of teaching teachers.

Although the district provided some guidelines for the role of the Learning
Plus teacher, I found myself in the enviable position of being able to define my
role within the context of my school. I decided early on that my focus should be
on the teachers within my family of schools, rather than on the students. I felt that
approaching the position as a kind of resource teacher who withdraws individual
students from classes was both outside my area of expertise and unrealistic for
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a large student population. I chose to focus on supporting the teachers in my
school within their subject areas by acting as a critical friend. Thus I returned to
the idea of teaching as a relationship that focuses on sensitivity, honesty, and
independence in practice (Loughran, 2006).

A major portion of my role involved team-teaching activities that ostensibly
supported the development of subject-specific competencies, both with colleagues
at my high school and our elementary partner schools. I provided resources and
professional development training for staff on issues such as research-based teach-
ing strategies, literacy instruction and assessment. As I worked with teachers, I was
mindful of the lesson that I learned from my action research as a physics teacher—
relationships are of paramount importance in teaching. In general, teachers tended
to be apprehensive about inviting me into conversations about their practice, so I
had to work hard at building a trusting professional relationship. Once teachers
were comfortable talking to me about their teaching, we often had rich discus-
sions about how to improve the quality of their students’ learning. By moving the
focus away from their teaching and toward their students’ learning, I believe that
I was able to engage teachers on a professional level that was non-threatening and
highly productive.

Action research

Sarason (2002) has suggested that teachers should begin by knowing both the
learners’ starting point and the direction that the learner plans to take. Thus, the
first place I began as a teacher educator was to get to know my fellow teachers and
find out what they needed to improve the quality of learning in their classrooms. I
then did my best to address those needs by providing the kinds of resources and
support that were requested. The most productive relationships that I had with
teachers in my school were those centred on a mutual concern for students’
learning. I was careful to emphasize that my role was non-evaluative.

I submit that the most important element of my role as an in-service teacher
educator involved the in-school meetings that I created for my colleagues. At
these meetings, I encouraged groups of teachers to talk about their teaching and
their concerns about students’ learning. Rather than pushing a district-sponsored
agenda, I noticed that encouraging teachers to talk about their practice addressed
most of the external requirements of the school district. In particular, it was useful
for teachers to have inter- and intra-departmental conversations about teaching
strategies. Often, the results of these conversations were team-teaching collabor-
ations not only between other teachers and me, but also between the teachers
themselves.

My experiences as an in-service teacher educator generated the following set of
principles as an early framework for my thinking about teacher education:

1 Teachers’ professional knowledge is tacit, and professional dialogue is a
powerful way to make teacher knowledge explicit (Russell and Bullock,
1999).
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2 It is important to provide experiences that encourage teachers to articulate
their pedagogy in order for them to realize the characteristics of their default
teaching style.

3 It is difficult for teachers to change their default teaching style because there
are powerful cognitive and social factors that encourage a transmission-based
approach to pedagogy.

When I concluded my time as an in-service teacher educator in June 2005, I
anticipated that two years working with experienced teachers to help them reframe
their professional practice would give me a strong base of experience that I could
draw on in my work with teacher candidates. I learned much about how to
help teachers to articulate their teaching style and how to examine the problems
of practice encountered in daily teaching. I was surprised to discover that my
assumptions about the ways that teachers learn did not readily transfer to my work
with pre-service teachers.

Reflection-in-action as a pre-service teacher educator
When I began my Ph.D. program in September 2005, I was excited to share
teaching responsibilities with my supervisor, Tom Russell. The team teaching
arrangement was both novel and appropriate; in the fall term, Tom and I worked
as teacher and teaching assistant, while in the second term I became the teacher
while Tom was away on sabbatical leave. As a doctoral candidate teaching pre-
service teachers for the first time, I was quick to notice that my experiences
leading in-service activities for experienced teachers did not fully prepare me for
working with pre-service teachers. Self-study provided a way for me to examine
my beliefs and practices in the early stages of developing a personal pedagogy for
pre-service teacher education.

Pre-service teacher educator experiences

For the first four months of the school year, I was the teaching assistant for Tom’s
physics methods course and his practicum supervision course. In early October,
shortly after the teacher candidates left for their first four-week practicum, Tom
challenged me to write about the differences I had noticed between teacher can-
didates and experienced teachers. I now summarize those differences in terms of
three categories: pedagogical stance, subject-matter knowledge and professional
concerns.

• Pedagogical stance. Experienced teachers have a well-developed pedagogical
stance, although they are often not able to articulate it. The pedagogical
stance is shaped by past experiences as a student, and also by professional
development experiences, departmental colleagues, and school-district pol-
icies and requirements. The justification for making particular choices in the
classroom often comes down to statements that begin with the phrase, “In
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my experience.” Attempts to name pedagogies often create misunderstand-
ings among teachers, administration, and parents. Experienced teachers are
also passionate about their pedagogy, and typically only will discuss it with
teachers of the same discipline and grade level. In contrast, teacher candi-
dates have a well-developed pedagogical stance that is almost exclusively
shaped by their experiences as students. Many candidates seem to be trying
to emulate a favourite teacher or trying to avoid the teaching mistakes they
endured as a student. I see their pedagogical stances as more malleable than
those of experienced teachers, in part because they are consistently looking
to acquire new resources to add to their repertoires and in part because they
often see themselves as knowing very little. Teacher candidates are generally
looking for familiar and comfortable pedagogical approaches, not ones that
might feel risky in a classroom.

• Subject-matter knowledge. Experienced teachers seem to be self-assured in
their knowledge of subject matter, although many rely on textbooks for the
acquisition of new knowledge. I found that teachers are proud of their discip-
lines and that subject-matter experts have instant credibility with experienced
teachers of the same discipline. There is a prevailing belief that a science
teacher, for example, is unlikely to say anything about teaching that is relevant
to an English teacher. In most cases, teacher candidates are fresh from under-
graduate degrees and seem confident in their subject-matter knowledge.
Many seem to feel that their primary role is to transmit that knowledge.
Much discussion among candidates seems devoted to what they teach rather
than to how they teach.

• Professional concerns. Experienced teachers are concerned about the structure
of the school system. They feel that there are significant system-level struc-
tural impediments that need to be removed so they can do their jobs more
effectively. Professional development sanctioned by the district is generally
scoffed at, whereas subject-based activities provided by professional organ-
izations are regarded positively. Teacher candidates often seem obsessed with
issues of classroom management. They are understandably concerned with
controlling a class and many see management as the first order of business
when they step in front of a class. Many candidates seem to take the issue of
classroom management personally, as a reflection of their character and of
their ability to be a teacher.

These initial assertions about experienced teachers and teacher candidates reveal
important differences between the two groups that I needed to consider in devel-
oping principles of teacher education. Thus, I was forced to face my first problem
of practice as a teacher educator: I was not well prepared by my previous experi-
ence as teacher consultant. I did not have much time to dwell on this problem,
however, because I immediately began accompanying Tom on his visits to teacher
candidates on practicum placements. Although I found the environment of
a secondary school to be more familiar than that of a Faculty of Education, I
was again confronted with a sense of confusion surrounding my role in the
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development of pre-service teacher’s knowledge about teaching. Again, Tom
challenged me to draw comparisons between my work with experienced teachers
and my early work observing teacher candidates in their first practicum. I now
summarize the differences I noted in terms of three categories: professional
questions, critical friendship, and role of the Faculty of Education.

• Professional questions. Experienced teachers can be adept at framing questions
about their practice and are likely to focus on specific issues pertaining to
their subject and to individual students. Subject-matter experts are perceived
to be more useful for interpreting problems of practice than teachers from
other disciplines. Experienced teachers are able to focus in on one particular
element or incident in a lesson for consideration. In sharp contrast, teacher
candidates beginning their practica are unlikely to be able to ask questions
about how to improve their practice. Success in an early lesson is equated
with the ability to get through a class without a major incident such as a
discipline issue or a forgotten lesson item. Teacher candidates tend to focus
on the lesson as a whole, often feeling that the lesson has finished when the
teacher-centred portion is over.

• Critical friendship. Teaching is ostensibly a personal endeavour and experi-
enced teachers differ in their comfort with other adults being present in the
classroom. A successful critical friendship is one that includes a similar amount
of risk for each of the teacher participants with absolutely no evaluative com-
ponent. Once professional trust is established, experienced teachers are able
to consider critically multiple elements of their teaching. Experienced teachers
require positive affirmation of their teaching practice, given that they receive
so little regular feedback from other teachers.

Teacher candidates expect to have other teachers and Faculty Liaisons in
their classrooms; hence they have an innate predisposition toward the neces-
sity of receiving critical interpretations of their teaching. Teacher candidates
are often unable to process more than two or three criticisms of any one
element of their teaching and require considerable positive reinforcement
from both Faculty and Associate Teachers. In short, they need to know what
they are doing well as much as they need to know where they can improve.

• Role of the Faculty of Education. The common school perspective on Faculties
of Education is dim at best. Experienced teachers are generally unfamiliar
with research in education, with the exception of mass-marketed notions
such as multiple intelligences. Faculty members are perceived to have little or
no role in most experienced teachers’ lives, save with those who are enrolled
in graduate studies or continuing teacher education.

Teacher candidates initially believe that their professors should be able to
provide lists of best practices to guide them in most teaching situations.
Faculties of Education are viewed as places where theory is learned before
going into to schools to practice being a teacher. It does not take long for
many teacher candidates to avail themselves of the popular notion that a
Faculty of Education has little to do with their growth as a teacher.
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Self-study of teacher education practices

My interest in self-study of teacher education practices grew naturally from my
use of Schön’s (1983) epistemology of professional knowledge and the ongoing
dialogue I shared with Tom Russell over the years. Tom’s critical friendship has
frequently encouraged me to reframe my understanding of my practice based on
his alternative interpretations of my teaching experiences. Given that Tom and I
often discussed problems of practice that we encountered in the classes we shared,
it was appropriate to use the critical friendship inherent in the self-study paradigm
as a framework for interpreting my early knowledge of teacher education. Thus our
team teaching context that uniquely involved both university classes and practi-
cum supervision became a rich context for critical friendship and self-study
(Schuck and Russell, 2005).

At the conclusion of the first term I conceptualized my self-study as a series of
questions that challenged me not only to minimize the differences between how I
taught and what I taught, but also to further explore the differences noted in the
previous section. More specifically, I saw the differences between my prior experi-
ences in teacher education and my experiences with pre-service teachers as a series
of problems to help me reframe my developing pedagogy of teacher education.
The headings in the previous section became a useful organizational framework
for my six self-study questions:

1 Pedagogical stance: Do I solicit teacher candidates’ prior conceptions about
their pedagogy?

2 Subject-matter knowledge: Do I provide experiences that encourage teacher
candidates to think beyond their subject-matter content?

3 Professional concerns: Do I make the tacit internal structures of a classroom
explicit to teacher candidates?

4 Professional questions: Do I provide opportunities for teacher candidates to
frame questions about their problems of practice?

5 Critical friendship: Do I create an environment of trust so that teacher
candidates feel comfortable talking about their pedagogy?

6 Role of the Faculty: Do I present an alternative to the standard theory-into-
practice dichotomy by providing opportunities for teacher candidates to
examine their practice at the Faculty of Education?

My research questions were intended to go beyond yes-or-no answers to serve
as a framework for me to think about the characteristics of my pedagogy. My
research questions were influenced by Tidwell’s (2002) caution against investigat-
ing characteristics of practice before finding out if one’s practice is enacted in the
way it is intended. Instead of asking, for example, how I solicit teacher candidates’
prior conceptions about their pedagogy, I asked if I solicit candidates’ prior con-
ceptions of their pedagogy. There is an important distinction between the two
questions, namely, that the second question does not involve a priori assumptions
about the characteristics of my teaching. In this way I hoped to avoid making
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assumptions about what I was including in my pedagogy of teacher education. I
used the six self-study questions to focus my thinking on the dynamics of my
interactions with teacher candidates.

The primary source of data for the first three questions was a teaching journal in
the form of a web log (blog) that I added to after each pre-service class that I
taught. I found that web-log technology allowed me to quickly jot down some
thoughts about my practice regardless of where I was, for a blog can be accessed
and modified from any computer with internet access. Blogs also have the advan-
tage of allowing me to share my journal with anyone I wish, a particularly useful
feature given that Tom was away on sabbatical leave during my January teaching.
I selected three critical incidents from my blog that helped me explore each of the
three focus questions of my self-study.

Blog questions

1. Do I solicit teacher candidates’ prior conceptions about their pedagogy?

I noticed in the first term that many of the teacher candidates in our physics class
would often discuss what they teach rather than how they teach. I also noticed
that a good percentage of the class had a strong interest in astronomy. In the third
class of the second term, I decided to do a media-literacy exercise without label-
ling it as such. I showed the television special, Conspiracy Theory: Did we really
land on the moon?, that appears from time to time on television. The program
presents about 10 ideas that are supposed to convince viewers that the Apollo
moon missions never really happened. As expected, the program drew the teacher
candidates into an energetic discussion about the veracity of the claims made, to
the point that I abandoned my plan for the remainder of class and put the candi-
dates into groups to refute the claims by applying principles of physics. For
example, one of the claims made is that the lunar photographs are doctored
because there are no stars visible in the sky. The teacher candidates were able to
conclude that the reason no stars are visible in the pictures is that film needs to be
exposed for a long time to capture dim starlight.

At the end of class I asked the teacher candidates if they would use this activity
with high school students. By not taking up the physics content of the activity,
I hoped to get them to focus on the pedagogy. The result was somewhat
astonishing:

So What? How and when could a video like this be used pedagogically?
The teacher candidates were nearly unanimous in their caution against using
the video with grade 9 or 10 students. Their concern seemed to centre on the
danger of confusing students with a flashy video. Some candidates suggested
that the correct explanations were too difficult for high school students to
understand.

(Personal web log, January 12, 2006)
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Most of the teacher candidates seemed focused on whether or not students would
be able to understand the right answer, namely, that the Apollo missions did land
on the moon and that the special was based on flawed reasoning. Most candidates
felt that it was safer not to deal with the video, despite the fact that that the
program appears regularly on some television stations and students will watch
them whether we deal with them in class or not. No one seemed to notice the
potential utility of the pedagogy!

2. Do I provide experiences that encourage teacher candidates to think
beyond their subject-matter content?

In the middle of January, Tom sent me a file that he had compiled outlining some
thoughts from Bain’s (2004) What the best college teachers do. I decided to use
three quotations from the book as an opening activity for one of my physics
classes. I asked the teacher candidates to select a quotation that was particularly
meaningful to them and write a response. One of the quotations dealt explicitly
with the role of subject matter knowledge:

[The best professors] were no longer high priests, selfishly guarding the doors
to the kingdom of knowledge to make themselves look more important . . . A
sense of awe at the world and the human condition stood at the center of
their relationships with those students. Most important, that humility, that
fear, that veneration of the unknown spawned a kind of quiet conviction on
the part of the best teachers that they and their students could do great things
together.

(Bain, 2004, p. 144)

My account of this to myself reads as follows:

Our discussion seemed particularly poignant at this moment. One of the
complaints that I often heard as a teacher consultant was that teachers live in
subject boxes. Indeed, I have often overheard the conversations among
teacher candidates as they share war stories about their physics and engineer-
ing undergraduate programs. Survival is a badge of honour. I know these
discussions well because I have been a frequent participant in them. The
risk is, of course, that in our pride we assert ourselves as high priests of
the discipline, with knowledge to disseminate to the ignorant masses. Many
of the candidates spoke eloquently about the importance of relationships,
often sharing anecdotes from their practica. The discussion was an important
step in underscoring the importance of how we teach, rather than what
we teach.

(Personal web log, January 26, 2006)
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3. Do I make the tacit internal structures of a classroom explicit to
teacher candidates?

This focus was the least apparent in the physics methods course. There was one
candid moment, however, when I instigated a discussion about unconscious
elements of teaching with some candour about my own challenges in overcoming
tacit behaviours:

A critical moment came about halfway through the class. I asked the candi-
dates if anyone would be willing to share an element of teaching that they
tried to modify upon returning to their placements in December, perhaps as a
result of an associate teacher’s comment. I then told them about my ten-
dency to cross my arms when I am nervous or trying to project an air of
authority. I told them about where I acquired the habit and the fact that my
associate teacher mentioned it to me in discussions in 1997. Finally, I told
them that Tom had alerted me to the fact that I was folding my arms in this,
my newest teaching situation. The story was received well and opened
the floodgates for all kinds of teaching behaviours that they were trying to
modify (talking to the board while writing, saying “anyone?” when asking
questions, etc.). I feel like it was a real bonding moment between us.

(Personal web log, January 5, 2006)

The primary source of data for questions 4–6 was a series of personal reflective
pieces that I wrote during the teacher candidates’ second major practicum block
in February. During this 5-week block, I spent a significant portion of every week
at the host school, regardless of whether I was scheduled to formally observe a
teacher candidate on a given day. In so doing, I was able to spend a great deal of
time interacting with teacher candidates, associate teachers and other members of
the school community. At the end of the school year, I shared my reflective pieces
with Tom and invited him to comment on my writing. Here I present excerpts
from our dialogue that helped me reframe my practice.

4. Do I provide opportunities for teacher candidates to frame questions
about their problems of practice?

SHAWN: One of the most important ways that I reframed my practice as a teacher
educator was to ask teacher candidates to think about the quality of their
students’ learning, rather than focusing on their own teaching. By asking
teacher candidates questions about the way their students were learning in
class, I was able to avoid some of the awkwardness associated with the more
standard question: What you think went well in the class that you just saw? In
what ways could you improve? Conversations started with teacher candidates
that focused on improving the learning in the classroom, for both teacher
candidates and students, were far richer and resulted in more spontaneous
follow-up than conversations that began in the more standard way.
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TOM: Your first year in our Ph.D. program has been rich in opportunities for you
to rethink your assumptions and practices, starting with the early realization
that working with teacher candidates is quite different from working with
experienced teachers. This entry shows how quickly you picked up on what
we were trying to do together in the fall and elaborated that work to keep the
focus on learning as a way to provide access to premises and assumptions
about teaching practices.

5. Do I create an environment of trust so that teacher candidates feel
comfortable talking about their pedagogy?

SHAWN: One of the advantages of the Queen’s program is that teacher candi-
dates are placed in large groups in schools. Teacher candidates frequently
reported the importance of being able to talk to other candidates not only for
support, but also for developing ideas about teaching and learning. Thus my
challenge as a teacher educator was not to create an environment of trust
among the teacher candidates; rather it was to earn the trust of the candidates
themselves. I found that frequent visits to the associate school, particularly
around lunch time and the first half hour after school, allowed me to position
myself as being available to assist teacher candidates at any time.

TOM: When we taught together in the fall term, we readily agreed on the import-
ance of establishing strong positive relationships as quickly as possible with
most, if not all, of the cohort assigned to our school. You must have paid
a personal price in time, but being present in the school and eager to begin
conversations must be a positive move for both candidates and associate
teachers.

6. Do I present an alternative to the standard theory-into-practice
dichotomy by providing opportunities for teacher candidates to examine
their practice at the Faculty?

SHAWN: There is little agreement as to what the professional studies course that
accompanies the practicum supervision should entail. In the first term, Tom
created an environment that allowed the teacher candidates to openly discuss
what was happening to them, both in other aspects of the program and in
their practica. During January classes I endeavoured to provide opportunities
for teacher candidates to explore what they felt were critical incidents in their
first-term practicum, in order to blur the artificial lines between theory and
practice. These practices, initiated by Tom and continued by me, reached
their zenith when teacher candidates devoted an entire class at the end of
the year unpacking the role that both the faculty and the practicum had in
shaping their experiences.

TOM: Here you pick up on a theme in the evolution of my own teaching prac-
tices. I have always felt the need for more opportunities for candidates to
stand back and look at the bigger picture of what is happening to them

Valuing innovative pedagogy and inquiry 91



during a very busy eight-month program. Practicum periods are so busy that
university classes are the obvious place but each course often seems to have a
full curriculum. In the last two years I rather accidentally moved in this big-
picture direction and have been delighted to see the generally positive
responses from candidates. When we continue our collaboration in this
course next year, each teaching a group and combining classes at times, I hope
we can make further progress on this familiar but very complex dichotomy
between theory (at Queen’s) and practice (in school).

In retrospect, I could not have picked a better year to begin my Ph.D. studies, for
this was the ideal year for me to gain the personal teaching experiences that will
guide the development of my own research. Beginning Ph.D. studies in Canada
or the USA often seems associated more with courses rather than with opportun-
ities to learn from experience. Working with Tom enabled me to not only challenge
my assumptions about teaching teachers, but also use self-study to develop prin-
ciples of practice and look my future development as a teacher educator. I was able
to focus on the problematic in teaching and teacher education by questioning my
assumptions about pre-service teacher education and discussing these assumptions
with an experienced teacher educator.

The road ahead: still learning to teach
The relationship between my knowledge of teaching and the methods I have used
to extend and articulate that knowledge seems critical to my development as a
pre-service teacher, teacher, and teacher educator. Throughout my career I have
used reflection-in-action to discover what my default teaching style is and to
reframe problems of practice to develop principles of teaching. As a pre-service
teacher and a secondary school physics teacher, I used innovative pedagogies such
as Predict–Observe–Explain and Writing-to-Learn to encourage students to take
an active role in their learning. In so doing, I hoped to help my students improve
the quality of their learning as I worked to push beyond my default conceptions of
teaching and learning.

My journey into teaching and teacher education has been privileged by Tom
Russell’s critical friendship, which is particularly significant given that he has men-
tored me throughout my teaching career—as a teacher candidate, teacher, and
teacher educator. Tom was often able to broaden my perspectives on teaching
both by validating my practice and suggesting ways to reframe my experiences
(Loughran and Northfield, 1998). It was more than fortuitous that I had the
opportunity to team-teach a physics methods course and a practicum supervision
course with Tom in the first year of my Ph.D. studies. Engaging in self-study at
this early stage in my career as a teacher educator allowed me to realize that my
prior experiences working with experienced teachers were insufficient preparation
for working with teacher candidates.

By framing research questions that did not make a priori assumptions about
how I taught, I was able to investigate the characteristics of my pedagogy. After
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discovering some of my default pedagogies for teacher education, it is appropriate
to reframe the six questions that guided my self-study over the past year. The
newly phrased questions encourage me to again focus on how I teach teachers
by encouraging me to develop and enact innovative pedagogies of teacher
education:

1 Pedagogical stance: How do I solicit teacher candidates’ prior conceptions
about their pedagogy?

2 Subject-matter knowledge: How do I provide experiences that encourage
teacher candidates to think beyond their subject matter content?

3 Professional concerns: How do I make the tacit internal structures of a
classroom explicit to teacher candidates?

4 Professional questions: How do I provide opportunities for teacher candidates
to frame questions about their problems of practice?

5 Critical friendship: How do I create an environment of trust so that teacher
candidates feel comfortable talking about their pedagogy?

6 Role of the Faculty: How do I present an alternative to the standard theory-
into-practice dichotomy by providing opportunities for teacher candidates to
examine their practice at the Faculty of Education?

Although I am in the early stages of developing a pedagogy of teacher education,
the ways in which I teach and research as a teacher educator are defined by what
I think is the most important issue in teacher education: teaching teachers. In this
chapter I have described my quest to continually put pedagogy above content,
largely thanks to an ongoing dialogue with a more experienced teacher educator
who helps me to frame problems of practice. I have also described my engage-
ment in simultaneously doing and researching teacher education. Although it
is possible to consider the pedagogy of teaching teachers and the research on
teacher education separately, they are inevitably intertwined in both practice
and scholarship. Finally, I have discussed the differences I observe between teach-
ing experienced teachers and teaching pre-service teachers. The most important
consequence of this analysis is that I am now even more committed to both
explicating and questioning my tacit assumptions about how teacher education is
conducted.

My emerging pedagogy of teacher education is grounded in making my
tacit knowledge and assumptions explicit and in exploring my default teaching
behaviours. Most importantly, however, my pedagogy of teacher education
develops from my desire to offer my knowledge, assumptions, and practices to the
critical scrutiny of myself, my students and my critical friends. I am aware of the
powerful default teaching behaviours that persist and so I must constantly work to
engage and challenge myself, those I teach and those who are my critical friends.
I have much to learn on my journey of thinking about teaching and learning and
I am confident that self-study of teacher education practices will help me to
articulate my teaching practice and also to continue to learn and teach about
teaching.
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7 Constructing and
reconstructing the concepts
of development and learning
The central nature of theory in
my practice

Linda R. Kroll

Given the complexities and challenges of teaching well, learning to teach is
fraught with difficulties. Teaching others to teach well is yet another layer, making
teaching about teaching doubly challenging. While I have written before about
how student teachers construct their understandings of theory (Kroll, 2004),
here I want to step back to look at how I, as a teacher and teacher educator,
formed my own personal theories of teaching and learning and how I connected
those personal theories with more formal, research-based theories about devel-
opment and learning. After looking at my own development, I reconsider what
that understanding gives me about my students’ development of theory and how
they connect theory to practice.

A central question for me as a teacher educator has been how my ever-changing
understanding of constructivism and developmental theory has affected and
influenced my practice. Constructivist theory has in many ways been the frame-
work I have used to understand my work in classrooms with children and with
beginning teachers. It has provided multiple lenses through which I can interpret
what I observe and experience, and these lenses have changed over the years, as I
construct and reconstruct my ideas about how people learn. Therefore, in this
chapter, I focus on looking at how my ideas about the theory of constructivism
have grown and changed and how these changes are expressed in changes in my
teaching.

Meeting constructivist theory
When I was 8 years old, Robert Karplus came to my home to spend the weekend
with us in New York City, visiting from Berkeley, California. He had been a
colleague of my father’s at Princeton (they authored a famous paper together)
and he was then in the Physics department at the University of California,
Berkeley. We had a standing pole lamp and he asked me if I could figure out the
diameter of the pole. I was shocked, for no physicist had ever been particularly
interested in what I thought or in how I might address a problem. I was also
surprised, because it had never occurred to me to wonder about the diameter of



that pole or why it might be an interesting problem to solve. I remember suggest-
ing that one way to figure it out would be to chop off the top of the lamp and
measure the diameter directly. Bob told me I could not break the lamp in the
process and so asked what else could I do. I suggested a number of possibilities.

This was my first experience with Piaget’s perspectives. Karplus later went on to
write the Science Curriculum Improvement Study (SCIS) (1967) science curric-
ulum based on Piaget’s accounts of how children construct their ideas of science
and mathematics. At the time, he was playing around with the clinical method,
trying it on every child he met! What strikes me about the incident is that I had no
idea what he was doing and yet I remember it vividly. Asking children what they
think about something and then really listening to them seems to make a differ-
ence. Once I became a teacher and was involved in learning about Piaget’s theory,
I recalled the experience of being asked and began to realize what it meant.

I had another early, unconscious experience with Piaget and his ideas. When I
was 16 years old, we lived in Geneva, Switzerland, for a year. A family friend was
about to leave for Paris to study psychology at the Sorbonne. I asked her why she
was going off to Paris to study rather than staying to study at the Université de
Genève. She replied, “There is nothing but Piaget about psychology here in
Geneva. I am interested in psychoanalysis.” At that point I had no idea who
Piaget was, although I had heard of psychoanalysis. Once I started studying
Piaget’s ideas myself, I recalled this incident.

I finally met Piaget’s ideas officially when I was in my first year of teaching.
Margaret Smart came from the University of Southern California to do a series of
workshops with the faculty at Loma Vista Elementary School in Vallejo, CA. I was
teaching 3rd grade and struggling with the usual challenges that first year teachers
encounter, including classroom management and providing instruction for my
students that met their needs and moved them forward. While I had many prob-
lems, I was also incredibly brave (or foolhardy) as I helped my students put on
several full-fledged plays, did cooking in the classroom with everyone at once
cooking potato latkes, and other similarly grandiose curricular innovations.
Margaret did several Piagetian conservation tasks with our own students, video-
taping what she did and then showing the tapes to us for further discussion. I can
still hear myself saying, “I don’t believe it! How can they not know that the
amount stays the same no matter how you pour it?”

Thus began a lifelong interest in Piaget and his ideas about how children learn.
What fascinated me about his work was how he managed to get inside children’s
thinking. He was interested in what and how they understood mathematics and
science. As a teacher, those questions were of vital interest to me, but I was also
passionate about how children understood reading and writing.

I attended many workshops and summer programs that purported to apply
Piagetian theory to children’s school subject learning. Much of this work focused
on what children could not do because they were not developmentally ready.
Piaget’s theory was characterized primarily as a stage theory that identified when
children would be ready to learn certain basic mathematical and scientific ideas.
One challenge a professor set me and some colleagues was to relate Piaget’s stages
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of development to literacy development. While I did not create a set of develop-
mental stages in literacy, I did find it useful to examine children’s literacy under-
standing in terms of the questions they might be considering. I continued to be
intrigued by the theoretical possibilities and I continued to be puzzled by what
my pupils did and did not understand. I began to ask them questions about how
they were thinking about their work. While the stages of development were
somewhat useful as guideposts, more interesting were the moments of discovery
that I began to pay attention to and to see sparking around me. When a child
discovered a new word on his own and when another child identified a mathemat-
ical pattern she had observed, these moments were noteworthy in my gradual
development of personal theory.

In the workshops and summer programs I attended, I learned about the British
Infant School Open Classroom model (Rogers, 1970). My principal encouraged
me and other interested teachers to experiment with this model, using centers-
based learning and mixed-age groups. For several years I taught a group of
32 children aged 5–9 years old in one classroom. The 5-year-olds were there all
morning and went home after lunch; the 6–9-year-olds were there all day. Our
mornings were devoted to the centers where children were allowed, encouraged,
supported to explore a variety of curricula. The afternoons, with ten fewer chil-
dren, were devoted to direct instruction in language arts, reading, and math. As
the teacher, my mornings were devoted to inquiry into children’s thinking and
learning, as I strove to learn and teach alongside them. I was still reading and
thinking about Piaget’s ideas, and thus many of my inquiry projects were focused
on finding connections between what he had observed in children’s thinking and
what I might find.

I began by conducting conservation and classification tasks with all my stu-
dents, who seemed to closely resemble the children Piaget had interviewed.
Because I was teaching children between the ages of 5 and 9, most of them
seemed to be either transitioning into or firmly located in an early concrete rea-
soning stage. My youngest students could not conserve number with any consist-
ency, although they did seem to understand one-to-one correspondence. They
made graphic collections with the classification materials, just as Piaget’s children
had done. My 2nd and 3rd grade children (7, 8, and 9 years old), and a few
1st grade children conserved number and grouped objects systematically and
exhaustively, demonstrating some understanding of hierarchical reasoning. Many
of them understood the simplest class inclusion tasks (the task with beads, Piaget,
1963/1941), but the ones who did not were particularly interesting. As I looked
at these assessments in relation to my students’ understanding of reading, writing,
and mathematics, I found that those who were struggling with reading were also
the ones unable to answer the class inclusion questions correctly. In retrospect, I
do not believe that this relationship was necessarily all that revealing or inspired,
but it was an instance of my attempts as a teacher to make connections between
theory and practice in understanding children’s learning.

This quest led me back to graduate study. Here I met Vygotsky and Piagetian,
neo-Piagetian, and sociocultural scholars. In addition, I read a great deal of
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Piaget’s original work and thought deeply about how these ideas might apply to
children becoming literate. On the side, I continually thought about how what I
was studying might appear in my classroom. For the first years of graduate school,
I remained a classroom teacher. Later I began to work with beginning teachers
and taught both a student teaching seminar and classes applying developmental
theory to learning to teach, particularly one on learning to teach literacy. During
this period I was studying for my qualifying exams and preparing a dissertation
that is a neo-Piagetian analysis of children learning to write stories (Kroll, 1985). I
became very familiar with Piaget, Vygotsky, and Pascual-Leone (Pascual-Leone,
1972; Pascual-Leone and Goodman, 1979; Pascual-Leone et al., 1979). I found
that I dismissed Vygotskiian ideas for two reasons: (1) I did not understand him
all that well; and (2) what I did understand seemed not to teach me anything that
was different from Piaget’s ideas. I now see this dismissal as a good example of
how, as learners, we try to assimilate new knowledge to the schemes we have
already developed, a very Piagetian idea.

While I was writing my dissertation, and also after I completed it and began
further research on children’s writing (Kroll, 1987, 1990, 1991, 1993), I read
many of the ground-breaking theorists who were connecting developmental the-
ory (Sulzby, Teale), child language acquisition (Wanner and Gleitman, 1982),
psycholinguistic theory (Slobin, 1978), and sociocultural theory to learning to
read and write (Dyson, Calkins, Graves). In continuing to construct my own
personal theories about learning and development, I compared, contrasted and
related these ideas to what I understood about Piaget’s work. The result was a
longitudinal study of 17 children’s writing development from kindergarten
through 4th grade (Kroll, 1990, 1991, 1993, 1996, 1998). This work was
instrumental in helping me to connect Piaget’s theory to children’s writing
development, in particular, using a model of part–whole connections as a way of
seeing what children were thinking about as they learned to write. This develop-
mental approach was quite different from the sociocultural perspectives on the
process of learning to write taken by other researchers. I recognized, however,
that Dyson, Calkins, Graves, Giacobbe and other teachers and researchers were
describing real classrooms where children were doing remarkable work in writing.
What they were seeing seemed closely related to the part–whole relationships in
writing development that I had studied and written about (Kroll, 1998).

In 1988, I moved to Mills College and established a credential and master’s
program with an early childhood emphasis. I was responsible for teaching classes
in development and in the learning and teaching of literacy. My own schooling
had prepared me somewhat for these assignments, but, as I taught these classes
and as I worked in teacher education, my own understanding of the field kept
changing, as did the field itself.

The changing face(s) of constructivism
When I began as a graduate student, there was an ideological divide between the
socio-historical-cultural theorists and the cognitive-developmental psychologists.
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It was as if they were focusing on different questions and each group expected the
other to answer the opposing side’s question. Thus the Piagetians and their
cohort focused on struggling to apply Piaget’s ideas to the classroom. Many
books were written with this in mind (e.g., Furth and Wachs, 1975; Schwebel and
Raph, 1974) and I read them all very carefully. Like many others, I found them
both frustrating and enticing. On the other hand, there was the newly translated
work of Vygotsky (Thought and Language, 1962, followed by Mind in Society,
1978) that also posed interesting questions and answers about the way children
learn in school, particularly with regard to the use of language in classrooms. I
read all of Vygotsky’s work, as well as everything I could find about how language
develops and the use of language in the classroom. These too were frustrating and
enticing simultaneously. When I began teaching at Mills College, my goal was to
help my students learn to connect what we understand about children’s develop-
ment with how we teach them to teach. To me, this meant, in part, as Duckworth
(1996, p. 87) puts it, “being Piaget.”

As a new faculty member, I tried to help my students understand what I under-
stood. I tried to set up constructive situations for them to learn to watch children
and work out what the children were learning, for them to closely observe chil-
dren constructing literacy (both reading and writing) and simultaneously under-
stand how they themselves learned and continued to learn to read and write.
Asking them to consider both children’s development within specific domains of
knowledge and their own learning and development within these same domains
proved to be both disequilibrating and eye-opening (Kroll, 2004). This parallel
observation of development on the part of my students and on my part was my
way of trying to apply what I had learned about Piagetian theory. To a certain
extent it was successful. My students were definitely “kid watchers” by the time
they left Mills College. This reflected what I had learned from all my study and in
particular the ideas of Duckworth (1996) with regard to Piaget’s theory and the
ideas of Yetta Goodman (1990) with regard to literacy development. I had yet to
make sense of the sociocultural aspects of learning, although Goodman’s work
certainly drew heavily on sociocultural theory.

In 1994, I had the opportunity to invent a new course for the early childhood
master’s students, a course that would focus on developmental theory and con-
structivism. This was my opportunity to both read and teach about constructivist
theory in a different way. While I continued to teach the other courses on devel-
opment and learning to read and write, I now added a full course on learning to
read about constructivist theory and its applications to teaching and learning. We
focused on constructivist theory as applied to classroom teaching; required read-
ings included Duckworth (1996), Fosnot (2005), and Rogoff (2003). Here I had
both opportunity and time to consider both aspects of constructivist theory with
my students. There is nothing like teaching about something to help one learn it.
The more I tried to make it clear for my students, the more I myself learned about
both Piagetian theory and sociocultural theory.

For the past ten years I have taught about constructivist theory to master’s and
doctoral students. The master’s students are becoming teachers, but the doctoral
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students are already credentialed and experienced teachers who are studying to be
educational leaders of some kind (principals, curriculum developers, professional
development specialists). A glance at the syllabi demonstrates how my thinking
about constructivism and my questions about constructivist theory have
developed. While all of the syllabi juxtapose Piagetian theory with sociocultural
theory, they do so in a progressive way. I began with Duckworth (1996) and
Tharp and Gallimore (1988). From the outset, the contrasting questions of these
two theoretical perspectives were evident. Duckworth writes about student and
teacher learning, using Piagetian theory to understand what students are doing
and to think about how to help teachers do the same. Tharp and Gallimore write
about teaching and the school context. They invite you into teacher and student
interactions, while Duckworth invites you into teacher or student thinking. For
my students, both questions were burning questions. Being enrolled in a teacher
education program that focuses on urban schools meant that the context of
school was an essential element to consider in thinking about teaching. In many
ways it was easier for them to think about the questions that dealt with school and
the interactions that occurred within classrooms because they were observing
these interactions at the same time as they participated in my class. Looking
closely at both their own learning and the learning of the children they were
teaching was more difficult, although, for many of them, asking the question of
how they learned something was a particularly revealing activity.

By juxtaposing sociocultural theory and cognitive constructivist theory, we
came to understand together how these two related theoretical viewpoints could
help us understand learning and teaching. “Where is the mind?” (Cobb, 1996)
was a particularly helpful reading that helped us all to see the different questions
and the different lenses that these two perspectives offered on classrooms, teach-
ing and children’s learning. Cobb speaks of the two as foreground and back-
ground. If you put the children’s learning and understanding in the foreground,
as sometimes you must, then the context of the school and community is essential
background for interpreting what you are seeing in the foreground. On the other
hand, if you put the context of classrooms, schools and communities in the fore-
ground, what children learn is essential background for interpreting what you see.
This is where I found myself for the past five years in terms of understanding
constructivism. I continued to challenge myself and my students with further
readings in both perspectives and with readings such as Saxe’s (1995, 1999) work
on mathematical reasoning in different sociological contexts that crossed these
perspectives

New ideas about constructivist theory
Recently I have found myself asking new questions. Research into my own teach-
ing practice and into the learning of my students, as well as further reading in the
field of cultural psychology (Cole, 1996; Rogoff, 2003) continues to challenge
my ideas about the very nature of development. As Rogoff so ably points out,
the very nature and path of development are up for question when we examine
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development in a variety of community contexts. As a developmental psycholo-
gist, I find these conclusions fascinating for the light they shed on the purposeful-
ness of human society. Repeatedly in her text, Rogoff (2003) gives examples that
raise serious questions about the relationship between human development and
the context in which it occurs. While there are undoubtedly some biological
commonalities that limit the possible developmental paths children take, within
those constraints there are many paths along which a child may develop and learn
in order to become a productive member of the society into which he or she is
born. Rogoff’s work helped me to see more clearly the interaction between
individual human development and the goals and needs of the larger society.
She made me aware of the wonder of the richness and varieties of human
developmental possibilities.

My students, on the other hand, tend to use Rogoff’s work to condemn or
approve particular practices, somehow missing the point that what is interesting is
the differences and the reasons for the differences, not that one way is better than
another. They also tend to miss the difficulty of examining their own experiences
and practices. Given that I have just begun to teach this material, my own experi-
ence tells me that it will be a few more years before I am really able to help them
grapple with these questions of what is different and what the consequences of
these differences are. Further complicating the issue is the burning question of
how we prepare children in our own society for success, children whose back-
ground has not necessarily prepared them for the same developmental path as that
of mainstream America. While Rogoff’s work helps us to see the differences, it is
only at the very end of her book that she begins to address what these findings can
mean for practitioners.

There are still cognitive constructivists who look for the common factors in
human development, as opposed to the cultural differences (e.g., Turiel, 2002).
They maintain that, despite vast cultural differences, there are human needs and
aspirations shared across the species and appearing in every culture; these include
the basic need for autonomy and independence from the control of others. While
this may manifest itself differently in each culture, Turiel maintains that it is there.
This tension between sociocultural and cognitive constructivism is still present, in
my mind, although the basis of the tension has changed. Rather than having to
accept one view as the correct view, as practitioners, we need to draw on different
theoretical perspectives to understand the different problems confronting us in
educating teachers and helping beginning teachers to teach all children well.

So where am I now as a teacher educator? Piaget describes human learning as a
dynamic balance that is constantly changing. I certainly feel that this is true for me
in my own learning to be a teacher educator. I grapple constantly with the
tensions of understanding the relationship between individuals and their com-
munities. By confronting this question, I can think about how to help my stu-
dents make sense of what they are trying to do in classrooms on an everyday,
every minute basis. I feel the same is true for me. As I introduce new readings and
at the same time feel my own balance become shaky again, my teaching changes.
Each time I step back to look at what is happening, I am surprised anew to see that
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my students’ thinking and my own can be so in concert. Cobb’s (1996) notion of
foreground and background is useful, but recently the socioculturalists and the
cognitive constructivists are coming together to show how each body of work can
inform the other. I am trying to use this same perspective with my own students as
we think about the different aspects of understanding children’s learning, teach-
ing, classrooms, schools and communities. It is not just a matter of teaching them
to use the two lenses, but also a matter of teaching them to look for the links
between the lenses. As I use these lenses in my own teaching, and as I continue to
read and think about the influences of context on development and development
on context, my own ideas undergo constant reconstruction.

What about the students?
I have written before about how student teachers connect theory and practice and
about the difficulties they have in doing so (Kroll, 2004). Part of this difficulty lies
in the nature of the connections that student teachers are expected to make.
Often student teachers are taught theory and then proceed to go into classrooms
where what they learn is very much tied to the daily practice and problem-solving
of on-the-spot teaching. Even when they are instructed to make connections
(through journal writing, through course assignments, or through class discus-
sions), they have difficulty making the connections in any but the most awkward
and inauthentic ways. Kessels and Korthagen’s (2001) constructs about the dif-
ferent kinds of knowledge that teachers use help clarify the theory–practice gap
(Loughran, 2006), through considering the constructs of episteme and phronesis.
Episteme is experimental, scientific, propositional knowledge, probably closely
related to what I have termed conceptual knowledge (Ammon and Kroll, 2002)
and what Fenstermacher (1994) referred to as “knowing that.” Phronesis is
related to what I called procedural knowledge, “knowing how,” but it is more
than knowing what to do about something. It is what Kessels and Korthagen
(2001) call practical wisdom. Phronesis is related to what one might call one’s own
personal theories, developed through experience, although I would argue that it
also incorporates a third sort of knowing, metacognitive knowledge (Ammon
and Kroll, 2002; Chang-Wells and Wells, 1993), that not only determines what
knowledge is to be used where, but also what knowledge is to be learned.

By studying constructivist theories, how can my students connect these ideas to
what they are doing in their practice? In the college classroom they learn theor-
etical perspectives and they read what other people have done to connect theory
with practice. Here is the episteme that Kessels and Korthagen discuss. Making
sense of others’ theoretical ideas requires that one inquire into one’s own practice
to see if what one understands about that practice reflects what theoreticians are
identifying. As the students become more experienced in teaching, through their
assignments and their practicum teaching, they pose questions about their prac-
tice, begin to inquire into their practice, and thus begin to articulate their own
theories of teaching and learning (phronesis). What seems to be key in relating
the episteme to the phronesis is the use they make of metacognitive knowledge,

102 Linda R. Kroll



controlling both what they want to learn and how they want to apply it. This
process of consciously applying and connecting research-based theory to personal
theories is unique and individual. How I was able to do it will not necessarily
reflect what my students need or do. Nonetheless, I am their guide. I choose what
they begin to read and I assign the structure of the problems they investigate; I
ask the questions that hopefully promote connections. Ultimately, however, they
must make the connections themselves.

In thinking about how my students learn about constructivism and develop-
mental theory and about how they make sense of them in their own practice, I
must remind myself that my path to understanding probably will not reflect their
paths. While I can provide them with numerous opportunities and scaffolds to
consider these theories and their usefulness in creating their own beliefs and
theories, it is unlikely that their histories of understanding will reflect mine. The
contexts, the readings and the teaching are all different. Reviewing the history of
my own theoretical development and looking at this development in relation to
my students’ learning and development serves to remind me of the uniqueness of
each person’s path and, simultaneously, of the effects of community on what we
learn and how we learn it.

This constant reviewing and reconstruction are what makes teaching and learn-
ing so interesting. It keeps alive the purpose of what we do and allows us to stay
focused on our mission of making schools a better place for everyone who partici-
pates in them—children, teachers, families, administrators, teacher educators. The
educational community is wide. Despite the political pressures of “having to get it
right right now,” there is still scope for learning about why it does or does not work
and for using theoretical perspectives to help us see what is or is not working.
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8 Do you encounter your
students or yourself ?
The search for inspiration as an
essential component of teacher
education

Fred Korthagen and Hildelien
S. Verkuyl

Learning about teaching is a very personal experience. Helping students of
teaching to capitalize on that learning is an essential aspect of teacher education.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 118)

As we have worked in teacher education for more than 25 years, we have been
fascinated by promoting reflection in teachers. Over those years we also started to
worry about the fact that reflection in teacher education often does not seem to
touch the deeper layers in our student teachers’ thinking, layers that seem to be
important to their identity as a teacher. Most teacher educators restrict themselves
to promoting reflection on behavior, competencies and perhaps beliefs about
teaching and learning. We saw many of our student teachers, who were often
fairly competent on these levels, struggle within themselves, especially in their
final teaching practice where they had full responsibility for teaching a limited
number of classes. Their struggles seemed to be related to their personal motiv-
ation for the profession and the gap between this motivation and the realities of
teaching.

Authors such as Allender (2001), Bullough (1997), Loughran (2006), and
Palmer (1998) support our belief that these people were confronted by what is
called the teacher’s self, and that these student teachers need to become more
aware of their inner selves in order to contribute in an adequate way to children’s
learning, growth and well-being. One aspect of this process involves reflecting on
one’s own patterns of survival behavior as a teacher, patterns that often surface
when tensions in the classroom grow. Awareness of these patterns can be a
starting point for further understanding of the teacher self.

The aim of our collaborative study was to find out whether we could help
those student teachers who, during the last stage of their preparation for the
profession, often struggled with their role as a teacher and who sometimes
wondered whether they would be able to realize the ideals they had in mind when
they enrolled in teacher education. Our goal was to offer these student teachers



insight into their own professional identity and a renewed sense of mission and
inspiration.

From the outset it was clear to us that we could not undertake this enterprise
without questioning our own professional identities and missions as teacher edu-
cators (see Loughran, 2006, p. 18). One cannot help others look more closely at
their own inner selves if one has not done this oneself and become acquainted
with the fears, obstacles and joys inherent to such a quest. For that reason we
engaged in an intensive joint self-study process during which we promoted each
other’s reflection on our behavior as teacher educators and our own inner poten-
tials, as they surfaced during the preparation and presentation of the workshop.
Moreover, we decided that it was necessary to also share with the student teachers
elements of our own professional struggles, past and present. We kept track of our
own journey and repeatedly questioned each other, especially on issues such as
our own ideals in education and the deeper sources of our ways of functioning as
teacher educators. We also asked the students to record their learning processes
during the workshop. Finally, we evaluated the whole enterprise with them, both
orally and by means of a questionnaire. Here we report our study, which began
with clarifying our theoretical starting points and own philosophy of teacher
education.

Theoretical framework and philosophy of education

A view of reflection

Reflection is generally acknowledged to be an important instrument in teacher
development (Korthagen et al., 2001). However, in many teacher education pro-
grams the emphasis is often placed on a fairly instrumental interpretation of reflec-
tion that stresses the initial steps along the professional path and the need to
survive in the midst of a multitude of intensive experiences. This approach can
lead the student teacher to concentrate on the problem of how to handle tomor-
row’s lesson. Moreover, those student teachers who do tend to think deeply
about their lessons may have a narrow view of their profession. The “restricted
professional” (Hoyle, 1980) is often oriented towards the content and pedagogy
of his subject, giving insufficient thought to the moral aspects of education and
the moral culture of the school, i.e., the values, standards and belief systems that
are propagated on an individual level and within the school as an institution.

Klaassen (2002) maintains that such teachers are failing to fulfil their social-
pedagogical task, and we concur. In our view there is no longer any doubt that as
a teacher one does indeed have a moral task to fulfill (Hansen, 2001; Willemse
et al., 2005). The moral task is there, whether one acknowledges it or not
(Fenstermacher, 1994). Hence we see it as the responsibility of teacher educators
to create conditions that help student teachers develop a view of the moral aspects
of the teaching profession and of their own social-pedagogical task. In this con-
text, a major role must be reserved for reflection on one’s own professional iden-
tity and one’s social-pedagogical goals and responsibility. Moreover, assistance
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and guidance must be provided as, step by step, students strive to flesh out their
social-pedagogical ideas and ideals. In this way, initially vague concepts can take
on form and content, as student teachers refine and differentiate their ideas and
come to their own personal interpretation of the profession.

In this light, it is encouraging to see that many educators do focus on helping
their students to think more deeply about the way they function with respect to
the goals and values they are striving for in their teaching, and with respect to the
social, political, economic, and cultural context in which that teaching takes place.
The focus of this chapter is the promotion of such reflection among student
teachers, reflection on their personal interpretation of the goals of the profession
and on their own professional mission. We consider this of particular importance
in view of the highly socializing influence of the school context (Zeichner and
Gore, 1990). The question is whether it is possible to counterbalance this
influence and to help teachers to develop a truly personal professional identity.

When studying our own practice as teacher educators in a one-year, post-
graduate teacher education program at a Dutch university, we had to ask our-
selves to what extent we, as teacher educators, succeed in doing what has long
been expected of student teachers:

Student teachers can be armed against socialization into established patterns
of school practice. The student teacher must first gain some idea of who he or
she is, of what he or she wants and, above all, of the ways in which one can
take responsibility for one’s own learning.

(Korthagen, 1988, p. 39)

The teacher education program, preparing teachers for secondary education,
places great emphasis on developing the capacity for reflection; students are
encouraged to reflect in various ways (Korthagen et al., 2001). And yet we kept
asking ourselves whether we had actually reached the core of the matter. In our
view, the crux lies at the point where the development of one’s own identity as a
human being intersects with one’s professional development (Allender, 2001;
Nias, 1989a, 1989b). For example, we believe that it is important for teachers to
become aware of their own strong points, or core qualities, and the personal
values and ideals (Newman, 2000) they are striving for. It is also important to
consider how to give shape to one’s values and ideals by using their core qualities
when confronted with obstacles,. We call the kind of reflection that incorporates
such issues core reflection (Korthagen, 2004; Korthagen and Vasalos, 2005).

The actualization of core qualities

Our focus on personal core qualities is linked to a recent development in psycho-
logy, advocated by people such as Seligman and termed positive psychology.
Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000, p. 7) state that this movement is a reaction
to the fact that for too long psychology has focused on pathology, weakness
and damage done to people, and hence on treatments. They emphasize that
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“treatment is not just fixing what is broken; it is nurturing what is best.” Hence
they point to the importance of positive traits in individuals, which they call
character strengths. They mention as examples traits such as creativity, courage,
kindness, and fairness (Peterson and Seligman, 2000). A central issue in positive
psychology is how these strengths mediate between external events and the
quality of experience, something that is directly relevant to teacher education.

Peterson and Seligman emphasize that, although character strengths can and
do produce desirable outcomes, they are morally valued in their own right, even
in the absence of obvious beneficial outcomes: They state that, although strengths
and virtues no doubt determine how an individual copes with adversity, the focus
is on how they fulfill an individual. Peterson and Seligman add that when people
are referring to their strengths, this correlates with a feeling of this is the real
me, that they show a feeling of excitement when displaying a strength, and,
importantly for our discussion, a rapid learning curve.

The way Seligman and other psychologists within this new field write about
strengths clarifies that they are synonymous with what Ofman (2000) calls core
qualities. He states that such core qualities are always potentially present. He
maintains that the distinction between qualities and competencies lies primarily in
the fact that qualities come from inside, while competencies are acquired from
outside. Almaas (1986, p. 148) talks about essential aspects, which he considers
absolute in the sense that they cannot be further reduced to something else or
analyzed into simpler constituents.

It should be stressed that, when a student teacher comes into touch with a core
quality, it is important for teacher educators to help him or her take the step
towards actualization of that quality in terms of behavior. Only then it can influ-
ence the environment (for example, students in school). Hence it is crucial that
the teacher is not only cognitively aware of a core quality, but that he or she is
emotionally in touch with that quality, makes a conscious decision to mobilize it,
and then carries out that decision (Korthagen and Vasalos, 2005). This is a
process that in our experience often needs support from the teacher educator.

This focus on core qualities may have strong implications for teaching children.
One of the central aims of education is, in our view, to ensure that students of
every race, social class, sex, and age are aware of, and give shape to, their own
inner potential, strength, talents, value, and dignity, whereby others, including
teachers, can provide support and guidance. Hence, in our view, teacher educa-
tors should take the lead in translating the ideas of positive psychology to
education.

Individuation

The process by which human beings become aware of their own unique personal
qualities, learn to handle those qualities in their contact with the outside world,
and ultimately become an individual distinguishable from other human beings is
what Jung (1964) called individuation. Maslow (1968) employs the related con-
cept of self-actualization. This concept has occasionally been criticized for being
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too individualistic and failing to do justice to the relationship between individuals
and their environment (Jansen and Wildemeersch, 1998). In our view, the pro-
cess of individuation or self-actualization will not lead to isolation as long as the
relationship with others is the point of departure. This is in line with the views of
Dewey (1908), who stated that it is above all in their relationship with others that
human beings come to what Maslow later called self-actualization, a process
Dewey describes as a development of the person that is in keeping with his
capacities and potential.

We see no room for individuation or self-actualization until the individual has
succeeded in internalizing the norms of the environment in such a way that a
frame of reference is first formed. In the course of development from birth
onwards, we see that the necessary foundation is provided by imitation of and
identification with others. In adolescence, young people often experience how the
need to belong and to be part of a community conflicts with the need to be
yourself and to develop an identity of your own (Erikson, 1964). There is a
temptation, which continues throughout one’s later life, to turn away from the
individual path and opt instead for adaptation. Independent of the degree to
which people choose the road less traveled or adaptation, they cannot be them-
selves without others. For example, it is precisely in the meeting with others that
we realize that we are different, become aware of our uniqueness, and acquire the
capacity for further development (Taylor, 1989). At the same time, without a
sense of self, there can be no true meeting, no meaningful collaboration. In order
to discover yourself and to meet others, you have to put yourself on the line
(Korthagen, 2004).

The way to self-knowledge: identity and self-understanding

In the process of individuation, a person develops a realization of his individuality.
This is what Erikson (1964) means when he speaks of a sense of identity, which
“focuses on the meanings constituting the self as an object, gives structure and
content to the self-concept, and anchors the self to social systems” (Gecas, 1985,
p. 739; see also Beijaard, 1995). According to Erikson, identity is a concept that
refers to unity of being. Despite the processes of change a person undergoes, he
or she remains the same person and becomes increasingly aware of his or her self.
Some authors speak of the importance of self-understanding (Heschel, 1965;
Kelchtermans and Vandenberghe, 1994).

Professional identity

A major part of a person’s development and identity is the choice of career and the
manner in which one behaves in a profession, particularly in relation to the aims,
values and norms guiding professional actions. Student teachers, especially those
who start teacher education after completing a degree course at university, usually
face relatively late the questions and choices related to their profession and the
practice of that profession. Within a period of just one year, our students go from
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being a student to being a teacher. In that year the foundation is laid for that part of
the identity that has to do with one’s profession. What kind of teacher am I? What
kind of teacher do I want to be, given who I am and what I stand for? Because one’s
professional identity is inextricably bound up with other aspects and components
of a person’s identity (Lipka and Brinthaupt, 1999; Nias, 1989a, 1989b), the
development of professional identity will affect all aspects of the student teacher’s
personality. Through the confrontations inherent in teaching, questions related to
the person’s self-knowledge and self-esteem, as well as personal norms and values,
will again be relevant and have to be answered. Teaching and guiding children
offers a valuable mirror for anyone who takes the time and effort to hold it up and
look within. It makes possible the next essential developmental step: dealing with
the question “Who am I and how do I express who I am?” We believe that these are
essential questions for teachers and, as Clandinin and Huber (2005) indicate, these
questions interweave the personal and the professional.

Tickle (1999, p. 123) notes that, both in policy and practice, the connection
between “personhood and teacherhood” has had scant attention. An exception is
the work of Kelchtermans, who emphasizes the importance of professional self-
understanding of teachers (Kelchtermans and Vandenberghe, 1994, p. 89) and the
role of critical incidents, phases and individuals in the professional development of
teachers. Another recent exception is Allender (2001), who shows how teacher
educators can help student teachers to explore issues related to the teacher’s self.
Taking a step along the path leading to a professional identity of your own means
being able to interpret your behavior, analyze situations and acquire insight into
the reciprocal processes that take place between you and your students (Korthagen
et al., 2001, pp. 108–130). For a student teacher, such advanced reflection
requires, for example, that you have the courage to examine your own survival
patterns, patterns that come into play when the tension in the classroom increases.
This is the moment when the question arises of who you are in addition to those
patterns, or who you really are. It will be clear that such a question goes beyond
the field of professional development. In some cases the individual discovers the
central role that mere survival has come to play in his or her own life. Examining
your professional identity has everything to do with the ability to acknowledge
your own vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 1996; Palmer, 1998).

We see our perspective concurring with that of Loughran (2006, p. 136), who
states that “professional learning is not developed through simply gaining more
knowledge, rather professional learning is enhanced by one becoming more per-
ceptive to the complexities, possibilities and nuances of teaching contexts.” We
add that it is important to also become more perceptive of the complexities,
possibilities and nuances of one’s own personal and professional being.

The workshop
Here we describe how the themes sketched above affected our own practice as
teacher educators and also affected our own professional identities. We developed
a workshop consisting of 4 half-day sessions (plus homework) to be held at the
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end of the one-year teacher education program, after the independent final teach-
ing practice period. During this three-month period, each student teacher had full
responsibility for a number of classes in secondary education (a 40 percent weekly
teaching load) and was supervised at a distance by a co-operating teacher who did
not attend the student teacher’s lessons. Our workshop was one of 21 offered in
our program, from which students were required to choose two. This meant that
we were able to work with student teachers who had expressed a certain affinity
with the theme, a pre-condition that we felt was important. One cannot force
people to become actively involved in their own development. The point at which
people are prepared to address questions about their own identity, including their
professional identity, varies considerably.

The title of the workshop, “Do you encounter your students or yourself?”,
apparently hit the nail on the head, for many student teachers said it was precisely
the question they had been wrestling with. In the workshop we took this as our
point of departure for a reflective process. We made it clear that a crisis is an
opportunity, an opportunity to find out more about who you actually are and
what you should be doing in the classroom. Fifteen students registered for the
workshop.

Elements of the workshop

We now describe some parts of the workshop to show how we worked together
and to illustrate the reflection put forward by the student teachers. At the start of
the first session we asked the participants the following questions:

1 What made you sign up for the workshop? Did the text of the announcement
appeal to you?

2 What do you want to get out of the workshop?
3 How are you planning to ensure that you succeed?

The participants worked in groups of two, helping each other to come to a clear
formulation of their answers. After they finished, a fourth question was added:

4 How will you know when what you wrote under question 2 has actually been
achieved? What is the criterion?

One-third of the participants reported that they were attracted by the title of the
workshop; during the independent final teaching practice period, in particular,
they increasingly felt that they were indeed part of the problem. In the first round,
participants reported the following statements on their wish lists:

• How do I turn unexpected situations to my advantage?
• What are the alternatives and what kind of teacher do I want to be? Who

am I, how do I want to function, and once I know that, how do I go about
doing it?
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• I want to do something, but it turns out differently than I expected. Is it my
fault, or the fault of my students? I want to be able realize in time that things
are going wrong.

• I want to feel positive about myself.
• I need more certainty about the choices I make.
• I’d like to get out of the vicious circle: the same aspects of my character keep

surfacing. I don’t seem to be able to break the pattern.
• Fundamental doubts: why do I do things? Is this what I want, or have I made

the wrong choice? How do I handle this?
• I take things too seriously. I wish I could see things in perspective.
• I have to behave in a certain way—I can do it, but I don’t feel comfortable

with it. That means making choices. It also means looking deep inside myself.
• Being myself in the classroom, instead of playing a role. The latter doesn’t

suit me. Am I going to be asked to do things that I’m not comfortable with?
Can I be myself?

• I want clearer limits, and I want to be able to define them more clearly.
• I can’t allow myself to have doubts, I’m afraid to have doubts. I want to

be able to give classroom experiences and my own behavior a place. Now
I spend too much time brooding about things that went wrong.

• In the class I see myself as a kind of policeman, and that’s something I don’t
want to be.

We believe that this list mirrors the student teachers’ struggles to find and express
the self in teaching, something that we made explicit in the workshop. The list
led to an intense discussion of the purpose of teaching, including issues such as
inspiration and dealing with obstacles to one’s inner mission.

The next assignment, named discrepancy analysis, is simple but highly effective
for promoting core reflection: Think about one positive and one negative experi-
ence during your practice teaching. What is the difference between these two experi-
ences? During their teacher education program, all the participants have become
familiar with having conversations with their peers that promote reflection (peer-
based reflection). Thus they have experience in active listening and responding
empathetically, asking open follow-up questions and summarizing, all of which
are intended to help the person who raised the point to arrive at a clearer formu-
lation of his or her own thoughts and feelings. We made use of this background
by dividing the participants into groups and giving them an assignment to fur-
ther clarify the difference between the positive and the negative experience.
At the end of the exercise they are asked to complete one of the following
statements:

I am someone who needs . . .

I am someone who considers . . . important.

I am someone who strives for . . .
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To give the exercise additional depth and promote core reflection, we introduced
a model of levels of reflection that is an adaptation of the Bateson model
(Dilts, 1990). Korthagen (2004) calls it the onion model, as he visualizes it with
circular layers (see also Loughran, 2006, pp. 118–119). The following levels
are distinguished and are considered to range from outer to inner, as in Figure
8.1: (1) Environment (What do I encounter?), (2) Behavior (What do I do?),
(3) Competencies (What am I competent at?), (4) Beliefs (What do I believe?),
(5) Identity (Who am I?), and (6) Mission (or spirituality) (What inspires me?).
Loughran (2006, p. 121) states that reflection at all these levels helps to shape the
development of the professional self.

In groups of three, the participants helped each other to determine at which
level or levels their questions and dilemmas were located. During this exercise it
also became clear that the inner levels influence the outer levels. For example, the
resolve not to act as a policeman in the classroom will determine the character-
istics you want to develop and your subsequent behavior, and thus your environ-
ment. By contrast, the confrontation with the environment (such as a difficult
class) will make it clear that you are not at liberty to display the behavior you want
to; you may then have a desire to develop certain competencies. This, in turn, can
lead you to ask yourself to what extent you can be yourself in the classroom, and

Figure 8.1 Layers in the onion model
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who that self actually is. Through confrontation with the environment, the
process can continue right up to the most inner level, touching on such questions
as how to give meaning to one’s work (level of mission). A number of participants
later mentioned that the level schema provided new insight, because it helped
them to place their experiences within the big picture, as in the following
example:

I want to learn how to be clear and maintain classroom order. This is a point
that came up in the “environment.” It was related to “competencies.” I had
to expand my behavioral repertoire in dealing with a group. It’s not so much
about my identity, since in day-to-day environments people often say that
I’m bossy and strict. The classroom setting itself demanded strictness and
clarity.

Positive thinking and learning to cope with the unexpected have to do with
identity. Often I’m restless or I try to do a lot in a short time. And I’ve never
been that sure of myself. I tend to be intimidated by people who have a lot of
self-confidence. Often a whole class draws its self-confidence from sheer
numbers.

Trying to find—and keep—some peace and quiet (in myself) also has to do
with “competencies.” I have to learn certain forms of behavior in a group
that up to now I’ve had difficulty mastering.

Against the background of the Markings image (Hammarskjöld, 1966), the parti-
cipants were given an opportunity to record in their logbooks their impressions of
the results of the exercises, the insight achieved, and the new questions and
dilemmas raised.

Their homework consisted of a pack of cards with illustrations of animals and,
underneath, some behavioral characteristics of each animal. The assignment was
as follows:

How do you deal with situations in your work where it is difficult or even
impossible to function in keeping with your own values?

Take the situation from the previous exercise that you experienced as
negative.

• How did you react in that situation?
• Which of the animals (one or more) is the best example of your reaction?

Alternatively, you can create an animal metaphor of your own.
• Which quality of that animal is most characteristic of your reaction in

that situation?
• Does the way you reacted help you to realize the values you are trying to

bring about, or does it have the opposite effect?
• Can you think of an alternative way of responding which you would be
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more comfortable with (because it would help you to achieve what you
really want)?

• What keeps you from putting this alternative response into practice?

The participants wrote responses to these questions and handed them in. They all
received a detailed written reply and, in some cases, they were given an article to
read or a particular book was recommended. The notes in the logbook also played
a role in the third session, where the participants worked in small groups. They
were also asked to make a collage focusing on the theme: “What do I consider
important in education? If I start from my ideals: where am I? What do I do? What
am I capable of? What do I believe in? Who am I?” (Compare the reflection levels
mentioned above.)

In the second session the answers to the above questions were discussed in
groups of three. Some of the participants’ comments were as follows:

Self-reflection is difficult, because you don’t always allow yourself to put a
name to the underlying reasons. And in the reflection towards others you
always show your vulnerable side, you give yourself away. So you try to hide,
avoiding direct questions. The image of the owl suits me best: intellectualiza-
tion of feelings.

I reacted like an elephant: I kept my cool, and continued to be friendly,
pretending it didn’t bother me.

When asked whether this response helped her to master the method of working
that she was striving for, this participant answered:

No, not really. I consider it important to be myself and to get into touch with
the students. I wasn’t myself because I didn’t show my true feelings, and
that’s why there was no contact.

Another participant used an animal metaphor of her own:

I reacted like a seven-headed dragon. I want to do everything at once, but I
ended up not doing anything. All the heads contradicted each other.

For the plenary session, each group was asked to summarize the most important
aspects that had occurred and to make note of any questions that had arisen.
Against this background, we also discussed some of the more theoretical aspects
of the workshop, which the participants were given in written form to take home.
First, we looked at the theory behind growing as a human being, which is related
to the development of personality (together with the accompanying survival
patterns), and then at the question of how you can use crises to find the way back
to yourself. We placed the students’ own reflections within a theoretical frame-
work, using a number of concepts from developmental psychology related to the
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development of personal identity. These theories were presented because they
benefit the students’ development and their present experiences. We believe they
are also of fundamental importance for a better understanding of the develop-
mental processes that secondary school students undergo, and as such we con-
sider them essential equipment for teachers. We deliberately illustrated the theor-
ies with examples from our own careers in education. For some students it was a
revelation that the people who were giving the workshop had wrestled with just
such confrontations in their own work, that they still did so, and that the quest
apparently never ends.

The collages on the theme of “What I consider important in education” were
discussed in pairs, with participants helping each other to put the images into
words and to record the essence of their findings. The activities were rounded
off with a guided meditation, during which the students used the power of
imagination to get in touch with their own power. Each of them was then
asked to come up with one word or one core principle that expressed his or her
own strength or quality as a teacher. They then wrote that word under their
collage.

Evaluation of the workshop

How successful was the experimental workshop? We evaluated the workshop care-
fully, both orally and by means of a questionnaire. The 15 student teachers were
enthusiastic about the workshop, especially about the fact that it touched on
aspects of their professional development that they experienced as fundamental
but that had not been dealt with in their preparation program. The theme of the
workshop focused on the very aspects they struggled with and helped them to
learn from these struggles. Some reactions were:

• The workshop hit the core: we talked about the essence of being a teacher.
• This should be a standard element in the teacher education program.
• This stimulates your professional growth, as you are forced to look at the

essentials of what happened during your teaching practice.

On a 5-point scale 77 percent of the students scored the workshop a 4 (good)
and 23 percent scored a 5 (very good). They also indicated that the timing of
this workshop (at the end of independent final teaching practice period) was
essential for its success, and that it added something important to the guidance
they had had before during the teacher education program. We conclude that
indeed a more fundamental process, which we promoted during the workshop,
is needed when encounters with students in school cause feelings of crisis in
student teachers. As one student teacher said: “When I can see clearly again, I
have more courage to face the confrontation and I can feel my feet on the
ground.”
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Final thoughts about the workshop
In our Western world, individuals who have reached the age of 18 or 21 are
legally adults and thus responsible for their own actions. Becoming an adult is a
transitional process that may take many years, depending on the person, his or
her activities, and the responsibilities he or she faces. Most student teachers have
already made certain choices related to searching for and finding a partner;
almost all of them have lived on their own for a number of years and have seen
quite a bit of the world. Many have considerable work experience, if only in the
form of part-time jobs designed to provide some financial flexibility. Life has not
left them untouched. Judging by their stories, the transition from the status of
student to that of teacher, with all the accompanying responsibilities, is a large
step indeed. They realize that theirs is a pedagogical responsibility, one that
cannot be shirked.

During this phase, students and beginning teachers have considerable doubts
about their own abilities. These doubts arise during the teaching practice period,
in particular during the independent final teaching practice period, and they con-
tinue in the initial months or years of their teaching career. These doubts are
concerned with their own limitations, uncertainty about the image that students
and colleagues have of them, and uncertainty about their own beliefs. These
doubts are well founded and this uncertainty is justified, given that freedom of
choice, certainty, and self-confidence are only achieved on the basis of experience
and the learning process those experiences provide.

In the negative experience that I had in mind for this session, I was
obsessed with the need for clarity. What were the limits I wanted to
accept, and within which the students would feel comfortable? I ignored
disturbances and failed to deal with troublemakers because I wanted to
finish a test. The result was loss of interest in the class, run-of-the-mill
teaching, and students who were just “sitting it out” (i.e., saved by the
bell).

Contact with students can confront beginning teachers with existing feelings of
uncertainty and lack of self-confidence, leading to worry that they may never
become a good teacher, and even that they are unsuited to the profession.

Developing an identity of one’s own with respect to the profession one has
chosen is a process that has only just begun for the majority of student teachers
and beginning teachers. That is why it is so important to promote core reflection,
which implies reflection on identity and mission, and to provide the space student
teachers need to explore their experiences in more depth (see Korthagen and
Vasalos, 2005).

Via the question of how I can be myself in class, I started thinking about
whether I really belong in the classroom. My uncertainty about that last
point makes it more difficult to answer the first question.
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One participant described the snares and traps that lie along the “winding path
leading to self-understanding” as follows:

For me it’s important to learn how not to let people walk all over me in
the class. It doesn’t take students long to realize that that’s what I do, and
then there’s no stopping them. During teaching practice several students
were extremely insolent to me, and I let them get away with it. In the
workshop I want to find out what it is that goes on inside me when a
student walks all over me and I just let it happen, instead of standing up
for myself.

Some students have made disparaging remarks about my teaching skills. I
really took that to heart. It’s clear that this is a problem on the level of
competencies. But that’s not all. Am I actually someone? Or am I nobody?

After expressing her confidence in her own capacity for growth, this same student
teacher said:

I believe that teaching is something you learn by making mistakes; in fact, the
more mistakes you make, the more you learn. Maybe things don’t go well
right from the start. But that doesn’t mean that you have to go through a
kind of identity crisis if you don’t perform well.

If we proceed on the assumption that every new aspect of adulthood has to be
integrated into one’s sense of identity, then having to settle into the profession in
such a short time may well generate a sense of crisis. Apparent certainties disap-
pear, questions raised by classroom situations go unanswered, qualities you were
accustomed to rely on are no longer sufficient. Have you come to a dead end?
Would it be better to just give up? A crisis creates new possibilities and room for
development, but it is not until a crisis is over that you can say anything meaning-
ful about your own crisis experiences and, more cautiously, about those of others.
Throughout a lifetime, even in the moment of crisis, it is possible to retain the
trust that this, too, will come to an end and that it is one of those experiences
necessary to give meaning to your life. The majority of young people are not yet
receptive to these words of wisdom. It is a difficult and trying period, one that
requires guidance if beginning teacher are to get through it, perhaps not
unscathed but enriched by a deeper realization of their own identity. Diamond
(1991) believes that such a learning process represents the highest level of teacher
development, as does James (1996), because it involves a fundamental change of
perspective (Mezirow, 1981). One participant in the workshop wrote that, in
difficult confrontations with students, she tended to just give in because she finds
such confrontations so threatening. She is prepared to go to any length to restore
calm, and she tries to please everyone: “When I’m seeing things clearly, I’m not
afraid of a confrontation and am better able to stand my ground.” Often more is
needed to achieve this than can be provided during a teaching practice period. In
the words of Jung (as cited in Pipes and Davenport, 1990), “In the great crises of
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life, in the supreme moments when to be or not to be is the question, little tricks
of suggestion do not help” (Hammarskjöld, 1966).

Our own quest
As teacher educators, we learned a great deal from this workshop. First, a it has
brought us to a deeper level of contact with our own ideals concerning the
promotion of core qualities in both teachers and students. This concurs with
Loughran’s (2006, pp. 119–120) point that in order to work with student
teachers on the deeper levels of the onion (such as the level of mission), teacher
educators themselves need to be in touch with their mission. A deeper awareness
of our own missions was stimulated by confrontations with our own struggles and
fears. After all, we were doing something completely new—new to ourselves and
also to our institute, and perhaps even to the larger community of teacher educa-
tors. This made us feel vulnerable, a feeling further enhanced by the reactions of
some colleagues. Even before the workshop began, some reacted negatively, sug-
gesting that what we intended to do represented a form of therapy. In their view,
we should stick to our roles as teacher educators, roles that apparently have little
to do with conceptions at the identity level. In terms of the onion model, the
message seemed to be “confine yourselves to student teachers’ behaviors, com-
petencies, and perhaps beliefs, but stay away from discussing underlying personal
struggles. That’s none of your business!” Apparently, people tend to connect
going deeper with therapy, and consider it dangerous, whereas to us therapy is
something completely different from what we were attempting in the workshop
(Korthagen and Vasalos, 2005). In fact, we viewed not going deeper as danger-
ous, because many student teachers seem lost in their encounters with students in
schools, with little support for such significant struggles.

We had to obtain permission to offer the workshop, and the program coordin-
ator even asked us to organize small group meetings with the entire staff in order
to explain in more detail what we intended to do. Although the request seemed
bizarre because other colleagues had never been asked to follow such a procedure
after developing new approaches, we did organize the small-group conversations.
Surprisingly, they appeared to result in an unexpected incentive for the program
as a whole. Our entire staff became more aware of the professional choices we
were all making, often without being aware of them. Moreover, our own aware-
ness of our roles and missions as teacher educators was enhanced by presenting
our ideas and answering the questions. Permission to proceed was granted and, in
retrospect, most colleagues seem somewhat amazed that they initially wanted to
stop us.

The insight that our workshop would fall into a sensitive area certainly added to
our sense of vulnerability. We had to question and support each other intensively
to be able to proceed under this pressure and deal with the insecurity that it
created. In other words, we encountered ourselves. The positive outcome was
that we became even more aware of the hidden, or even forbidden, areas of
teacher education, and of our wish and potential to fill this gap. To both of us, this
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crisis was a powerful boost in our own professional development. For Fred, it has
led to the development of a new approach to supervision, the so-called multi-level
approach, which is grounded in the concept of core reflection. It has been suc-
cessful in promoting the further professional growth of in-service teachers in the
Netherlands (Korthagen and Vasalos, 2005). Hildelien has recently abandoned
her job as a teacher educator in order to devote herself completely to the intensive
support of children (and their parents and teachers) struggling with the core
conflict of adjustment versus being oneself.

Both developments illustrate how an encounter with a threatening environ-
ment may ultimately help to express more fully one’s personal mission. As
Loughran (2006, pp. 18–19, 116) describes it, teachers also must be willing to
use their experiences for an encounter with themselves, as an opportunity to gain
a deeper understanding of oneself. Thus, even before the workshop began, we
embarked on a quest for the essence of our professional and personal selves.
The workshop itself contributed to another important aspect of this quest—
authenticity. The workshop almost forced us to show our own genuine inner
selves to student teachers, particularly in those moments when the students came
face to face with parts of themselves they had long tried to avoid becoming aware
of. In trying to stay close to these students in such moments, we as teacher
educators were faced with the question, “Do we encounter our students or our-
selves?” Like the student teachers, we were in a process of constant change, as we
were continuously confronted with situations that forced us to look in the mirror
and ask ourselves questions such as “Who are you?,” “What do you stand for?”
and “Are you willing to be completely true to yourself?” These are precisely the
questions that our student teachers struggle with. We were fairly open to them
about our own struggles, and we linked this not only to their experiences but also
to supporting children who are struggling to find their own identities. For student
teachers and children alike, providing such support requires an attitude of open-
ness, respect and humility in order to support the other self in finding his or her
own answers. Providing support also demands the willingness to accept one’s own
vulnerability. As Loughran (2006, p. 123) states: “Learning and teaching about
teaching is a risky business.” To this we add that it is also a rewarding business.
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9 A teacher of teachers

Cristy L. Kessler

I am a teacher, and the term teacher conjures up many familiar images and stereo-
types of what a teacher is and what a teacher does. I am a teacher educator—a
teacher of teachers. Again, many images come to mind, but not all center on the
synergies associated with being a teacher and doing teaching. In many instances,
the differences between being a school teacher and a teacher educator are per-
ceived to be so great that the distinction is exacerbated, often to the detriment
of the teacher educator. Perhaps it is partly as a result of these differences that
there was a push in late 1980s and early 1990s for teacher educators to be more
in touch with teaching, leading to a call for teacher educators to have recent,
relevant and successful classroom experience (Boxall and Burrage, 1989). At
the heart of this debate is the ever-present gap between theory and practice
(Korthagen and Kessels, 1999; Korthagen et al., 2001) and the issues, problems
and concerns associated with any such discussion: “In educational discourse,
there has been for many years an extensive, though perhaps not very fruitful,
discussion of the relations between ‘theory’ and ‘practice,’ the ‘foundations of
education’ and actual teaching” (Brandon, 1995, p. 69).

I can state confidently that I now better understand how issues associated with
thinking about the theory–practice gap can grow and take on a life of their own
because, for a brief period of time after I moved to the university arena, I forgot
what it was to be a teacher. In so doing, difficult questions quickly arose, includ-
ing “Did I choose to escape the K–12 ranks to avoid the pitfalls associated with
No Child Left Behind?” and “Was I really prepared to become an educator of pre-
service teachers and be challenged to investigate my own teaching?” For me, the
only way to respond to these questions was to do what I could to “practice what I
preach” and become a highly qualified teacher as mandated under No Child Left
Behind. On November 18, 2005, I was awarded National Board Certification in
Adolescence and Young Adulthood/Social Studies-History (see National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards, 1998). As a university professor with a doc-
toral degree, I am now deemed to be highly qualified as measured by the National
Standards, but what does all of that mean for me as a teacher of pre-service
teachers? What does it mean for my student teachers?

Loughran (2006) suggests that teacher educators’ teaching about teaching
should be explicit, articulated, meaningful and immediately evident in what he



described as a pedagogy of teacher education. In this chapter I explain how my
experience in gaining National Board certification has not only enhanced my
knowledge of a pedagogy of teacher education but also helped me to develop the
ways in which I enact that pedagogy. What I experienced through National Board
certification goes well beyond more common and superficial understandings of
recent and relevant experience and captures deeper intentions that highlight the
importance of the interaction, as opposed to the often-maligned gap, between
theory and practice. This is a crucial learning outcome in enacting my pedagogy
of teacher education.

Challenges faced when moving into the university
Professors are often described as living in an ivory tower. As both a pre-service
teacher and as a university student, I observed professors who projected this
image. I also experienced this image while pursuing my two graduate degrees.
Hanna (2003, p. 26) describes the ivory tower as “a time when knowledge was
to be awarded in order to be preserved, when it served to separate those with
‘class’ from those without, and when the primary medium for storing knowl-
edge was physically and geographically bound books.” This image of the ivory
tower became even more apparent to me as I walked through the door into
university life.

Prior to my first academic appointment, I had taught social studies for 11 years
in a middle school and a high school. Making the change in title from teacher to
professor appeared to earn a little more respect from the general public, and I
believe is related to the ivory tower image. Not only did I change my title, but also
there was a major shift in my teaching style. With so much more freedom at the
university level, a huge burden was lifted from my shoulders; I realized that there
were no standardized tests to which I would be held accountable. The ivory tower
allowed me to set my own office hours while the university determined my class
schedule. If a student missed one class, it was easy for me to make it their issue and
tell them to stop by during office hours to discuss matters with me.

In moving from being a school teacher to a university professor, the most
noticeable change was in my approach to teaching. When I first joined the uni-
versity, I relied heavily on the tenured professors who previously taught the
classes I had been assigned. I asked for copies of their syllabi and asked them to
share with me their pedagogy related to teaching pre-service teachers. Because I
was the rookie, I adopted many of their ideas and, to some extent, modeled my
own syllabi after those provided by tenured faculty members. I soon came to see
that what I was doing was abandoning my own knowledge of teaching, gained as
a classroom teacher, in favor of the practices of my new academic colleagues. By
the end of my first semester of university teaching, I found myself disappointed in
my newly adopted teaching style; I felt that I had let down these soon-to-be
teachers who were my students. I began to see that I needed to do much more to
give them a better idea of what it really meant to teach in the K–12 setting.

During this period of adjustment, I began to question and challenge my own
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beliefs as a teacher of teachers. These challenges were partially driven by com-
ponents of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation. In 2002, NCLB was “the
most sweeping reform of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
since it was first enacted in 1965” (US Department of Education, 2005). Most
of my university colleagues were opposed to many aspects of NCLB. I struggled
with this because I believed it was my job to prepare future teachers to be success-
ful in their classrooms. To be successful, I believed that they needed to be pre-
pared to meet the requirements set forth by NCLB. This federal legislation
requires all classroom teachers to be highly qualified in the subject areas in which
they teach. No Child Left Behind “required local school districts to ensure that all
teachers hired to teach core academic subjects be highly qualified by the end of
school year 2005–2006” (US Department of Education, 2005). NCLB defined
a highly qualified teacher as someone who must possess the following qualifica-
tions: (1) a bachelor’s degree; (2) full state certification or licensure; and (3)
prove they know each subject they teach (US Department of Education, 2005).

I assumed I would be deemed highly qualified on the basis of the advanced
degrees I had earned. Reality was that, by NCLB’s definition, I was not highly
qualified. My advanced degrees were in the fields of education and educational
leadership, and I lacked advanced coursework in my subject area. Because I was
certified as a social studies teacher and taught subjects such as world history, US
history, law, economics, sociology, and psychology, I needed graduate courses in
each of these subject areas or successful completion of the Praxis exam in these
subject areas to be considered a highly qualified teacher. As my first semester of
university teaching was nearing its end, I began to question the impact of NCLB
on me as a university professor: “How could I ensure that my pre-service teachers
would be highly qualified when they entered the teaching profession?” More
importantly, as I continued to grow dissatisfied with my own teaching at the
university level, I questioned how I could practice what I preach and be a highly
qualified teacher.

National Board Certification: the idea, the process
I interviewed for my academic position with the University of Hawaii at Manoa in
March, 2004. The Dean of the College of Education questioned me over break-
fast. As we talked, I believe he came to the realization that I was, in fact, a teacher.
It was at this moment, when he confirmed that I still held a valid teaching license
from the state of Maryland, that he posed the question: “Would you consider
going through the process of National Board Certification (NBC) as a profes-
sor?” Knowing that this job was my dream job, I responded very positively. I
recognized from the expression on the his face that, if I were successful, this
would be a highly acclaimed accomplishment for his college of education. I also
knew that, had I stayed in the high school classroom, I would have also chosen to
undertake this process. At this time, I had no sense of how the journey through
NBC would profoundly change me as a university professor, nor did I recognize
the impact it would have on my university career, as some colleagues embraced
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my pursuit while others critiqued me every step of the way. Nonetheless, I
became a candidate for the Adolescence and Young Adulthood/Social Studies-
History Certificate. If the question was “How will I be highly qualified and
demonstrate those skills to pre-service teachers?”, then one answer was to pursue
National Board Certification from the National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards (NBPTS).

The purpose of NBPTS is to establish high, rigorous standards for what
accomplished teachers should know and be able to do, in order to develop and
operate a national, voluntary system to assess and certify teachers who meet these
standards and to advance related education reforms for the purpose of improving
student learning in American schools (NBPTS, 2005). NBPTS identifies five core
propositions for accomplished teaching:

1 Teachers are committed to students and their learning.
2 Teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach these subjects to

students.
3 Teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring student learning.
4 Teachers think systematically about their practice and learn from experience.
5 Teachers are members of the learning communities.

(NBPTS, 2005, p. iii)

It was through these core propositions that I began to revisit what good teaching
is all about. I thought that if I could achieve National Board Certification and be
considered highly qualified, then I could model quality teaching for my own
pre-service teachers. What better way for them to learn about teaching?

The process associated with NBC changed my entire outlook on teaching
teachers. Prior to my pursuit of NBC, while working on my graduate degrees, I
was trained to do research on education and write from an analytic and descriptive
standpoint. The NBC process required me to be a reflective writer. By going
through the process myself, I developed new insights into the ways I perceived
my university students. I began to see the need to develop them as reflective
practitioners for their entry into the teaching profession.

The NBC process was rigorous. A candidate must collect data and submit a
portfolio based on four separate entries. Each entry includes several artifacts and
requires the candidate to use descriptive, analytical, and reflective writing prac-
tices to tie the artifacts to key components associated with each entry. Portfolio
Entry 1 for the Adolescence and Young Adulthood/Social Studies-History certi-
ficate requires the teacher to “select three writing assignments/prompts from
three different points in time in an instructional sequence” (NBPTS, 2005). In
this entry, the teacher must show how she teaches reasoning through writing
assignments. Entry 2 must showcase a videotaped segment of how the teacher
engages the students in a whole-class lesson. The discussion needs to showcase
how civic competence is fostered in the classroom. Entry 3 must be a videotape
submitted to highlight the teacher effectively engaging students in small-group
work that should be based on the idea of promoting social understanding in a
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social studies classroom. The fourth and final entry is based on the teacher’s
documented accomplishments. This entry may include accomplishments for
the prior five years of teaching, but a major focus must demonstrate two-way
communication with parents during the year in which the portfolio is being
completed.

Once the portfolio is submitted, the second part of the NBC process requires
the candidate to provide evidence of content knowledge across the entire devel-
opmental age range of his or her certificate area, as outlined in the standards set
forth by NBPTS. The assessment consists of six exercises, each allowing up to
30 minutes for a response. These exercises, developed and designed by practicing
teachers in each certificate area, are designed to assess a candidate’s fundamental
content knowledge that supports quality instruction in their classroom on a daily
basis, not the textbooks or resource materials that they might acquire. An exercise
may consist of one or more prompts or questions that may present a scenario or
student profile for one to consider before responding (NBPTS, 2005).

To complete the entire NBC process I needed to find a classroom where I
could teach for a sufficient length of time to collect all of my evidence, and I felt
anxious about the process because I had left the public school arena. I wondered
how many other university professors had tried to do this certification. I knew
other candidates had borrowed classrooms to fulfill the requirements for National
Board Certification, but most, if not all, still worked in the K–12 setting and had
easy access to classrooms. Additionally, most of them were familiar with their
schools and the surrounding communities. I had just moved 6,000 miles from my
home in Maryland to Hawaii and I was not familiar with the public schools in
Hawaii. I did not know the name of a single student, nor did I know the parents
or school community. To ease the difficulty of the process, I borrowed two 10th
grade world history classes in a public charter school; world history had been my
specialty as a high school teacher in Maryland. I borrowed the classroom for a
total of eight weeks, two weeks observing the classes with their regular teacher
and six weeks teaching classes to collect data for the portfolio.

What does the process of National Board Certification
mean?
Initially, I thought I would go through the NBC process on its own, not realizing
that the process could generate a research agenda in my new role as a university
professor. Fortunately, I decided to keep a journal to highlight my accomplish-
ments and struggles through the process. The journal served two purposes, help-
ing me to construct my written responses for the portfolio entries and, later,
helping me to revisit and analyze my own teaching practices. It was through this
reflective process that two themes—flexibility and planning—emerged, propel-
ling me to revisit my own teaching techniques as I worked with pre-service
teachers. In order to understand how the NBC process could influence my col-
lege courses, I also needed to analyze several dimensions of my return to the high
school classroom.
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Flexibility

The first major theme I identified was flexibility. After moving to the university
ranks, I became somewhat rigid in my teaching practice. My classes were
scheduled for the same day and time every week, and if a student missed a
class, class still moved forward. There were no assemblies, field trips, fire drills, or
personal issues to disrupt class. It was my time, my class, my agenda, and my
inflexibility. Students with issues could always stop by during office hours to
discuss their concerns, and the reality was that my office hours were created for
my convenience, not the students’.

This same philosophy followed me into the 10th grade classes I prepared to
teach. Although I had only been away from the public high school setting for
18 months, I was amazed at what I learned by again walking through the doors of
a public high school: “The bell rings, class is ready to start, my heartbeat is off the
charts, and I am developing sweaty palms and shaky hands; class is ready to
begin.”

There I was, an 11-year teaching veteran now with a doctorate, returning to the
work of a classroom teacher. Once the bell finished sounding, students started to
charge to the front of the room, full of questions: “What was for homework?”;
“Can I please go to the bathroom?”; “I need make-up work now.” I had forgot-
ten how these concerns can seem so paramount to the student, and I had not
prepared for this. I wanted to be in control and I was trying to find my footing,
and all the while my mind was saying to just tell them what I would tell my
university students: “Stop by during office hours and we will take care of it then.”
Then my heart kicked in and reminded me of my passion for kids and teaching
and learning. Thankfully, I was able to find my footing.

In the high school I reverted to a mode of flexibility that compelled me to
create and support a safe learning environment for my new 10th grade students.
Once I remembered what flexibility was all about, I was able to get myself under
control and out of panic mode, maintain my composure, and deal with each
individual student in a way that was acceptable to all of us. The most important
thing to come out of this experience was the way my students felt about being in
my classroom. As I became more flexible, I demonstrated to students how much I
valued them as individuals. I was able to honor each of their concerns and still
engage them in meaningful learning. This raised major questions about what I
had been doing with my students at university.

Planning

The second major theme centered on the idea of planning. As a professor of pre-
service teachers, I established certain requirements associated with the develop-
ment of lesson planning. When I returned to teach in the high school, I had to
take these expectations, apply them to myself, and then explore these self-
imposed expectations. Surely this would determine whether or not they were
valid.
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Almost two months prior to my return to the high school classroom, I finished
outlining the units I would teach. In addition to preparing to teach 10th grade, I
was doing a full workload for the University of Hawaii College of Education. I did
not give a second thought to the amount of planning time. After all, I was a
veteran of the high school classroom and now a professor who teaches teachers.
How much did I really need to plan? I see now that the lack of time I spent
planning and preparing for my 10th grade world history classes would eventually
lead me to restructure how I taught my university methods courses.

I had required my pre-service teachers to create two lesson plans as well as a
unit plan. I asked them: (1) to address national and state standards for content;
(2) to establish learner outcomes that would be assessed; (3) to develop an essen-
tial question for the unit/lesson taught; and (4) to construct summative and
formative assessment pieces that related directly back to the learner outcomes. As
I embarked on my return to K–12 teaching, I was compelled to look at whether
or not I practiced what I was preaching to my pre-service teachers, and the answer
was no. I was too pompous, believing that I was already a good teacher. I had only
completed a skeletal outline for my teaching units, and it resembled nothing like
the work I ask my pre-service teachers to do. Given that I was an 11-year veteran
of the classroom, did I really need to write everything down?

How did my planning look when put into practice on my first day back in the
high school classroom? My first lesson was a disaster. Lesson plan; what lesson
plan? I was so arrogant that I really believed I could use my skeletal unit outlines
and make up the rest on the fly. On my first day, in front of 50 students over two
class periods, my timing was off. I completely forgot to do my closing activity,
which was also my assessment piece for the lesson. But the real eye opener came
when I looked back at that first lesson and realized that I never identified my
learner outcomes. How could I have let this happen? I am a teaching professional
who spends at least half a semester working with pre-service teachers doing the
things I forgot to do in my own teaching. In my own defense, after talking with a
colleague who observed my first day, it was difficult for my students to tell that I
was unprepared. My prior teaching experiences did allow me to cover up for my
lack of planning, but I knew that this was unacceptable.

Feeling like a complete failure on my very first day teaching 10th grade world
history, I decided to rectify the situation by putting more effort into my teaching
preparation. I headed for home with the intention of sitting down and construct-
ing a formal lesson plan, just as I ask my pre-service teachers to do. I spent five
hours doing one lesson plan for the next day of teaching, struggling to find the
best way to teach concepts of Imperial China so that it would be relevant and
interesting for my students. I struggled to find connections between Imperial
China and things my students were familiar with, to build on their prior know-
ledge and make concepts meaningful for them. I recognized the value of a plan-
ning process by forcing myself to revisit content and clearly identify what students
needed to know, be able to do, and care about to achieve quality learning.

Constructing daily lesson plans is not a requirement for National Board
Certification; however, this planning process was essential for me to be an
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effective classroom teacher and to guide the learning process. While preparing my
lesson plans, I also was reminded of another critical issue—flexibility. Until that
first day of teaching, I had no idea of the class structure, the school and classroom
schedule, the personality of the class and, most importantly, the needs of the
learners in each of my two classes. I now found myself sitting down every night to
revisit my lesson plans to ensure that I used instructional strategies to help all of
my students be successful.

How the themes influenced my university teaching
The two themes of planning and flexibility are, in a sense, paradoxical; a carefully
constructed plan could interfere with efforts to be flexible. In preparing pre-
service teachers, I found it extremely important to get my students to understand
the value of preparation for teaching on a daily basis as well as the need to be
flexible to address unforeseen events and the diverse needs of the learner that can
arise on any given day within the structure of the school setting. In order to best
prepare my students for this paradox in education, I came to see the need to
restructure my teaching of lesson and unit planning and to demonstrate for them
the impact of flexibility on student outcomes.

As a rookie professor I established a set of requirements for the social studies
methods course, including rigorous guidelines for lesson plans and a unit plan. I
expected my future teachers to generate these detailed lesson plans in less than
nine weeks and to have their unit plans completed two weeks later. The guidelines
for these lesson plans needed to include the elements of:

• Introduction/rationale;
• time required for teaching the lesson;
• generalization/content area(s)/Department of Education Content

Standards/National Council for Social Studies Themes;
• concepts of the lesson;
• materials required;
• instructional objectives/learner outcomes;
• procedures;
• evaluation/assessment;
• closure.

My students were required: (1) to select a unit or theme that can be taught within
a five- to ten-day period in any history class—world history, US history, or
Hawaiian history; (2) to integrate the major generalizations from a minimum of
three social studies disciplines; and (3) to incorporate the major components used
for the lesson plans. Just two weeks after the pre-service teachers finished their
second lesson plan, the unit plan was due at the end of the semester. There was
little discussion of their lesson and unit plans, as I only provided written feedback
and then returned them. There was no time built into the course for students to
act on the feedback and rework their plans. Although this process was considered

A teacher of teachers 131



sufficient for preparing students for their student teaching, based on advice from
university colleagues, my personal experience in returning to the high school
arena now revealed otherwise.

My course syllabus might look rigorous and essential to support quality
teachers. Was this type of rigor promoting realistic outcomes? When I looked in
the mirror and walked the daily walk of a teacher, I easily identified with the
learning process of a student teacher. I was expecting pre-service teachers to
construct lesson plans and unit plans that only accomplished teachers could
create. I was expecting them to create their plans with minimal guidance and
feedback. Although I taught concepts associated with teaching secondary social
studies, I expected the pre-service teachers to know how to take these concepts
and to apply them to their plans, even though they had spent little time in a real
classroom. They had no experience, from a teacher’s perspective, of classroom
dynamics, student learning styles, classroom time limits, or real curricula.

I was compelled to change how I taught lesson and unit planning to my pre-
service teachers and I began using the concept of chunking to teach planning and
preparation. I began my discussion of lesson planning by setting the stage for my
pre-service teachers with a class profile describing the students in a real class. For
example:

You are teaching a 7th grade world history class to 32 students. The class is
45 minutes in length. It is scheduled for 2nd period, and the school schedule
does not rotate. Of the 32 students, 14 are boys and 18 are girls. They are of
average ability. Three students have been identified as ADD.

After distributing the profile, we discuss the elements that must be considered
when deciding how and what to teach. Then I ask them to select any topic that fits
within 7th grade world history. Once their topics are selected, they construct the
first part of the lesson, including backward mapping. They identify learner out-
comes, standards being taught, and assessments. During the next class, we break
into small groups to discuss these elements. I ask my students to make sure the
learner outcomes relate to the selected topic and to make sure the assessment
connects directly to the outcomes. Once we have clarity on these aspects of lesson
planning, we move into the development of strategies to engage all students.
These are shared in small groups, again making sure that the pre-service teachers
are able to link to the learner outcomes and remain consistent with the topic and
assessment.

After enough class time has been spent on identifying and understanding
teacher-directed and student-directed activities, I ask my students to create one of
each and add it to their lesson plan. We then talk about transitioning between
activities and I always remind them to make sure they connect to the learner
outcomes and assessment. Again, in class, we share and discuss each pre-service
teacher’s ideas. We critically evaluate where we are and make necessary changes.
The last part of the lesson development is the closing. We also discuss pros and
cons of how homework should look and how it should be used.
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Once we have discussed, revised, and sometimes re-vamped our individual
lesson plans, we might then also address another class profile and change the
lesson plan to fit the dynamics of the new classroom. A new profile might read as
follows:

You are teaching a 10th grade world history class consisting of 30 students.
This class is an advanced-placement course with 17 boys and 13 girls. The
total class time each day is a 75-minute block.

I want my pre-service teachers to understand that one size does not fit all when it
comes to teaching. As a teacher, they will need to adjust their plans to meet the
diverse needs of their students and classes. This new process for creating lesson
plans takes half a semester in my university methods course. We develop the
lessons in conjunction with our learning of instructional strategies, classroom
management, and student diversity. Instead of teaching planning in isolation, it is
woven into each class session to incorporate all the major concepts associated with
research-based best practices.

My experience with Board certification also highlighted for me the need to
fundamentally change my approach to the unit-planning process in my methods
course. Using the lesson development process described above, we now focus on
how to expand one of their lessons into a ten-day unit. My students are given the
choice of taking one of their lessons (either the middle-level or the high school
lesson) and use the backward mapping design process to construct a multi-lesson
unit plan. Student teachers identify the unit, develop learner outcomes and the
standards to be used in the entire unit, and construct summative assessment
pieces. During our next class session, we move into small groups to discuss and
align the assessment piece with the learner outcomes and standards. Over the last
half of the semester, my students use the same process to develop individual lesson
plans for their unit. During each class, time is devoted to discussion and refine-
ment of lessons. By the time the unit plans are turned in, they have learnt much
more about teaching, learning and planning for teaching and learning through
the collaboration and feedback received during the process. In short, they are no
longer just doing a task. As Kellough and Carjuzaa (2006, p. 14) state: “Students
need teachers who are well organized and who know how to establish and man-
age an active and supportive learning environment.” This environment has now
become a primary focus in my teaching about teaching and I aim explicitly to
develop these characteristics in my pre-service teachers.

As noted earlier, linking flexibility and planning seems somewhat paradoxical,
yet the two ideas really do fit together. My revised approach to lesson and unit
plan processes now incorporates major ideas associated with the need for flexibil-
ity. As each classroom scenario is changed, and as we work together to discuss and
develop our understanding of lessons and units, pre-service teachers come to see
the need to adjust their plans to accommodate all learners. With a focus on
flexibility, I am now more easily able to teach differentiated instruction and
provide concrete examples of how it can be employed in the classroom.
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Just as I came to see the critical importance of flexibility to my success as a
high school teacher, I have also come to realize how much I need to adopt this
concept in my university teaching. By remembering how I set the stage with
my high school students on the first day of class by addressing their needs, I am
reminded of the need to do likewise with my university classes. “Students respond
best to teachers who provide leadership and who enjoy their function as role
models, advisors, mentors, and reflective decision makers” (Kellough and Carju-
zaa, 2006, p. 14). If this is to hold true for students in the K–12 setting, should it
not also apply to pre-service teachers at the university level? Being a flexible
teacher matters in meeting the needs of students in the classroom.

My experiences in completing National Board certification helped me to better
understand the development of my pedagogy of teacher education. The notion of
flexibility highlighted for me that when I practiced flexibility, I also displayed
compassion for my students. I began to see how my practice as a teacher educator
was being informed by my knowledge of practice. I no longer responded to my
students by saying, “Stop by during office hours”; rather, I deliberately stepped
down from the ivory tower to model for my pre-service teachers how being
flexible demonstrated compassion. As I enacted a new pedagogy of teacher educa-
tion, I came to purposefully build time into my lesson plans to address the needs
of my students. I became more open to their ideas and we worked together to
solve problems. My pre-service teachers could see, first hand through my own
teaching about teaching, how flexibility and compassion support the development
of a positive and caring learning environment.

What does it mean to be a teacher of teaching?
How do teaching and learning really improve? It’s as simple as this: I cannot
improve my practice in isolation from others. To improve, I must have
formats, structures, and plans reflecting on, changing, and assessing my
practice.

(Glickman, 2002, p. 4)

Although I did not realize it at the time, when I embarked on National Board
Certification, the parallels between teaching and teaching about teaching made it
almost inevitable that the process would be a catalyst for me to study my own
practice and to do so through a self-study methodology (Hamilton et al., 1998).
Self-study highlighted the importance of applying the same intentions inherent in
my high school teaching to my teaching of pre-service teachers. As a teacher of
future teachers, the process of National Board Certification reminded me of my
mission: To prepare highly qualified teachers for their own classrooms. The pro-
cess has now changed the essence of my university teaching and allowed me to
survive and thrive in my profession as a teacher of teaching.

Returning to the hallowed hallways of high school in my quest for National
Board Certification forced me to question how I prepared my pre-service teachers
for their careers. To work in the ivory tower does not mean abandoning what I
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knew as an accomplished high school teacher, but it does mean developing and
extending that practice to purposefully bridge the gap between the university (or
the world of theory) and public school classrooms (the world of practice).

At the university level I became more aware of the importance of modeling
good teaching practices and dispositions. When I recognized the connection
between flexibility and compassion and then employed such dispositions in
my university classroom, my students seemed better prepared to create positive
learning environments for their future students and classrooms. Compassion
is certainly a disposition associated with the profession of teaching. Wenzlaff
(1998, p. 566) states that colleges of teacher education should help pre-service
teachers “realize their beliefs about teaching and dispositions desired for effective
teaching.” Richardson and Onwuegbuzie (2003, p. 14) go on to say that “by
understanding the beliefs, skills, and dispositions of teacher candidates, teacher
educators are able to guide the candidates through the teacher education
program and foster positive dispositions that will be productive in teaching
and learning.” In my quest for National Board Certification, I was forced
to revisit good teaching dispositions. By making use of these dispositions and
modeling them in my university courses, my pre-service teachers could experi-
ence how flexibility and compassion can create and sustain a positive classroom
environment.

In developing and then enacting my pedagogy of teacher education, I and my
pre-service teachers were able to see how integral the concepts of planning and
flexibility were to successful teaching. “Those institutions that focus on helping
students know how to learn and how to apply what they learn to real situations
will be increasingly valued” (Hanna, 2003, p. 27). Such learning surely begins
with the teacher educator.

Conclusion
Once it was announced to the College of Education faculty that I had indeed
passed the National Board Certification process, I found that my university life
immediately began to change. I changed the teaching process in my own
courses because I had gone back to the classroom and actually tried to imple-
ment what I had been expecting my student teachers to do. I saw the need to
explicitly model being a reflective practitioner so that my student teachers could
see into this process and think about how to change and develop they way they
might teach.

Some of my teacher education colleagues found value in what I had learnt and
the way in which I had begun to develop and enact my pedagogy of teacher
education. As a consequence, I am now involved in the Master of Education in
Teaching (MEdT) program in the College of Education, and this has allowed
me to combine the two things I most love to do in my professional life: work
with pre-service teachers in our partnership schools and integrate professional
development activities for the in-service teachers in those schools.

When I was teaching in the borrowed high school classroom to do my National
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Board certification, I realized how much I really missed school teaching. I missed
the energy generated by teenagers, I missed the ability to connect with these
students every day, and I missed the life of being a classroom teacher. As others
(Dinkelman et al., 2006; Murray and Male, 2005) have noted, beginning teacher
educators often feel a sense of loss as they move from being a school teacher to
being an academic. I too felt better prepared to be a classroom teacher than to be
a professor. Perhaps this was partly associated with the fact that I had very limited
understanding of what is required to develop and enact a pedagogy of teacher
education.

I now work with two partnership schools, a middle school and a high school,
where all of my pre-service teachers are housed for an intensive two-year teacher
preparation program. Because of our close relationship, I have found tremendous
support from the administrators and faculties at both schools. I see my teacher
education work involving purposeful ways of developing learning communities
and building relationships between the university and our partnership schools.
My experience has taught me new ways of challenging strongly held perceptions
embedded in views of theory, practice, and their relationship. My experience has
also taught me ways of posing challenges so that we better appreciated knowledge
about teaching and learning about teaching, a result that is crucial to the work of
teacher education.
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10 Enacting a pedagogy of
practicum supervision
One student teacher’s experiences
of powerful differences

Matthew Olmstead

I can’t believe how difficult that practicum was. I never slept and hardly ate because
I was so stressed out and over-worked. It seemed like nothing I did went the way I
hoped and the harder I tried, the worse things got! I don’t know if I’m cut out to
be a teacher.

(First practicum experience of eight weeks)

I can’t believe how enjoyable that practicum was. I got to try lots of new things
that were established in the school and take new ideas to the classroom! The
workload was huge, but it wasn’t so bad because I had help when I needed it and
space when I didn’t. I can’t wait to teach again.

(Second practicum experience of five weeks)

Research literature suggests that the pre-service practicum is not only the
most memorable part of pre-service teacher education, but also the most critical
in terms of the formation of professional identity (Clift and Brady, 2005).
Tabachnick and Zeichner (1999) have suggested that practicum experiences
often have a greater influence than methods courses on the development of
teacher candidates’ professional knowledge. The relationship between associate
teachers and teacher candidates is of paramount importance from a pedagogical
perspective. Tobin, Roth, and Zimmerman (2001) reported that this relationship
is complex and multi-layered. My own experiences as a teacher candidate confirm
that the practicum plays a critical role in learning to teach.

The reader might conclude that the two opening quotations are from different
teacher candidates, perhaps from different pre-service programs. In fact, both are
quotations from my journal, written during two very different practicum experi-
ences with two very different associate teachers in my pre-service year. Some of
the emotion expressed in the quotations may seem familiar to those who have
gone through a pre-service teacher education program. The purpose of this chap-
ter is to explicate some of the issues explored by Loughran (2006) that arose
during my experiences of two very different pedagogies of practicum supervision.
As Loughran points out, learning about teaching is difficult business and it
is important that teacher educators understand and respond appropriately to



teacher candidates’ interpretations of their practicum experiences, just as teachers
work to understand and respond to their students.

An issue of particular importance to this chapter is the primacy of the relation-
ship between teachers and learners (from both a teacher educator’s and a teacher
candidate’s perspective). My experiences recounted here illustrate the overarch-
ing importance of relationships in a pedagogy for productive practicum learning.
My goal is to illustrate how the nature of the relationship between an associate
teacher and a teacher candidate actually mediates the candidate’s ability to learn
from his or her own practicum experiences. It is through these professional rela-
tionships that challenges to the traditional apprenticeship of observation during
practicum experiences can be productively encouraged to enhance learning about
teaching. My experience of profound differences between two associate teachers
was instrumental in my highlighting and exploring different elements of my
growing professional knowledge of practice. My goal is to offer insights into ways
of enacting a pedagogy of teacher education.

I begin this chapter by setting the contexts for my two practicum placements,
based on my first-day experiences at each school. After setting the contexts, I
describe my first teaching experiences in both practicum assignments and my
reflections on those experiences. I then describe how powerful differences in
my associate teachers’ pedagogies of practicum supervision affected the con-
texts in which I learned to teach. Finally, I offer some conclusions about the
importance of communication and professional trust in the relationship
between associate teachers and teacher candidates. My intention is not to criti-
cize or praise either of my associate teachers. I learned much from each of
them, even as I found the quality of my learning to be much higher with one
than with the other.

Setting the stage: the first practicum
I telephoned my first associate teacher several weeks before the practicum
began to find out what I could do to prepare for my first classroom teaching
experience. I was disappointed to learn that my associate teacher did not want
to meet in advance. I was advised to read through the science and mathematics
curriculum documents. On the first day of the practicum, the vice-principal
greeted the group of us assigned to the school and we subsequently paired up
with our associate teachers. My associate teacher led me to the classroom and
handed me a stack of paper—a computer printout of timetable, class lists, iden-
tified students in the school, and a detailed schedule for my lessons based on
the chapter in the text and a copy of each of the three textbooks used by the
classes.

I felt overwhelmed. The pile of paper held little contextual meaning for me.
The schedule was full of codes I did not understand and misaligned times, rooms
and courses. The list of identified students offered no indication of what their
identifications were, much less any indication of how I should modify my teach-
ing to accommodate these students. I voiced my concerns about the students who
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were identified and my associate teacher suggested that I go to the main office to
look at each student’s individual education plan (IEP). I had little or no idea of
how to interpret an IEP.

Just before class began, my associate teacher directed me to sit at a table at the
back of the classroom. I was informed that the table could be used as a desk by up
to 3 students in any given class, given the cramped conditions of the classrooms.
My associate teacher told me to circulate around the room when students were
working, to field questions and generally provide assistance wherever required.
I was introduced to only one of the five classes that day—the mathematics class
that, I later learned, I was to begin teaching almost immediately. In the other four
classes I was introduced as “our student teacher.”

I did not have much time to engage in productive conversations with my
associate teacher on that first day. We had 10 minutes to talk during the prepara-
tory period. I requested some extra textbooks to take home for the practicum and
some resource materials that would give me an idea of what had been done with
the mathematics class in previous years. My associate teacher pointed me to a
bookcase and invited me to look through several binders, provided that I did not
misplace any handouts. At lunch time, I sat with my associate teacher, who spent
most of the time speaking with colleagues. When we did speak to each other, the
conversation focused on students who were at risk of failing.

At the end of the first day I assisted my associate teacher by providing extra
mathematics and science help to some of our students. After our extra-help ses-
sion, I was told that I would begin teaching the mathematics class in two days’
time. I was asked to follow the lesson schedules I had been given earlier in the day.
The lesson schedule consisted of the date, class number, and textbook chapter
section to be covered on a particular day.

Setting the stage: the second practicum
A week before I started my second practicum assignment, I met with my associate
teacher. My second associate felt that it was important for me to have a sense of
the teaching environment that I was going to be a part of. I was welcomed
into the classroom during a preparation period, and together we set out to tour
both the classroom and the school. I was introduced to office staff and to several
members of the science department. We spoke at length about my teaching and
learning experiences, both as a student and as a teacher candidate. I was asked
about the classes I might be interested in teaching and aspects of the school
schedule and course timetables were explained. At the end of the meeting my
second associate teacher provided me with desk space to use, keys to the photo-
copy room and classroom, and copies of the course textbooks to keep at home.
I was told that computer access and photocopy codes would be ready for me upon
my return.

The first day of my second practicum was just as welcoming as our preliminary
meeting. Again, my associate teacher greeted me in the classroom and spent time
explaining lesson plans for the day. The computer account and photocopy codes
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promised at the preliminary meeting were provided. Before classes began, I
was invited to choose a place in the classroom where I would be comfortable
observing the lesson.

I spent the rest of my first day observing my associate teacher’s teaching style. I
took particular notice of how students were welcomed to the first class of a new
semester. I was introduced to each class as Mr. Olmstead and my associate teacher
explained to the students that we would be sharing teaching responsibilities for
the duration of my five-week placement. After each class this second associate
teacher made a point of speaking to me about students with special needs and
made it clear that certain students required a “bit more effort from us.”

At the end of the day my associate teacher and I met for 30 minutes to discuss
the plan for my practicum. We decided that I would start to teach a physics class in
a few days, with the option of teaching additional classes as we both felt appropri-
ate. I was offered a CD-ROM of material used in the past with classes; it included
old tests, projects, student work, marking schemes, and a full course outline
for the term (including subject matter, text chapter references and homework).
Additionally, I was given a DVD of past class presentations so that I could become
familiar with an assignment planned for another group of students. Finally, my
associate teacher made it clear that the resources were to serve as a guide for my
planning, and the personal touch I could bring to the course were welcomed.

The stages are set: two very different learning
environments
I was unsure what to expect from an associate teacher when I began my pre-
service program, and thus I was willing to accept just about any kind of help in the
first few days of my first practicum. Initially, I accepted the approach taken by my
first associate teacher. I felt that I received an appropriate amount of initial infor-
mation. Yet I had a general sense of discomfort about my first practicum almost
immediately. I felt that I was intruding on the privacy of another teacher’s class-
room and I sensed that it was up to me to justify my place in the host school. After
observing the lessons on that first day, I sensed that my vision of teaching and my
associate teacher’s were very different. I could only wonder how this would play
out once I began to teach.

My experience on the first day of my first practicum understandably contri-
buted to the anxiety I felt when meeting my second associate teacher. Clearly, the
first day experiences were very different. My second associate teacher seemed
genuinely concerned with creating a productive learning experience for both of
us. Immediately, I felt like a member of the staff because my second associate
provided me with a workspace and ensured that I had access not only to text-
books, but also to keys, passwords, copy codes and phone numbers. In short, I
felt fully integrated into the classroom from day one.

Bain (2004) has explored the importance of classroom environment for stu-
dent learning. As a student of teaching, the very different learning environments
created by my two associate teachers had profound implications not only for the
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way I enacted my pedagogy, but also for how I learned from my teaching experi-
ences in these two practicum placements. Sarason (1996) has argued that learning
can only be productive for students if their teachers also work in a productive
learning environment. The quality of my learning on teaching placements is
explored in the following discussion of my first teaching experiences at each
school.

Enacting my pedagogy: the first practicum

My first pre-service teaching experience was in a mathematics class that I took
over from my associate teacher in the middle of a unit. My associate teacher
expected me to give the students a quiz as a part of my first lesson. In addition,
I was asked to take attendance, to check that students had completed their
homework, and to record the names of students who had not completed their
homework and of students who did not have their day-planners.

At the 3-minute warning bell before my first class, my associate teacher moved
to the back of the class with a pad of paper and seemed to write non-stop
throughout that first lesson; I could not help but feel concerned about what
observations were being recorded. At the same time, however, I anticipated that
the notes would be invaluable. My plan for the class included taking attendance,
checking homework, administering the quiz, giving a short writing assignment to
help me learn about the students, teaching the class how to solve an equation
algebraically, taking students through two examples, and assigning homework. I
hoped to allow class time to work on homework, with opportunities for help from
peers, myself, or my associate teacher.

My first lesson was a powerful learning experience, particularly regarding my
inability to manage class time. The school’s complex attendance system was my
first stumbling block. Because school policy was not to penalize students if absent
for a legitimate school-related activity, I had to cross-reference each missing stu-
dent with several lists of sports and field trips. By the time I finished taking
attendance, I was already far behind in my lesson plan. I asked the students to
have their homework out and their day planners open to the correct day. I also
announced the quiz. Again, an apparently simple task became complex, as check-
ing homework seemed to take forever as I juggled both my associate teacher’s
mark book and the seating plan that I had hastily sketched the day before by
listening as my associate teacher called the students by name in class to answer
questions. The quiz was then distributed, written and collected. I felt some relief
after collecting the quiz, because it meant that I had finally addressed the initial
requirements and could begin to teach. To my horror, a quick glance at my watch
revealed that I had 14 minutes to complete my lesson plan.

I quickly decided that getting to know the students was a priority. I thought
that the writing assignment would not only assist me in remembering students’
names, but also help me to design lessons that built on students’ interests. After
the writing assignment was completed, I set out to teach as much of my lesson as
possible. As the period came to a close, I felt that my brief explanation of algebraic
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expressions had been clear. I was pleased to have drawn an analogy between
weights and algebraic expressions. I explained that anything done to one side of a
scale must be done to the other side of the scale to keep it balanced, just like an
algebraic expression or equation. At the sound of the bell, I hurriedly assigned
homework and dismissed the class.

Overall, I felt pretty good about the lesson. Although I had run out of time, I
felt that I had done a decent job with my very first formal teaching experience.
The students seemed to enjoy the class discussion that I led and, perhaps most
importantly, students seemed to understand more about algebraic expressions
than when they started the lesson.

Enacting my pedagogy: the second practicum

My second practicum began in a physics class and the start of the second practi-
cum coincided with the beginning of the school’s second semester. I was in the
enviable position of starting the second semester with the class, so I was able to
introduce the course and the first unit on electricity. I was pleased to have the
opportunity not only to introduce the first unit and help to set the tone for the
class, but also to teach a challenging unit.

I did not begin teaching the physics course with a full lesson. Instead, my
associate teacher and I negotiated shared teaching arrangements on the third
day of the semester. My associate teacher taught for the first half of the third
class and then turned things over to me. I was encouraged me to use the
Predict–Observe–Explain (POE) teaching procedure (Baird and Northfield,
1992) to introduce the electricity unit. In addition, I prepared a handout to assess
students’ prior conceptions of electricity. I was particularly pleased to have the
opportunity to use two teaching procedures that I had experienced in my educa-
tion classes. I felt that using these active learning approaches would give me a
chance to experience how they are enacted from a teacher’s perspective.

The first POE sequence went smoothly as I demonstrated a static electricity
device, encouraging students to generate questions about the apparatus and the
physics behind it. The class participated in a discussion of the physics of electricity
and ended up posing more predictions of the effects of the apparatus under
different circumstances. I tried out their suggestions, and the students seemed
surprised and intrigued with the results. By choosing to test students’ predictions,
however, I was unable to use the diagnostic assessment handout that I had
prepared.

My associate teacher let me plan my first full lesson on my own and indicated
that no comments would be offered during the class unless I asked for input. My
second associate teacher seemed to trust me as a young professional to come up
with an appropriate lesson plan. I was encouraged to enjoy planning the lesson
and challenging my practical skills.

Attendance at my second school proved to be much simpler than at my first
school. Armed with the seating plan that my associate teacher and I had created
together on the first day, I quickly took attendance and noticed that my associate
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teacher had moved to the back of the room without any paper. Whenever I looked
at my associate teacher during the lesson, I noticed that my teaching behaviours
and the students’ reactions were being observed. My lesson started with the
diagnostic handout I had planned to use the day before. After going through the
questions with the class and clarifying a few terms, the students filled in sheets
designed to solicit their prior conceptions and added them to their notebooks to
be reviewed as the unit continued. The handout seemed to be well received both
by the students and my associate teacher.

I immediately moved to another POE in which I demonstrated the attractive
quality of electrical charge, first by sticking a balloon to the wall, and then by
using the static electricity generator to bend a stream of water flowing a tap on the
front desk. I then introduced Coulomb’s law of electrical attraction and repulsion
together with the underlying principles of static electricity. The students asked
many thoughtful questions and the ensuing class discussion took a fair bit of time.
At the end of class I assigned homework as outlined in the unit plan, omitting a
few questions that we had not yet covered. I felt good about the lesson, but with
some teaching experience behind me from the first practicum, I expected more of
myself. In addition, I worried that an incorrect definition that I had presented
would be difficult to explain to students the next day. I also noticed that I was still
struggling to fit my lesson plan into the time available.

Enacting my pedagogy: preliminary thoughts

After my very first lesson as a teacher, I was full of confidence. Although there was
obviously much room for improvement, I felt that I had taught an acceptable first
lesson. I was generally pleased with the response of the class and my recovery from
some awkward moments at the beginning of the class. Teaching felt good and I
was excited about the possibilities for the remainder of my first placement.

In contrast, I was much less confident after my first lesson in my second practi-
cum. Although the lesson seemed to proceed smoothly, my thoughts were
focused on the incorrect definition that I had given. I felt that I had let down both
my students and my associate teacher, and I resolved to regain everyone’s trust
the following day.

Talking about teaching: first lesson, first practicum

Matt, you forgot to take up the homework questions on the board. You took
too long to do attendance. The homework check took too long. The quiz
was too easy. You forgot to stamp one student’s planner. You misspelled
“coefficient” on the board. The writing thing you had them do took up a lot
of time and had no value to the students.

I was taken aback by the barrage of criticism leveled at me by my first associate
teacher after my first lesson. I tried to explain the reason for the writing assign-
ment, which I developed from a recommendation from my aunt who had taught
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for 30 years. I told my associate teacher that I wanted to show interest in the
students and build a positive relationship. My associate teacher felt that the writ-
ing assignment took too long and offered several more criticisms of my lesson: I
did not spread out questions evenly to the class, I dismissed the class late, and I
did not give the students enough homework.

I was understandably surprised when, at the end of the meeting, my associate
teacher asked when I would take over two more mathematics classes. Although I
had initially felt good about my lesson, I was no longer confident in my ability to
teach one, let alone three classes of mathematics. My associate teacher told me that
I should add classes as soon as possible to keep pace with previous student teachers.
Before I could respond, my associate rushed out the door.

Talking about teaching: first lesson, second practicum

Yes, your definition was off a little bit, just correct it tomorrow and it’ll be
fine. They’ll love that you admit to being wrong. It is probably a good thing
in the long run.

My second associate teacher gave no other feedback on my first lesson, explaining
a preference for observing for a few days before making any substantial com-
ments, although I was complimented on the handout I used to solicit students’
prior conceptions. To my surprise, my associate teacher produced a personal ver-
sion of the handout for use in a different physics class the next day. My second
associate added to my idea by asking students to vote on their prior conceptions.
Additionally, students were asked to vote on which questions they found most
interesting and my associate teacher promised to take time to focus on the physics
behind the high-interest questions. It was a powerful opportunity for me to
reframe my own practice by observing my associate teacher use a teaching
procedure that I had introduced, and this quickly created confidence in our
relationship.

When feedback on the first few lessons finally did come, my second associate
teacher was brief and supportive:

You’ve got good presence in the class. The POEs are great, I like the amount
of time that you take to give the students time to think about that, that’s
good. You could give them a bit more in class work on the problems, espe-
cially with the quiz coming up. The students are really engaged, and you’re
handling well the ones who are trying to trip you up with tough questions.
Would you mind if I use that activity that you did with them for electric
fields? I thought that was really smart and the students loved it.

We then chatted about the next few days of the class and the pacing of the unit in
general. I had concerns that I was behind in the unit plan; I was assured that I
would be able to catch up with diligence. The atmosphere seemed supportive and
respectful.
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Reflections on my feedback: challenging the authority of my experience

I was shaken by my first feedback session with my first associate teacher. I felt
demoralized and doubted my ability to make sense of my experiences. I felt that I
completely failed both my associate teacher and my class. It was made clear to me
that my impressions of the lesson were less important than my associate teacher’s
interpretations of the lesson. I inferred from the tone of my associate teacher that
my mistakes were inexcusable. I wondered how I would ever be able to teach in
that classroom again.

This approach to providing me with daily feedback turned out to be a predict-
able pattern in my efforts to learn from my first associate teacher. I would feel
confident that I had made some improvements to a lesson; my associate teacher
would then provide a list of increasingly minor failures on my part. For example,
although I managed to encourage two students who had difficulty in mathematics
to feel confident enough to work at the blackboard, my associate teacher’s
feedback focused on my failure to discipline a boy for chewing gum during class.

I approached my first feedback session in my second practicum with caution,
and I was pleasantly surprised by how my second associate teacher provided feed-
back, focusing on the positive things that had happened in the classroom and
bolstering my confidence. My second associate teacher also took an active interest
in what I was doing in class and encouraged me to discuss my developing philo-
sophy of education. Suggestions for improvement were made constructively,
and I was particularly struck by my second associate teacher’s modification of
lesson plans so that I could observe a lesson similar to my own with some added
features or techniques. My second associate teacher seemed to believe in both the
power of modeling teaching practices and the importance of mutual respect. This
commitment to my learning seemed to increase my commitment to the students’
learning. I worked to use the same positive reinforcement and constructive
criticism techniques with my students that my associate teacher used with me.

My professional learning in these two practicum assignments were markedly
different because my learning environment was shaped by the pedagogy of
teacher education enacted by both of my associates. Table 10.1 illustrates the
messages that I took from each of the two learning environments. I sense a
negative learning approach from my associate teacher in the first practicum
assignment and that approach made me seriously doubt my abilities as an educa-
tor. Despite the pedagogical approach, I did learn a great deal from that first
experience. I was able to compare my teaching philosophy with someone who
had a very different style and philosophy. Some of my first associate teacher’s
comments were valid and provided me with clear, painfully-stated ways to
improve.

There was almost no effort by my first associate teacher to affirm any positive
traits that I might have as a teacher. I felt that I had to comply with a teaching
style that did not feel natural to me. I was exhausted for much of my first practi-
cum as I spent considerable time and effort battling my emotional responses to
highly critical feedback. I felt neither respected nor cared about. There were many
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times during my first placement when I seriously considered leaving the teacher
education program.

In contrast, I had a rich and productive learning experience in the second
practicum. I learned the value of a professional relationship built on trust and
mutual respect. My second associate teacher realized that it was not necessary to
point out my every shortcoming in order to motivate me to change and grow.
The power of that associate teacher’s enthusiasm for students’ learning and for my
learning was more than enough to make me want to bring out the best in myself
and the students. I developed a sense of authority over my experiences and I also
enjoyed the experience. The workload was comparable to that of the first practi-
cum placement, yet the classroom environment and my relationship with the
second associate teacher made the work far more enjoyable. My personal life
improved because I was able to sleep well and have more recreational time to
myself. Buoyed by the success of the second practicum, I was once again excited
to become a teacher.

Learning to teach: the importance of relationships
Teachers who accept teacher candidates into their classrooms have enormous
power to influence the learning processes of a future teacher. Practicum experi-
ences are, hands down, the most important and influential part of any pre-service
teacher education program. As such, emotionally-laden practicum experiences
have the ability to powerfully shape a new teacher’s pedagogy. I offer the
following conclusions based on my experiences.

1 It seems crucial that associate teachers foster teacher candidates’ ability to see
and learn from their own practice.

Table 10.1 Messages conveyed in two practicum environments

Messages from my first practicum Messages from my second practicum

“You didn’t . . .” “Let’s work on . . .”
“You forgot to . . .” “How’s it going so far?”
“You should have . . .” “I really liked . . .”
“Why didn’t you . . .?” “Have you considered . . .?”
“It’s not that I don’t trust you. I just didn’t
want you to give them the answers to the test!
That’s why I took your text away.”

“I don’t know how the students will react
to that, but I’m excited to see how it turns
out.”

“In both my personal and professional life I
am just not a very positive person. Anyway
you don’t need positive reinforcement,
you’re not a student, you’re a grown man
with a Master’s degree!”

“How are you feeling today? You look a
bit tired. Is there anything I can do to help
you out?”

“Wow, the students really loved that science
game, how long did you work on that? . . .
Yes, that’s why I don’t do things like that.”

“That was great! Do you mind if I try
using an expanded version of that for my
other class?”
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2 Effective associate teachers model good practice for their teacher candidates.
3 Learning to teach is more than an apprenticeship of observation; it is a rela-

tionship between associate teacher and teacher candidate built on mutual
respect and trust.

At a basic level, pre-service programs should strive to ensure that there are well-
established guidelines for the practicum experiences. These guidelines should
include a well-constructed assessment form that is applied consistently by associ-
ate teachers. The hiring process for new teachers puts considerable emphasis on
practicum evaluations, and this reality creates real possibilities for tensions and
unproductive learning for new teachers.

Although associate teachers will necessarily differ in pedagogical approaches, it
should be clear to both teacher candidates and their hosts that learning to teach is
not about learning how to mimic. An associate teacher’s pedagogical approach to
a new teacher’s professional learning has profound potential to shape the candi-
date’s developing stance toward professional learning. Learning to teach is about
learning to reframe one’s own practices based on professional conversations that
build on shared evidence of students’ responses. When associate teachers view
teacher candidates as capable of offering insights into the analysis of teaching and
learning experience, they help to launch a career of constructive professional
learning. When teacher candidates experience their associate teachers as guides
providing alternative perspectives on problems of practice, they experience a
pedagogy of teacher education that is both powerful and productive.
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11 Program restructuring and
reconceptualizing practice
An epiphany

Andrea K. Martin

I would like to believe that I would have reconceptualized my practice as a
teacher educator without the catapult of a dramatically restructured teacher edu-
cation program. In truth, living through a dramatic restructuring compelled me
to focus on how I and my colleagues enact a pedagogy of teacher education. One
of the most notable features of our restructured program was an extended fall
practicum that began on the first day of the school year. When teacher candidates
returned to the Faculty for two on-campus weeks midway through the fall
semester, it quickly became apparent that traditional, transmission models of
teaching were both inadequate and inappropriate. Teaching experience-rich pre-
service teachers would require us to develop a new pedagogy of teacher educa-
tion (Loughran, 2006). Thus began my journey to reconceptualize my practice,
to enact new pedagogical strategies and to reconsider and reframe my goals and
purposes.

In this chapter, I identify notable markers along the way and particular chal-
lenges that I confronted and continue to confront, such as provoking candidates
to question their assumptions about teaching and learning and working to induce
conceptual change. I have had to learn how to listen harder and to hear better the
voices of all of the stakeholders in the becoming-a-teacher enterprise, including
teachers and administrators as well as our candidates. Putting theory into practice
has taught me to attend far more closely to the voices of teacher candidates, to
honour their perspectives and experiences, to challenge their beliefs and values,
and to work to thread these more openly into the fabric of the teacher education
classroom. It has also taught me that this is an intensely important and demanding
enterprise.

Program reform and restructuring
Teacher education reform is a complex business. Cole and Knowles (1998, p. 18)
highlight some of the “overwhelming volume of conflicting, confusing analyses
of the condition of teacher and general education, and subsequent proposals and
programs for achieving reforms.” These include appraisals, such as Zeichner and
Liston’s (1991), that identify four traditions tied to reform efforts: academic,
social efficiency, developmentalist, and social reconstructionist. Other assessments



focus on teacher education curriculum as the cornerstone of reform efforts:
Knowles and Cole (1996) emphasize the personal and sociocultural aspects of
teaching and the systemic pressures imposed by the university milieu, Giroux and
McLaren (1986) approach curriculum through critical analysis, while the Holmes
Group (1995) promotes concentrating on specific areas of educational knowledge
and skills. Another approach to reform centres on pre-service program structure
and supports extending the practicum component so that candidates spend more
time in schools (Knowles and Cole, 1998; Upitis, 2000a) or anchoring the entire
program on site within schools rather than within the university (Wilmore,
1996). Yet another thrust to calls for reform considers the calibre of prospective
teachers, requisite selection criteria, and program length (Darling-Hammond,
1997, 2000).

The 1997–1998 academic year saw the full implementation of a dramatically
restructured pre-service teacher education program at the Faculty of Education
of Queen’s University at Kingston. In the preceding year, 60 teacher candidates
had volunteered to participate in a pilot program for an all-encompassing
reform endeavour. Not merely were all of the curriculum courses overhauled,
but the methods courses were entirely redrawn and new courses were intro-
duced, including two compulsory field-based courses—Critical Issues: Equity and
Exceptionality, and Theory and Professional Practice. Further, the practicum
component of the program was completely recast; and the entire structure of
the academic year was reconfigured. Embedded within this reform initiative
was what our then dean described as the possibility for a “new model for
teacher education” (Upitis, 2000b, p. 9). It was a heady time. There was anticipa-
tion and excitement, as well as trepidation and, not surprisingly, considerable
resistance.

Noteworthy among the features of the restructured program was the extended
14-week fall practicum that began on the first day of the school year on the first
Tuesday in September. This was preceded by an intensive orientation week in
August immediately prior to the practicum. Teacher candidates were placed in
Associate Schools, typically in cohorts of 5 to 12, with a Faculty Liaison assigned
to the Associate School for support and supervision. This required an intense
commitment on the part of the school, as candidates would continue at the same
Associate School for each of their required practicum periods, including the
extended 14-week fall practicum and a three-week practicum in the winter. What
would change were their associate teachers. Approximately halfway through the
fall semester, candidates returned to the Faculty for two weeks of on-campus
classes and then returned to their Associate Schools. The majority of their
campus-based courses occurred in the winter term, along with two other shorter,
3-week practicum placements, one in their Associate School and the other, an
Alternate Practicum, in a setting that could offer a view of education and school-
ing other than that seen within their Associate School classrooms. The Alternate
Practicum was tied to a full year, on-campus Program Focus course that allowed
for more in-depth exploration of an area of personal interest (for faculty as well as
candidates), such as exceptional learners.
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Irony and paradox
Bullough and Pinnegar (2001) provide a thoughtful and concise set of “Guide-
lines for quality in autobiographical forms of self-study research.” They use Frye’s
(1957) discussion of the four heroic modes and suggest that the ironic hero story
is particularly apt as a narrative form for teacher educators because it “allows a
focus on the failed, the difficult, and the problematic and does not require the
tragic end or the heroic romantic return” (Bullough and Pinnegar, 2001, p. 18).
Moving into full-time teaching at the Faculty in 1997–1998, having successfully
taught—or so end-of-term course evaluations indicated—a variety of courses on a
part-time basis, including foundations and methods courses, I blithely assumed
that I could continue teaching as I had been teaching and as I had been taught,
what Russell (2000) calls “default” teaching strategies. But the catapult was
launched in August of that year and my real journey as a teacher educator began.

Bullough, Knowles, and Crow (1992) draw attention to the daunting problem
of the beginning teacher, using Schön’s account of the paradox of learning a new
competence:

The paradox . . . is this: that a student cannot at first understand what he
needs to learn, can only learn it by educating himself through self-discovery,
and can only educate himself by beginning to do what he does not yet
understand.

(Schön, 1987, p. 85)

The consequence is that new teachers are highly “vulnerable to criticism and to
feelings of failure; and even the best educated and most able and emotionally
secure . . . face moments of frustration and self-doubt” (Bullough et al., p. 79).
The paradox is further sharpened and deepened “as at every turn the beginning
teacher is reminded in various and powerful ways by students, other teachers, and
by small private and personal disappointments, of what she cannot do or does not
understand” (ibid., p. 79). This sense of vulnerability, inadequacy, and inability
is equally applicable to teacher educators confronted with the challenges of a
radically altered pre-service B.Ed. program.

When candidates returned to the Faculty for the two on-campus weeks, I was
forced to confront my growing awareness and ever-increasing discomfiture that
I had no real idea how to proceed in my teaching. The on-campus weeks had
been designed to thread field experiences with coursework and to work towards
unpacking and contextualizing dilemmas of practice. Because candidates had
already experienced 4–6 weeks of practicum work, it was self-evident that they
needed opportunities to debrief those experiences. My dilemma was how to
ensure that they would also receive sufficient content to complement and buttress
those in-school experiences. Alas, my interpretation of content at that time was
more in keeping with Korthagen’s and Kessels (1999, p. 7) description of epi-
stemic knowledge, “Theory with a big T,” rather than on phronesis or “theory
with a small t” (see also Kessels and Korthagen, 1996). They suggest that
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phronesis is knowledge that is more perceptual than conceptual because it is
situation-specific and tied to the context where a problem is met or a need or
concern arises. Thus the responsibility of the teacher educator is to heighten
student teachers’ perceptions to focus “the attention of the actor in the situation
on certain characteristics of the situation, characteristics important to the question
of how to act in the situation” (ibid., p. 7).

I had had no personal teaching experience of a “field-based” course and
I naïvely thought that its modus operandi should parallel more traditional teach-
ing. How to begin to tease out how candidates understood their practicum
experiences and how those understandings should propel on-campus classes was a
conundrum at best and a black hole at worst. I had not yet reached the point
where I could trust my “knowing-in-action,” what Schön (1983, p. 50) sees as
one of the hallmarks of competent professionals, where the knowing is tacit,
implicit in the action, and interactive with both action and outcome. Con-
sequently, I was tentative when it came to actively negotiating content with can-
didates and aggressively soliciting topics that were most relevant and responsive
to their needs and concerns.

In a series of focus groups conducted with elementary and secondary candi-
dates at the conclusion of that 1997–1998 academic year, the first year of full
implementation of the restructured program, the on-campus weeks met with
vigorous protest. Candidates questioned their purpose and saw them as “a waste
of time.” The hoped-for opportunities to connect theory and practice did not
appear to happen for any of the participants. They found that in “every single
class, we talked about our experiences . . . for the first week.” In the second week,
they were frustrated by the absence of structure where “almost every class was . . .
decide your own agenda for this class or decide a topic or choose from these
topics.” I appreciated that theory and practice should not be bifurcated, but I
simply did not know how to orchestrate that delicate balance where theory and
practice are carefully and thoughtfully interwoven such that each informs the
other. A major pillar of the restructured program was, and continues to be, learn-
ing from experience, congruent with Dewey (1938), Schön (1983), and Lave and
Wenger (1991). I can vividly recall some of my most able candidates saying that
theory was all well and good and could be interesting, but asking how it really
connected with their teaching in the schools. What they were asking for were
applications, strategies, and particular ways to address the myriad challenges they
were encountering in the schools. And what I struggled with was how to enable
their learning from experience while contending with trying to learn from my
own. Nothing in all my teaching experiences with children, adolescents, and
adults had prepared me for the necessary kind and degree of reframing in thinking
and in practice.

Recently I began reading the memoir of literary scholar Jane Tompkins (1996),
entitled A Life in School. It is a rich exploration of her school history, from P.S. 98
in New York City through graduate school at Yale and on into the academic
world. Her description of teaching as an “ego-battering enterprise” resonated
for me:
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Teaching, by its very nature, exposes the self to myriad forms of criticism and
rejection, as well as to emulation and flattery and love. Day after day, teachers
are up there, on display; no matter how good they are, it’s impossible not to
get shot down.

(ibid., p. 90)

For Tompkins, good teaching consisted of “brilliant ideas about the subject mat-
ter [because] this was the model I have been given, and it was what I tried to live
up to” (ibid., p. 90). Similarly, Russell describes “frames” for the process of
learning to teach as well established, “not just in the minds of those learning to
teach but also in the minds of experienced teachers and faculty who teach those
who are learning to teach” (2000, p. 239). As I reconsider and re-evaluate, it was
my desire to produce “brilliant ideas about the subject” that was preeminent.
After all, brilliance could protect against the slings and arrows of a student ques-
tion that challenged, or even exposed, any cracks in one’s knowledge base.
Because I presumed that I knew more Theory, I could dazzle with that and shore
up candidates’ lesser store of “pure” knowledge. Korthagen and Kessels (1999)
rather neatly skewer teacher educators for their a priori choices about what theory
should be told. They contend that inherent to choosing and telling theory is the
prevalent, traditional conception that there is a gap that needs to be bridged
between theory and practice. But “it was the a priori choice that created this gap
in the first place” (ibid., p. 6). Culpability is always hard to shoulder.

Learning to listen
I had the good fortune to be involved in the initial evaluation process of our
restructured program as a facilitator for focus groups conducted with elementary
and secondary teacher candidates. This experience provided an opportunity to
begin to understand the reform experience through the voices of teacher candi-
dates. Ironically, those who are centre stage in the process of becoming a teacher
and who have so much to offer about its attendant challenges, complexities,
and the quality of their pre-service preparation often receive the least attention.
Cook-Sather (2002) argues that students’ perspectives must be authorized. She
contends that if students are indeed actively engaged in their own knowledge
construction, then their voices must be heard to provoke a “conceptualization of
teaching, learning, and the ways we study them as more collaborative processes”
(ibid., p. 3). These focus groups taught me a great deal about candidates’ com-
mitment, passion, beliefs, and frustrations, as they also provided insights into
where we were falling considerably short. They also underscored that dramatic
program reform was far more difficult than anticipated. Had I not had the
experience of facilitating these groups, I seriously question whether feedback
from course evaluations would ever have been sufficient to propel the kinds
of changes that I had to make if I were to begin to address Sarason’s (1996,
1998, 2002) concern about creating contexts for productive learning. “The dif-
ferences between contexts of productive and unproductive learning is the basic
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starting point which will allow us to see what we call our educational system in a
more realistic way” (Sarason, 2002, p. 236). More pointedly, Sarason (2004)
contends:

Unless, and until, on the basis of careful studies and credible evidence we gain
clarity and consensus of the distinguishing features of classroom contexts of
productive and unproductive learning, the improvement of schooling and its
outcomes is doomed. The history of reform efforts is testimony to the recogni-
tion that the bulk of American classrooms are contexts of unproductive learn-
ing, and the diverse efforts of reform had to have the goal of making them
productive. They failed because they were not clear about what they meant
by productive, unproductive, and learning.

(ibid., pp. 1–2, emphasis in original)

Sarason’s (2002) notion of contexts of productive and unproductive learning
provides a vantage point to see more clearly how embedded learning is and must
be in context and how closely every teacher must attend to it:

One of the most important criteria of a context of productive learning: want-
ing to learn but not because learning is externally demanded. In the restaur-
ant business they say success depends on three things: location, location,
location. In schools the three things are context, context, and context. If you
do not know the context, your explanation or judgment of what you see or
what has been reported can be misleading or wrong.

(ibid., p. 184)

A refrain that echoed throughout the 1997–1998 pre-service focus groups was,
“Give us stuff, not fluff!” “Stuff” was not limited to resources per se but included
expectations to be engaged in a rigorous exploration of the learning-to-teach
process. Candidates spoke tellingly of their realization that teaching carries with it
both power and responsibility, “We need to be asking, ‘How dare you teach?’ . . .
that needs to be asked more often because it IS such a powerful position”
(1998, Secondary). They spoke of their deep respect for the profession and,
consequently, “for what it is we want to get out of [their program]” (1998,
Secondary). Hence their concern for rigour: “You don’t slap the assignments so
that you can say the program is rigorous. You slap the assignments so that there is
value to the program” (1998, Secondary). And they asked for respect and the
chance to speak with a critical voice. Not surprisingly, they praised their practicum
experiences as the most valuable component of their program “for the practicum
is the only setting in which they can experience firsthand the delights, challenges
and frustrations of life at the front of a classroom (Russell, 2004, p. 1).

And so I began my descent into the “swampy lowland” and those methods of
inquiry that are not exempt from experience, trial and error, intuition, and mud-
dling (Schön, 1983, p. 43). Schön’s oft-quoted description of the landscape of
practice resonated:
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In the varied topography of professional practice, there is a high, hard
ground where practitioners can make effective use of research-based theory
and technique, and there is a swampy lowland where situations are confusing
“messes” incapable of technical solution. The difficulty is that the problems
of the high ground, however great their technical interest, are often relatively
unimportant to clients or to the larger society, while in the swamp are the
problems of greatest human concern.

(ibid., p. 42)

Cochran-Smith describes the “reciprocal, recursive, and symbiotic relationships
of scholarship in teaching education as ‘working the dialectic’ ” (2005, p. 219)
(see also Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 2004). To do so requires an emphasis on the
“blurring rather than dividing of analysis and action, inquiry and experience,
theorizing and doing in teacher education” (Cochran-Smith, 2005, p. 219), all
are reminders of the swampy lowlands. The line of inquiry that focused on giving
voice to teacher candidates and learning to listen to their perceptions and repre-
sentations has continued to develop and to be provocative and fruitful (see
Martin and Russell, 2005). Of note, the initial broad organizational inquiry into
the restructured pre-service program and the series of program evaluation studies
that it yielded virtually ended after the 1997–1998 academic year, once full
implementation was underway.

Perspectives
Goodlad raises what might be a “chicken and egg” dilemma when he asks, “What
comes first, good schools or good teacher education programs?” (1991, p. 1).
Lest we flounder, he quickly answers, “Both must come together. The long-term
solution—unfortunately, there is no quick one—is to renew the two together . . .
as equal partners in the simultaneous renewal of schooling and the education of
educators” (ibid., pp. 1–2). In an effort to spur partnership, schools that accepted
our candidates for placements would be called Associate Schools and would be
accepting a cohort or school group, rather than 1 or 2 individuals. This meant
that Associate Teachers within a school could confer about their roles and
responsibilities, rather than working in isolation to mentor candidates. And can-
didates would similarly have the support of their peers. As public acknowledg-
ment of their participation, these schools would be given a Queen’s banner to
display in their entrance hallway. The linchpin between the Faculty of Education
and the Associate School was the Faculty Liaison, who usually was assigned to a
cluster of schools. The liaison was responsible for supervising candidates, com-
municating with Associate Teachers and the school administration, and teaching
one of the field-based courses, Theory and Professional Practice. Because of the
length of the extended practicum, far more was demanded of the participating
teachers. Cultivating and maintaining relationships were both more difficult and
more important than it had been in the old program (Upitis, 2000a).

Numerous stakeholders were consulted prior to and during the pilot year and
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the first year of full implementation. These included school administrators,
teachers, community members, federation representatives, and teacher educator
colleagues outside of our Faculty. Following Hatch (1998) who suggests that the
reform process is more complex when various stakeholders are consulted, our
dean was clear that “it was a necessary process, for we sensed that if the reform was
to be successful, resultant changes would have to be tailored to the unique fea-
tures of the institution and supported by the larger community” (Upitis, 2000a,
p. 52). Because the willing involvement of teachers in schools was crucial to the
success of the reformed program, focus groups with elementary and secondary
teachers and administrators were conducted during the planning stages with the
intent of discovering concerns and working to address or redress them. These
consultative groups provided such rich data that the same approach was used as
part of the loosely coupled evaluations of the pilot year and the first year of full
implementation (see Martin et al., 1999; Martin et al., 2000). In 1997–1998, in
addition to facilitating focus groups with candidates, I conducted focus group
interviews with administrators and field practitioners and subsequently analyzed
those data sets. Recounting the full range of findings is beyond the scope of
this chapter; but a brief synopsis points towards the critical importance of under-
standing varying perspectives and incorporating that understanding into one’s
teaching and learning.

A predominant message throughout this set of focus group data was a desire for
partnership between the schools and the Faculty. Teachers and administrators
valued the infusion of energetic candidates into their schools, and there was con-
siderable support for the extended practicum since “teaching is a marathon” and
being a “sprint runner for a couple of weeks” is not adequate preparation for
the marathon. Participants spelled out the price of partnership pragmatically.
They wanted faculty who would supervise candidates to be visible and to com-
municate regularly with them. They were concerned about criteria for assessing
candidates over the course of the extended practicum placements, about how and
when candidates’ teaching responsibilities should be structured, about their own
increased workload and additional responsibilities, and about in-school coordin-
ation given the size of the in-school groups. They predicted that without decided
attention to implementation issues, many problems would arise. And so they did.
Partnership was possible but far more daunting to achieve than we had thought.
A secondary administrator’s succinct assessment was representative: “The whole
thing was a great plus to candidates, a plus to the school as a whole. It wasn’t a
plus to the individual associate teachers” (Martin et al., 2000, p. 285). Overall,
the field-based courses were poorly understood as “an infringement,” as was the
purpose of school group meetings that took candidates away from the classroom:
“I don’t have a good idea as to what they were doing, and when they’re at the
school we should.”

Participants had many recommendations for tackling the pragmatics that they
identified including open and continuous communication between the Associate
Schools and the Faculty and changes to the structure of the extended practicum
so candidates could experience the start-up of school, return to the Faculty to
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learn “the groundwork” and then go back to the schools. The field asked for
recognition of their contribution to the profession as they struggled to meet the
demands of the restructured program, “I felt like I gave a lot more than I got
back.” Teachers were torn by their professional responsibilities to their students
and to their teacher candidates, but “my job, first and foremost, is for my
students.”

I found these data sets compelling and the process of data analysis reinforced
my commitment to let the data speak if the voices of the participants were to
be heard. I learned that one must be vigilant and remember that there are mul-
tiple perspectives and ways of seeing. I was reminded how deeply one becomes
immersed in one’s own community of practice and how great the divide between
communities can be. A secondary principal spoke of the two cultures, the “ivory
tower and the practical tower”:

We’ve got a long way to go to make the most of both of those in a much
more connective kind of way, where the practitioners in the school have a bit
more time and a bit more respect for the theoretical, and those who are
engaged in the theoretical have a little more respect of knowledge from the
actual, practical world.

(Martin et al., 2000, p. 295)

I realized that there are points of divergence that cannot be well negotiated nor
should they be. Our principal responsibility is teacher education and our primary
commitment is to our prospective teachers. For our colleagues in the schools,
their principal commitment is to the learning of the students in their classrooms,
followed by their commitment to the profession and to those who are becoming
teachers. Notwithstanding, concerted attention must be directed towards each
community of practice having “a bit more time and a bit more respect” for the
other.

Giving credence to the authority of experience (Munby and Russell, 1994), I
began to introduce specifically the notion of perspective into my courses and to
work to have candidates consider the classroom dynamic from multiple points of
view. As I thought harder about my own students’ perspectives, I became more
aware of the need to problematize what I was trying to do and introduced up-
front statements of purpose. How could I expect my students to buy into what I
was doing if they were unaware of why I was doing it? Consequently some of us
who taught the Professional Issues course developed a list of discussion topics
to guide the school-group meetings that took place at the Associate Schools.
Candidates could then share the topics with their associate teachers. I started
explaining why they needed to tell their associate teachers what they were doing
in their school groups as well as what their assignments were for the Critical Issues
course. By extension, if associate teachers were unaware of the purpose and con-
tent of school-group meetings, how could they ever sanction, let alone support,
candidates’ time away from the classroom. When I subsequently became a Faculty
Liaison and began teaching the other field-based course, Theory and Professional
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Development, I took to heart the recommendations from the field, in particular
regarding more on-going and open lines of communication, and have worked to
incorporate them.

Beliefs and values
The underlying rationale for the two field-based courses, Theory and Professional
Development and Professional Issues: Equity and Exceptionality, built on the
need to have contextualized experiences before abstractions from or about those
experiences could occur (Upitis, 2000a). During the extended practicum, candi-
dates were allotted three hours per week to work collaboratively in their school
groups on course-related tasks. Candidates used their in-school experiences to
begin to develop a critical stance, to address equity issues such as gender, social
class, cultural diversity and to learn to understand the population of students
with exceptionalities and necessary curricular adaptations, accommodations, and
interventions. Additional topics for their school-group discussions included
classroom management, board policies and procedures, and the overall school
community.

Teaching the Professional Issues course made me realize that if candidates were
going to develop a critical stance, then they needed to move beyond their assump-
tions about students’ abilities, attitudes, or performance, assumptions that could
be delimiting and ultimately not supportive of individual students’ needs and
abilities. But to do so meant challenging their beliefs and values and presenting
opportunities for them to re-present their own school experiences in light of their
often-contrasting practicum experiences. Secondary candidates (2000) spoke tell-
ingly about learning how “eye-opening” it was to learn “different priorities” from
their students who were not university or college bound. In contrast to their own
experiences, candidates came to the realization that a “university degree [may not
be] the best education”; therefore they needed to respect and address “other
options” to prepare their students as “lifelong learners.” As elementary candi-
dates confronted challenges in their classrooms, they, too, found it to be eye-
opening, “We’re dealing with kids that are carrying weapons, and kids that will
laugh in your face and swear at you, and call you names . . . I was totally
unprepared for it” (2000, Elementary).

If candidates were going to be able to confront their “taken-for-granted”
assumptions, they needed to first identify what those were. And for that to hap-
pen, they had to feel safe enough to risk feeling vulnerable and exposed. The
Professional Issues: Equity and Exceptionality course was required for all pre-
service candidates and there was a prescribed set of topics. Many of these topics
were emotionally laden, sometimes leaving candidates unsettled and distressed. I
slowly began to understand that it had to be their issues, their challenges, their
questions, and their dilemmas of practice that drove the course. I could set the
topics; however, how they played out had to be contingent upon and in concert
with candidates’ own experiences. By giving credence to those, a context could be
created that validated the authority of their experience (see Munby and Russell,
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1994, for an explication of the concept of “authority of experience” and its pre-
eminent role in an epistemology of practice). Acknowledging and validating can-
didates’ practicum experiences with their attendant challenges and dilemmas
meant that sufficient dissonance could be generated to spur conceptual change.

The focus group data revealed how much candidates’ beliefs about learning-to-
teach changed, “I learned the most by doing . . . I don’t think anyone can really
teach you how to teach. That’s what I was expecting when I came here. Some-
one’s going to teach me how to teach. But that’s not how it works” (1998,
Secondary). Participants in these focus groups acknowledged the complexity of
learning-to-teach as they recognized that “There is no process or equation that
you can plug factors into and get the right answer . . . You learn by doing. Often,
you learn by doing wrong, and you need that forum, that opportunity to do
wrong” (1998, Secondary, in Martin and Russell, 2005, p. 16). So, too, did I
learn from experience, learn by doing, and learn by doing wrong. Perhaps most
importantly, I came to realize that I had to step back. Although I knew that I
could and should provide direction, I had to relinquish control. Tompkins makes
the case that teachers need to “let go” and relinquish authority if a class is going
to get to know itself.

People’s personalities won’t be visible, their feelings and opinions won’t sur-
face, unless the teacher gets out of the way on a regular basis . . . To get out of
the students’ way, the teacher has to learn how to get out of her own way. To
not let her ego call the shots all the time. This is incredibly difficult.

(1996, p. 147)

Well described in the literature (e.g. Britzman, 1991; Bullough, et al., 1992;
Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Grossman, 1990; Huberman, 1993) is the trajectory of
teaching, beginning with the necessarily egotistic survival phase where the focus is
on oneself and delivering the curriculum, moving to a burgeoning awareness to
look beyond oneself to see the students and their varying needs and abilities, and
progressing to a full-fledged understanding of the critical importance of not only
understanding one’s students but wholeheartedly working to engage them and
enable their ownership of their learning. But until I got out of the way and truly
made room for their critical questions, concerns, and issues, it was sheer hubris to
assume that engagement and ownership were remotely possible in any meaningful
way and that any transformative learning could take place.

Contexts of productive and unproductive learning
Sarason contends that if teachers are to create contexts of productive learning,
then of “bedrock importance” is the need to stimulate and support “a student’s
wanting to learn, to learn more, willingly to experience how such wanting takes
him or her to domains of knowledge and actions that had been understandably
so, not in the ken of the student” (2002, p. 186). He describes wanting to learn as
“a door opener to heretofore unknown worlds” and charges the teacher to light
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“that kind of fire with the hope that it will rage and spread” (ibid., p. 186).
Not leaving the reader in the lurch, Sarason goes on to frame some of the addi-
tional requirements for “that kind of fire” to flare. Foremost are knowing,
appreciating, and respecting one’s students since “school learning—whether
adequate, inadequate, or worse—is never independent of the personal and cogni-
tive history of students” (ibid., p. 217). For Sarason, a context of productive
learning must be motivating; and if what is being learned is productive, then it
will become self-sustaining over the short and long term. But “teachers teach
under pressure, and kids learn under that pressure. We know it and they know it”
(ibid., p. 209). Where he lays blame is, however, not with teachers but with those
who prepare teachers, arguing that becoming teachers are socialized into a school
culture that supports conformity and belies confrontation. Within Faculties of
Education, little is done to dispel the hyperbole in the usual rhetoric that is
espoused:

Each child is a distinctive individual, each child can learn, the mission of the
school is to help the individual fully realize his or her potential. It does not
take long at all for that would-be teacher to understand that rhetoric is
one thing, acting consistently with it is quite another thing, much like the
difference between your fantasy and your reality.

(ibid., p. 189)

The central issue here is not the impossibility of the teacher’s task but avoiding
or indirectly addressing how to approximate the goal: “It is not sinful to fall
short of the mark, it is sinful not to have a mark. There is a difference between
compromising your beliefs and caving in to the easy way out” (ibid., p. 190).

The following excerpts from the focus group data (Martin and Russell, 2005)
reveal how absent were opportunities for candidates to deconstruct the rhetoric
and to have a forum for their questions, “teachers need to know how to communi-
cate with their students, and never has anyone brought up communication”
(1998, Secondary). More pointedly, an elementary candidate (2000) lamented
there were no opportunities to address whether, “in an inner city setting, . . . do
you spend your time teaching the provinces of Canada or how to say please and
thank you?” Without opportunities to consider broad-based education issues and
principles of practice, they saw the program as “disjointed” with “no continuity.”
They were left feeling “herded through” because there was no “common ground,
something that’s bringing it together and having a focus” (1998, Secondary).
“Knowing how to teach curriculum” was presented with “no handle on the his-
tory,” no consideration of “political stance” or challenge of the status quo (2000,
Elementary). Candidates asked where was the discourse that addressed substan-
tive questions like, “What do we mean by education?” and “Who is education
really for?” (2000, Elementary). Without “framed discussion [of] things that
transcend curriculum—like pedagogy, learning styles, assessment, evaluation”
(1998, Elementary), they felt ill prepared. They wanted help to integrate and
consolidate their practicum experiences with their coursework, “The closer I get
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to the end, the less I feel I’ve learned about the fundamentals that I’m going to
build my program on, and that’s . . . scary” (2000, Elementary). These data
were sobering as they too clearly exposed the three counts where we and I
fell short: (1) in creating contexts of productive learning; (2) in disentangling
the conceptual and instrumental differences between contexts of unproductive
and productive learning; and (3) in reconsidering and re-presenting practicum
experiences, using contexts of productive or unproductive learning as frames.

Teaching as a moral act
As I revisit the focus group data sets, I am struck by the intensity of feeling that
resonates throughout, whether it is data from the field or from teacher candidates.
There is praise, but there is certainly protest as well. The discrepancy between our
views, as teacher educators, of the restructured program and those of candidates,
associate teachers, and administrators reveal how complex teacher education is
and how challenging systemic change is (Martin et al., 2000; Martin and Russell,
2005). Context again is preeminent as no reform movement occurs in a vacuum.
Reform movements are both reactive and visionary: reactive in their perception of
an unsatisfactory state that requires change and visionary in their perception of a
more desirable state (Sarason, 2002, p. 245). Not surprisingly, they can generate
intense support and equally intense dissent, and this intensity requires at least
some consideration of teaching as a moral act. Moral responsibility shapes
teachers’ beliefs and values, drives their pedagogy, and ultimately goes some way
towards a determination of their actions as worthy and their teaching as valued.

Although the notion of the “moral dimensions of teaching” is inherently com-
plex and defies any clear or simple answer, the moral is simply “everywhere”
(Sanger, 2001, p. 683). Fenstermacher (1986) is helpful in teasing apart “good”
teaching into a moral force and an epistemological force. Morally, “good teach-
ing” asks what principles justify teaching actions that, in turn, could evoke prin-
cipled action by students. Epistemologically, “good teaching” asks if there is a
rational defense to what is being taught and whether there will be attendant value
for students by contributing to their knowledge, beliefs, or understanding. Thus
teaching as a moral act has several requirements. These include: (1) identification
of moral precepts or “moral goods” (Fenstermacher, 2001, p. 640) such as
respect, honesty, fairness, truthfulness, courage, compassion, and generosity);
(2) consideration of the warrants for teaching actions; and (3) some sense of
whether teaching actions could or would engender moral actions on the part of
students. The epistemology of “good teaching” queries both declarative and
procedural knowledge, asking whether there is intrinsic value in that knowledge
such that students will benefit.

Unpacking the moral and epistemic aspects of “good teaching” is insufficient
without considering teaching actions. Again, Fenstermacher (1984) is helpful.
Using the notion of manner, he argues that teaching extends well beyond subject
matter knowledge and requires a manner that is liberating. Such a manner can
serve as a model for students. Such a manner can also represent a liberal education
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that can free the mind to see dogma, convention, and stereotype, thereby provid-
ing the capacity for students to make sense of and contribute to their world.
Although Fenstermacher initially introduced “manner” to develop a more robust
conception of teaching where manner would contrast with method, he later sig-
nificantly altered his position. Drawing “attention away from method, directing it
instead to manner, led to a far too rigid division between the two. It now appears
that method is an extremely important means for fostering manner in students”
(2001, p. 640).

This interplay between manner and method, what could be considered a moral
dynamic, contextualizes candidates’ assessment of their professors and the rele-
vance of their coursework. The professors who were passionate, engaging, and
modeled good practice were valued. “These professors were not about ‘the
answer’ but instead developed the questions with us . . . and sometimes you don’t
leave the classroom with an answer, but maybe more questions, and that’s leading
you towards finding the answer” (2000, Secondary) (Martin and Russell, 2005,
p. 19). Those who did not “genuinely care about what they’re doing and really
[don’t] want to prepare you for next year . . . wiped out . . . everything that we
learn [about] what a good teacher is and how [to] create a positive learning
environment” (2000, Secondary) (Martin and Russell, 2005, p. 19).

Many of the tensions inherent in teaching are driven by moral considerations
and moral judgments. These considerations and judgments become an on-going
part of teachers’ lives and go some way towards shaping their professional iden-
tity. Unless they can be played out in a context where becoming teachers can
confront and wrestle with them, teacher educators will sell candidates short and
will certainly compromise their own moral responsibility.

Conclusion
In what I consider to be one of the best images of the ill-structured domain of
teaching, McDonald (1992, p. 1) describes “real teaching” as happening “inside a
wild triangle of relations—among teacher, students, subject—and the points of
this triangle shift continuously.”

Yet, out of the uncertainty, craft emerges. The wildness of the triangle pro-
vokes it. . . . I craft a workable relationship for the moment [with my stu-
dents] . . . I tune my stance continually to the values that seize me. Similarly,
though I remain chronically unsure of what to teach and how to teach it, I
develop an eye for productive linkage . . . [But] I can never be sure of the
moves I must continually dare to make; the relations of teaching remain
always skittish.

(ibid., pp. 1–2)

I had to learn how to live with the skittishness in a very different way. I had to
learn how to appreciate “back talk” on multiple levels and learn how to learn from
experience and credit the authority of the experience. I had to learn how to learn
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from working the dialectic of research and teaching. I had to learn how to “let
go” and trust the process itself. And, of course, what I now think of as my
epiphany continues as a work always in-progress.

These realizations are hard won, the changes in my thinking and in my practice
always accompanied by a sense of uncertainty and not inconsiderable angst. But if
I am going to walk my talk and create contexts for productive learning, then my
beliefs about the need for a community of learners with a shared sense of pur-
pose, who will embrace challenge and accept risk, must be translated into prac-
tice. I need to be vigilant, so I continue to listen hard and, I hope, well and
honourably to candidates’ voices. I need to continue to ensure that multiple
perspectives are also understood and credited. In so doing, I need to expose fully
and unabashedly my passion for wanting to learn, for wanting my candidates to
learn, and for wanting those whom they will teach to learn—well beyond their
ken. Finally, as I enact new pedagogical strategies for teacher education, I need
to continually question my assumptions, beliefs, and values, always acknowledg-
ing the essential tensions of teaching and respecting that teaching is indeed a
moral act.

References
Britzman, D. (1991) Practice makes practice: A critical study of learning to teach. Albany,

NY: State University of New York Press.
Bullough, R. V., Jr., Knowles, J. G., and Crow, N. A. (1992) Emerging as a teacher. New

York: Routledge.
Bullough, R. V., Jr. and Pinnegar, S. (2001) Guidelines for quality in autobiographical

forms of self-study research. Educational Researcher, 30(3), 13–21.
Cochran-Smith, M. (2005) Teacher educators as researchers: multiple perspectives. Teach-

ing and Teacher Education, 21, 219–225.
Cochran-Smith, M. and Lytle, S. L. (2004) Practitioner inquiry, knowledge, and university

culture. In J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. LaBoskey, and T. Russell (eds.), Inter-
national handbook of research of self-study of teaching and teacher education practices.
Dordrecht: Kluwer, pp. 602–649.

Cole, A. L., Elijah, R., and Knowles, J. G. (eds.) (1998) The heart of the matter: Teacher
educators and teacher education reform. San Francisco: Caddo Gap Press.

Cook-Sather, A. (2002) Authorizing students’ perspectives: Toward trust, dialogue, and
change in education. Educational Researcher, 31(4), 3–14.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1997) The right to learn: A blueprint for creating schools that work.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000) Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state
policy evidence. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 8(1). Retrieved April 23, 2001, from
http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v8n1/

Dewey, J. (1938) Experience and education. New York: Macmillan.
Feiman-Nemser, S. (2001) From preparation to practice: Designing a continuum to

strengthen and sustain teaching. Teachers College Record, 103, 1013–1055.
Fenstermacher, G. D. (1986) Philosophy of research on teaching: Three aspects. In

M. Wittrock (ed.), Handbook of research on teaching, 3rd edn. New York: Macmillan,
pp. 37–49.

Program restructuring 163



Fenstermacher, G. D. (2001) On the concept of manner and its visibility in teaching
practice. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 33(6), 639–653.

Frye, N. (1957) Anatomy of criticism: Four essays. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Giroux, H. and McLaren, P. (1986) Teacher education and the politics of engagement:

The case for democratic schooling. Harvard Educational Review, 56(3), 213–238.
Goodlad, J. I. (1991) Educational renewal. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Grossman, P. L. (1990) The making of a teacher: Teacher knowledge and teacher education.

New York: Teachers College Press.
Hatch, T. (1998) The differences in theory that matter in the practice of school improve-

ment. American Educational Research Journal, 35(1), 3–31.
Holmes Group (1995) Tomorrow’s schools of education. East Lansing, MI: The Holmes

Group.
Huberman, A. M. (1993) The lives of teachers. trans. J. R. Neufeld. New York: Teachers

College Press.
Kessels, J. P. A. M. and Korthagen, F. A. J. (1996) The relationship between theory and

practice: Back to the classics. Educational Researcher, 25(3), 17–22.
Knowles, J. G. and Cole, A. L. (1998) Setting and defining the context of reform. In

A. L. Cole, R. Elijah, and J. G. Knowles (eds.), The heart of the matter. San Francisco:
Caddo Gap Press, pp. 15–36.

Korthagen. F. A. J. and Kessels, J. P. A. (1999) Linking theory and practice: Changing the
pedagogy of teacher education. Educational Researcher, 28(4), 4–17.

Lave, J. and Wenger, E. (1991) Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Loughran, J. (2006) Developing a pedagogy of teacher education: Understanding teaching
and learning about teaching. London: Routledge.

McDonald, J. P. (1992) Teaching: Making sense of an uncertain craft. New York: Teachers
College Press.

Martin, A. K., Hutchinson, N. L., and Whitehead, L. (1999) Gauging field support for
a proposed innovative field-based program of teacher education. Teacher Education
Quarterly, 26(2), 21–34.

Martin, A. K., Munby, H., and Hutchinson, N. L. (2000) Protests and praise from the
field: Focus groups and predictive validity. In R. Upitis (ed.), Who will teach? A case study
of teacher education reform. San Francisco: Caddo Gap Press, pp. 279–297.

Martin, A. K. and Russell, T. (2005) Listening to pre-service teachers’ perceptions and
representations of teacher education programs. In J. Brophy and S. Pinnegar (eds.),
Learning from research on teaching: Perspective, methodology, and representation: Vol. 11.
Advances in Research on Teaching Series. Oxford: Elsevier, pp. 3–41.

Munby, H. and Russell, T. (1994) The authority of experience in learning to teach:
Messages from a physics methods class. Journal of Teacher Education, 45, 86–95.

Russell, T. (2000) Teaching to build on school experiences. In R. Upitis (ed.), Who
will teach? A case study of teacher education reform. San Francisco: Caddo Gap Press,
pp. 227–240.

Russell, T. (2004) Modeling what matters to future teachers: Self-directed learning, learn-
ing from experience, and community-building. Paper presented at the meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA, April.

Sanger, M. G. (2001) Talking to teachers and looking at practice in understanding the
moral dimensions of teaching. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 33(6), 683–704.

Sarason, S. B. (1996) Revisiting “The culture of the school and the problem of change.”
New York: Teachers College Press.

164 Andrea K. Martin



Sarason, S. B. (1998) Political leadership and educational failure. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Sarason, S. B. (2002) Educational reform: A self-scrutinizing memoir. New York: Teachers
College Press.

Sarason, S. B. (2004) And what do you mean by learning? Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Schön, D. A. (1983) The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New York:

Basic Books.
Schön, D. A. (1987) Educating the reflective practitioner: Toward a new design for teaching

and learning in the professions. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Tompkins, J. (1996) A life in school: What the teacher learned. Cambridge, MA: Perseus

Books.
Upitis, R. (2000a) How will we teach those who will teach? In R. Upitis (ed.), Who will

teach? A case study of teacher education reform. San Francisco: Caddo Gap Press,
pp. 45–60.

Upitis, R. (ed.) (2000b) Who will teach? A case study of teacher education reform. San
Francisco: Caddo Gap Press.

Wilmore, E. (1996) Brave new world: Field-based teacher preparation. Educational
Leadership, 53(6), 59–63.

Zeichner, K. M. and Liston, D. P. (1991) Traditions of reform in U.S. teacher education.
Journal of Teacher Education, 41(2), 3–20.

Program restructuring 165



12 Value-based teacher
education
The role of knowledge, language
and golden moments

Mieke Lunenberg, Fred Korthagen,
and Martijn Willemse

If tomorrow’s teachers are to be responsible and effective conduits of moral educa-
tion, teacher education programs must take up the challenge of moral education
instruction.

(Wakefield, 1997, p. 5)

The meaning of Wakefield’s statement is crystal clear: if we want teachers to be
responsible for moral education, then teacher education institutes must prepare
them for this task. When seen in this light, it is remarkable how little has been
written on this topic. At the international level, teacher educators and researchers
appear to focus more on instructional methods in schools and in teacher educa-
tion institutes than on the moral aspects of education, although this latter focus is
more common in Europe. There is little empirical evidence on whether or not
teacher education institutes are capable of preparing student teachers for the
moral aspects of the teaching profession (Cochran-Smith and Zeichner, 2005;
Fullan et al., 1998). Moreover, there is considerable confusion about what consti-
tutes moral education. Does it resemble issues such as facilitating identity forma-
tion and personal growth (emphasised by Loughran, 2006, p. 2) and, if so, how?
The same question can be asked of the fostering of democratic values and skills
(Cochran-Smith, 2004), or any of the related issues mentioned in the literature.

In order to develop a clear focus in this confusing area, we decided to concen-
trate on a single aspect of moral education in schools and teacher education,
namely, the role of values. In this chapter we describe a four-year research project,
during which we collaborated with 54 teacher educators in a teacher education
institute for primary education. This institute’s four-year programme combines
subject matter with professional preparation. The aim of the research project was
to investigate how teacher educators can prepare student teachers to provide an
education that develops certain values in children. In this chapter we use the term
value-based education for such education provided by teachers and the term
value-based teacher education for the preparation of teachers for value-based
education.

In the first part of the study we focused on the curriculum in one particular



teacher education institute. During this phase we found that many curricular
choices were made implicitly and that the curriculum as such contained few rele-
vant ingredients. Accordingly, value-based teacher education proved to be largely
dependent on teacher educators, whose professional background appeared to be
of great importance. It became clear that preparing student teachers for value-
based education requires specific knowledge, yet this seems to be a neglected
aspect of teacher education throughout the world.

In the second part of the study we focused on the values that teacher educators
say they consider to be an important part of value-based teacher education and on
how they incorporate these values into their teaching practice. We also asked
them whether their teaching practice emphasised support for the student teachers’
personal development or for their professional development. The third part of the
project involved an in-depth analysis of the daily practices of 9 teacher educators
with specific expertise. An ability to exploit golden moments—unforeseen situ-
ations in which something is said or done that refers to value development or
personal growth—was found to be of pivotal importance.

All participants agreed that our research project shows that preparing student
teachers for value-based education is not easy. As many authors emphasise the
importance of this pedagogical area in today’s world (Grossman, 2005), specific
staff development in teacher education seems necessary. We describe the details of
such a staff development programme, carried out in the context of the second and
third phases of the study, as we believe that this may be of interest to other teacher
educators.

Theoretical background
In educational encounters, a teacher’s norms and values, and the extent to
which they are enacted in practice, influence the manner in which students
might develop their own. Thus personal relationship between teachers and
students is crucial as identity formation and personal growth combine to
shape the nature of pedagogy itself.

(Loughran, 2006, p. 2)

We fully endorse this view, and we observe that there is little research on how this
plays out in practice, either in schools or in teacher education programmes. In
contrast, there is a considerable body of literature in which experts debate the role
of values in both primary and secondary education (Willemse et al., 2005a).
However, no broad international consensus has been reached concerning the
goals and contents of an educational programme which targets the development
of certain values. There is a similar lack of consensus concerning appropriate
pedagogical approaches. For example, in the literature we find at least 9 different
terms describing such educational approaches as “value education,” “moral edu-
cation,” “character education” and “personal and social education” (Vedder and
Veugelers, 1999; Berkowitz, 1995). Moreover, this has excited the interest of
several different disciplines (including education, theology, political science,
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philosophy, psychology and sociology) and of related intra-disciplinary and
inter-disciplinary schools of thought.

For the purposes of our research project, we have summarised the diversity
of interpretations, disciplines and schools of thought involved in the complex
international debate into the following three themes (see also Willemse, 2005a):

1 The legitimacy of value-based education. At issue here is whether or not value-
based education is actually a task for schools and teachers at all. The vast
majority of studies on this theme answer this question in the affirmative (see,
for example, Klaassen, 1996; Wardekker et al., 1998).

2 The content of value-based education. While there is a variety of views about
the role of values in education, at least in the Netherlands there does seem
to exist a broad consensus that it encompasses both the personal domain
(developing identity) and the social one (forging citizenship) (Biesta and
Miedema, 2002; Ten Dam and Volman, 1999; Valstar and Veugelers, 1998;
Veugelers et al., 2002; Veugelers and Vedder, 2003). At the international
level, there is also broad agreement that the development of values in child-
ren should not be considered as a separate subject or discipline, but rather
that it should be seen as an integral part of the curriculum (Solomon et al.,
2001; Stephenson et al., 1998).

3 The design of value-based education. Finally, there is the issue of how value
development can be incorporated into everyday teaching. The results of
research into the best way of doing this, however, have been ambiguous
(Solomon et al., 2001).

The literature review led us to conclude that there is no clear, generally accepted,
practically proven and universally applicable theoretical framework for value-
based education at either primary or secondary level, let alone for value-based
teacher education.

We draw a distinction between two specific contexts to clarify the various terms
used in the literature. Context A is that of value-based teacher education; context
B is that of value-based education in schools (see Figure 12.1). The research
project presented in this chapter deals with context A. More specifically, it
concerns a teacher education institute for primary education.

The value-based teacher education provided by teacher educators must be
based on a vision of the moral aspects of their own profession and that of the
teacher. Such a vision is shaped in part by the teacher educators’ ideological,
cultural and personal backgrounds, and partly by their own values. These values
embrace ideas, convictions and ideals in respect of good teacher education
and good teaching. Consciously or subconsciously, they guide the educators’
behaviour (Clark, 1995; cf. Hansen, 2001; De Ruyter et al., 2003). In our
view, it is important to draw a conceptual distinction between two sets of values.
On the one hand, there are the teacher educators’ own values. On the other,
there are those that they wish to develop in their student teachers and those
eventually imparted to pupils, once the students become teachers. We must
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acknowledge, however, that teacher educators’ own values will inevitably influ-
ence the values they want to develop in their students and, ultimately, in their
students’ pupils.

The central question in our study was: How are student teachers prepared for
value-based education through teacher education practices? Taking our literature
survey as a basis, we formulated three assumptions for our study:

1 If a teacher education programme is intended to prepare student teachers
for value-based education, then our first assumption is that this should be
reflected in the curriculum and in the way in which the students’ mastery of
this material is assessed. In line with Kieviet (1993), Wardekker et al. (1998)
and Vedder and Veugelers (1999), we also assumed that value-based teacher
education is an integral part of the curriculum.

2 Our second assumption was that the development of the students’ personal
and professional identity is one of the focal areas of value-based teacher edu-
cation (see Stephenson et al., 1998; Ten Dam et al., 2004). In respect of this
latter point, the emphasis of the course should gradually shift from the per-
sonal to the professional identity. Student teachers should be encouraged to
develop their own pedagogical view of education and of the role of values in
their teaching (Kieviet, 1993; Ten Dam et al., 2004; Vedder and Veugelers,
1999; Verkuyl, 2002).

3 Finally, we assumed that the person of the teacher educator himself or herself
is an important factor in value-based teacher education (cf. Hansen, 2001;
Buzzelli and Johnston, 2002). The next three sections describe the methods
used to study these assumptions and the results obtained.

Figure 12.1 Value-based teacher education in relation to value-based education in schools.
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A teacher education curriculum

Design and methods

The first study focused upon the curriculum of Module 4. This is the final part of
the first year of a teacher education programme at CHN, a teacher education
institute in the Netherlands that specializes in primary education. This 12-week
module was linked to a series of overall learning goals, five of which can be
regarded as specifically value-based:

1 The student will be able to justify his or her contacts with the pupils in
elementary schools.

2 The student will be able to clarify his or her teaching values and norms, and
will be able to relate these to his or her teaching practice.

3 The student will be able to reflect continuously on his or her own attitudes,
opinions and teaching and on new innovations, and will be prepared to
change his or her own teaching through self-evaluation.

4 The student will be able to choose teaching objectives related to his or her
own identity and to the identity of the school.

5 The student will have a knowledge and understanding of children’s identity,
and of their emotional, cognitive, creative, social, ethical, religious, cultural,
and physical development. The student will also be able to stimulate such
development.

The aim of this study was to identify the value-based education elements in part
of the course curriculum and to examine the learning effects on the student
teachers.

During this study we identified the value-based learning objectives formulated
by the teacher educators responsible for developing the part of the curriculum
under study (the designers). These objectives were derived from the value-based
overall goals. We looked at how these teacher educators shaped the learning goals
in those programme components of the curriculum that they designed. A record
was also made of the teaching and learning methods that they selected for these
components. We also looked at whether the teacher educators who actually
taught the curriculum, and the students taking the module, recognised those
goals, components, and teaching and learning methods as such.

The data were collected in a group interview with the designers and through
questionnaires completed by the teacher educators and students at the end of the
course. The student teachers and their mentors at the schools where the students’
teaching practice took place were given questionnaires about the skills the student
teachers were expected to use during their work placements. In all, 9 course
designers, 20 teacher educators and 80 mentors (primary school teachers who
supervised the student teachers during their teaching practice) took part in the
process, together with 217 student teachers in the initial assessment and 164 in
the final assessment.
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Results and reflection

Starting with five value-based overall goals, the curriculum designers formulated
59 learning objectives for Module 4 of the curriculum. Based upon the distribu-
tion of those objectives over the various modules and programme components,
our conclusion is that value-based teacher education seems to be mainly associ-
ated with problem-based learning tasks and religious education. It is rarely, if
ever, associated with subjects such as music, mathematics and expression. This
refutes one of the assumptions formulated for this study, that value-based teacher
education forms an integral part of the curriculum as a whole. In broad terms,
both the teacher educators and the student teachers recognised the 59 learning
objectives. However, the two groups differed in their opinions as to which of
those objectives were most recognisably part of value-based teacher education.

The course designers selected 13 programme components and 25 associated
pedagogical methods as most characteristic of value-based teacher education.
Their choice was largely recognised by both the teacher educators and the stu-
dents. Problem-based learning tasks and portfolio assignments were regarded by
all concerned as the most characteristic programme components. The teacher
educators listed discussion and structures encouraging reflection as the most
characteristic pedagogical methods. Both they and the students awarded the
highest score to discussion. The choice of this method seems to correspond with
what we find in the literature regarding suitable approaches to moral education in
primary and secondary education (see Ling et al., 1998; Solomon et al., 2001).

Within the context of their five value-based overall goals, the course designers
had also listed 19 skills that students ought to be able to apply during their period
of teaching practice. Both the students and their mentors were of the opinion that
those skills, as formulated by the course designers, were indeed displayed to a
large extent during that practice. In particular, they believed those relating to
reflecting upon classroom teaching were widely applied.

An important aspect revealed by our research is that, in this particular module,
the choices in respect of the positioning of value-based teacher education within
the curriculum appear to be partly implicit in nature. The group interview proved
to be essential. As it generated an overview and forced the course designers to
look for ways of making the concept of value-based teacher education more
explicit, it compelled them to point out exactly where it could be found in
Module 4. The course designers admitted that they found it difficult to be specific
about exactly which parts of the curriculum included recognisable value-based
teacher education. They also seemed to have made the implicit assumption that
value-based teacher education (within the part of the curriculum studied) is con-
fined primarily to the religious education module and to problem-based learning
components, and that it has no real part to play in such subjects such as music and
mathematics. Moreover, some teacher educators in these areas seemed to find it
difficult to get a grip on the concept of value-based teacher education.

Looking at the results of this first study, we reached two preliminary conclu-
sions. First, it seemed that not all teacher educators have the requisite knowledge
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to provide adequate value-based teacher education. Second, it appears to be
necessary for teacher educators to communicate with one another in order to
clarify their ideas about value-based teacher education. This in turn enables them
to develop a shared language with which to discuss this theme.

Values and identity development

Design and methods

The second and third studies concerned the actual practices adopted by teacher
educators. The aim of these studies was to develop an understanding of the ways
in which they provide value-based teacher education. This might take place within
or outside the context of the formal curriculum and it might be implicit or
explicit, planned or unplanned. For the purposes of these studies we influenced
the object of our research in various ways, in order to obtain greater insights. We
postulated that a staff development programme based on a systematic reflection
and discussion about actual practices could benefit teacher educators in two ways.
First, it might enable them to convert their sometimes vague ideas about value-
based teacher education into something more tangible. Second, it might provide
the support that they need to further develop value-based teacher education. This
approach makes use of the ALACT model. ALACT is an acronym derived from
the initial letters of the five phases of a spiral model of systematic reflection
(Figure 12.2). This model is an important component of the realistic approach to
teacher education described by Korthagen et al. (2001).

Our starting points for the second study were the values that teacher educators
consider to be important in the provision of value-based teacher education and
how they incorporate these values into their teaching practice. All 54 teacher

Figure 12.2 The ALACT model for reflection.
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educators employed at the teacher education institute under study were asked to
formulate values by building a “wall.” They built a personal paper wall using
handwritten cards, each identifying a value seen as important to value-based
teacher education.

The instrument known as “The Wall” (see Figure 12.3) is based on a technique
described by Korthagen et al. (2001, pp. 162, 167). The aim is to facilitate
reflection on various educational goals or values that often remain implicit, and on
the relations between them. Each teacher educator was given a number of blank
paper “bricks.” The teacher educators were invited to fill in these bricks with
values they considered important for their own practice. In order to promote
comparability of the various values, we encouraged the teacher educators to
express each value as a complete phrase, using a subject and a verb. The following
are examples of such phrases: “I will show respect to my student teachers,” or
“stimulating the development of student teachers’ identity.”

Next, we asked the participants to identify the most important values (up to a
maximum of four) and place them at the base of their walls. These values repre-
sented the “foundation” of the wall. We then asked the teacher educators to copy
these foundation values onto the back of the sheet (see Figure 12.4). They were
then asked to indicate whether these values focused on supporting student
teachers’ personal development or their professional development, or possibly a
combination of both.

Finally, the participants were also asked to decide which of their value founda-
tions was the most important of all. They were then asked to give examples of
how they put this value into practice.

Results and reflection

The 54 teacher educators’ views of what constituted important values in value-
based teacher education varied widely. They included such things as “respect,”
“collective responsibility for the world,” “meeting,” “openness” and “humour.”
The values are very diverse and not distinct (for example, “meeting” and “open-
ness”). Moreover, most of these values are not specific to the area of education.
The selection of generalized values such as “respect” and “humour” raises the
question of how these values are translated into practice (see Willemse et al.,
2005b).

Figure 12.3 The Wall technique for concretising educational goals or values and their
relations.

Value-based teacher education 173



The practices followed in this teacher education institute appear to indicate a
lack of shared values or a shared vision about what constitutes value-based teacher
education. The process of building and discussing the walls seemed to be the
first step in developing a common language that could be used to talk about
those values in concrete terms. The teacher educators started to “think aloud”
(Loughran, 2006, p. 47), albeit only for their colleagues and not yet for their
student teachers.

At a more abstract level, however, there are some indications of shared values.
We found two common themes running through the values put forward by the
teacher educators. One was social development, and the other was personality
development. The second assumption formulated for this study (that teacher
educators focus upon both the personal and professional aspects of identity
development) seemed to be correct. For most values, the teacher educators indi-
cated that the focus was on supporting both personal and professional develop-
ment. However, our second study provided no specific insights into ways of
implementing these two aspects.

The daily practices of nine teacher educators

Design and methods

Nine teacher educators, for the most part pedagogues and theologians, volun-
teered to participate in a follow-up project. This phase, which consisted of three
meetings, involved the use of the Moral Analysis Chart (MAC, Figure 12.5). The

Figure 12.4 Foundation of the wall.
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MAC is based on the column technique described by Korthagen et al. (2001,
pp. 168–169) and on an instrument for systematic reflection developed by Biesta
and Verkuyl (2002). The MAC is used to encourage teacher educators to reflect
on how they put their values into practice.

The teacher educators who participated in the follow-up phase completed the
MAC on four separate occasions. This took place at the meeting with the entire
staff of teacher educators and at the end of each of the three meetings in the fol-
low-up project. In the intervals between these meetings, the teacher educators
were challenged to reflect on how they put their values into practice. In doing so,
they were asked to focus on any aspects that remained unclear.

In this third study, we asked the teacher educators to describe the following in
their Moral Analysis Charts:

1 the specific meaning that they attached to the values they had identified as
being the most important (Column 1);

2 those moments in which they felt that they had put their values into practice
(Column 2);

3 the teaching and learning methods that they used when putting their values
into practice (Column 2);

4 the specific topics that they taught when putting their values into practice
(Column 2).

In addition, we asked them to describe their own behaviour (Column 3) and what
they wanted their student teachers to achieve (Column 4).

The MAC was accompanied by a description of each column that guided the
teacher educators in completing the charts. The facilitator who conducted the

Figure 12.5 The Moral Analysis Chart.
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three meetings also explained how to fill in the MAC. In addition, video record-
ings were made of each of the teacher educators at work during a teaching session
of their own choice. To ascertain the extent to which the values described in
the MACs were actually put into practice, we then interviewed the educator
concerned and two of their students concerning the session in question.

Results and reflection

The nine teacher educators who took part in the follow-up exercise gave expres-
sion to their values during subject-based meetings and when supervising students
individually. In so doing, they made use of discussion, of conversation, and of
methods that encourage dialogue and reflection. Our research makes it clear that,
at the outset, those who participated in the follow-up exercise were not providing
value-based teacher education in a consciously planned manner. Moreover, they
found it difficult to say how often they adopted a value-based approach when
working with students.

The finding that teacher educators struggled to formulate answers in their
MACs, together with the diversity of these answers, seems to confirm the lack of a
language that is adequate to the needs of value-based teacher education. This
finding is consistent with the observation that the entire staff of teacher educators
struggled to formulate their values in the Wall instrument. The teacher educators
seemed not to possess what Van Manen and Li referred to as a “pathic language,”
a language that is “sensitive to the experiential, moral, emotional and personal
dimensions of teaching and school life” (2002, p. 221). Our research further
reveals that teacher educators have trouble making it explicit what they do
or want to do when practising value-based teacher education. It was only in
the context of this staff development programme that they started to think
aloud (Loughran, 2006) and to develop a moral language related to actual edu-
cational practice. Educators can use this language to discuss the role of values in
education with one another, and with their students. Both teacher educators and
students can use it when talking about the relation of this issue with their own
practices.

The fact that teacher educators initially did not provide value-based teacher
education as a consciously planned subject does not mean that teacher educators
did not provide such teacher education at all: they appear to make use of golden
moments. In other words, if a student raises a value-laden problem or topic
during subject-based classes, the educators attempt to turn it into a learning
opportunity for the whole group. Interestingly, this is in line with paradoxes
formulated by Palmer for the purpose of articulating his views of practice. One
such paradox is “Invite the voice of the individual and the voice of the group”
(1998, p. 74, cited in Loughran, 2006, p. 70), another is “Honor the ‘little’
stories of the students and the ‘big’ stories of the disciplines and tradition”
(Palmer, 1998, p. 74). The second part of this paradox seems to represent the
problem experienced by the teacher educators in our study. To a large extent,
they lack both a knowledge and language of “the disciplines and tradition” that
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are relevant to value-based teacher education. Few teacher educators have a
background in pedagogy or theology, so they lack the ability to connect theory
with practice. As a result, student teachers miss an important opportunity to
derive a broader, more general meaning from these golden moments.

Our research reveals that the educator’s personal approach and attitude
are important elements in value-based teacher education. This concurs with
Loughran’s (2006, p. 86) view that “teaching is a relationship.” When ques-
tioned on this point, both the teacher educators and the students cite qualities
(values) such as “showing an interest,” “being available,” “empathising,” “having
an open attitude” and “being on the student’s wavelength.” In the third study,
both the teacher educators and students identified the specific moments in which
these qualities were demonstrated. Furthermore, both groups indicated exactly
the same moments. Interestingly, this seems to suggest that teacher educators and
student teachers see teacher education practice in the same way. When teaching,
however, teacher educators seldom present the underlying qualities or values in
an explicit way. This raises the question of whether students really ever learn very
much at all from the examples given them by their teacher educators. In a related
study among teacher educators from another Dutch institution, Lunenberg et al.
(in press) found the same phenomenon. Teacher educators are not accustomed to
being explicit about their pedagogical choices, and whenever they are asked
for such details, they seldom make connections with theory. Teacher educators
therefore seem to overlook the importance of what Loughran described in the
following words:

Fundamental to all is the importance of communicating the why of [teacher
educators’] practice so that students of teaching can make informed decisions
about what they need to learn about their teaching in order to enhance the
learning of their pupils . . . The implicit messages and intentions of teaching
must be challenged, students of teaching need to know what we think are the
intended outcomes from our practice and, as teacher educators, we need to
be able to articulate not only what we are doing, but why we are doing it and
how we are communicating that through our practice.

(2006, p. 61)

We conclude that, in this respect, the teacher educators participating in this study
still have a long way to go.

Knowledge, language and golden moments
In this chapter we have attempted to answer the question, How are student
teachers prepared for value-based education through teacher education practices?
On the basis of our literature survey we were able to formulate three assumptions
for our study:

1 We assumed that if a teacher-education programme has the objective of
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providing value-based education, then that aim should be reflected through-
out the entire curriculum, and in the way in which students’ learning of that
curriculum is assessed.

2 We assumed that the focus of value-based teacher education includes devel-
oping both the students’ personal identity and their professional identity.
Furthermore, the emphasis of the course should gradually shift from the
former to the latter.

3 We assumed that the professional skills and personal qualities of teacher edu-
cators themselves are an important factor in value-based teacher education.

We draw three conclusions. First, with regard to that part of the curriculum that
we examined, we conclude that the teacher educators who paid most attention to
values-based teacher education were those involved in designing religious educa-
tion components and some problem-based learning tasks. In the second study,
pedagogues and theologians volunteered to participate in the staff development
project. It seems that pedagogues and theologians as well as their colleagues
presuppose that value-based teacher education is mainly the field of pedagogues
and theologians because, based on their educational background and interest,
they have the necessary professional knowledge. However, Korthagen et al.
(2000) state that support should be given to all teacher educators to enable them
to develop expertise in this field. These authors also contend that reflection on the
moral aspects of teaching should be incorporated into the training given to all
teacher educators, as well as teachers.

Second, a moral language is missing in teacher education. The teacher educa-
tors in our study found it enormously difficult to name their practice (see
Loughran, 2006, p. 65). In our view, a practical and shared moral language is
needed to help both teacher educators and teachers reflect on their work. It
would also make them aware of their progress in developing values in their stu-
dents or pupils (Campbell, 2003). Such a language would offer them the
opportunity to better communicate with each other, and to charge their teaching
with greater meaning. Moreover, a language of this kind could help them to
differentiate between different values, which would make their reflections and
discussion on the role of values in (teacher) education more specific. Student
teachers could also be encouraged to adopt this language, since that would
benefit their later professional practice (Sockett and LePage, 2002).

The instrument known as “The Wall” seemed to provide a first step in the
development of a common language for discussing educational values in con-
crete terms, at any level. Accordingly, this could be an important instrument in
the professional development of teacher educators (and that of teachers). The
same is true of the Moral Analysis Chart (MAC). This is a tool that can be used
by both teachers and teacher educators. It offers clear reference points that can
assist them in developing a moral language which can promote reflection and
terminological precision. For example, a discussion of Columns 2 and 3 of the
MAC can be combined with learning to use paradoxes and tensions, axioms,
summary statements, and assertions. As Loughran (2006, chapter 5) has shown,
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this can support the development of a shared language. Hence, the explicit
use of the MAC by teacher educators may offer their student teachers the
meta-awareness that Loughran (2006) considers to be fundamental to teacher
education.

Third, our research concerns the prominent role that individual teacher educa-
tors seem to play in value-based teacher education. This role was highlighted in
our third study by the emphasis placed by educators and students alike upon such
factors as “making time,” “being available,” “empathising” and “being on the
student’s wavelength.” We assume that this involves a mixture of professional
skills and personal qualities which teacher educators can develop still further. In
order to improve the professional development of teacher educators, it may be
important to encourage them to develop specific attitudes, or at least to stimulate
their awareness of their own attitudes. This coincides with the views of Koster
et al. (2005). In a study on the development of a professional profile for teacher
educators, these authors state that

Hence, in the future, it should be examined if and how the competence
profile for teacher educators can be extended to include attitudes, motives
and personal characteristics of the teacher educator, which would then cater
for all the competence aspects that determine how effectively a situation is
dealt with.

(ibid., p. 173)

The prominent role of individual teacher educators is also reflected in the use
that they make of so-called golden moments. When and how that is done depends
upon the extent to which educators are able to create such moments in the course
of their work, and/or to recognise and exploit them. We take the view that if
teacher educators can improve their expertise in recognising, creating and using
golden moments, then they will be better able to unpack them (Loughran, 2006).
They will only be able to do so, however, if they can also obtain the theoretical
knowledge needed to give meaning to such moments. The importance of unpack-
ing and giving meaning is that they enable student teachers to learn how to make
use of golden moments in their own practices. Korthagen et al. emphasise this in
the following way:

During teacher education, teachers should not only learn techniques associ-
ated with pedagogical professionality, such as leading a discussion about
moral dilemmas, but they should also be able to bring value problems into
education in a pedagogically sound way. In other words, they should be able
to “make hay while the sun shines,” namely, when in class, at school or in a
broader community a moral dilemma occurs in a concrete (not artificial)
setting. Then they should be able to discover, generate and discuss such a
dilemma in the real social context.

(2000, pp. 250–251)
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13 How experience changed my
values as a teacher educator

Tom Russell

After almost 30 years as a teacher educator, I believe that I understand in complex
rather than superficial ways the essential changes in perspective required of a
new teacher and how pre-service practicum experiences interact with education
courses. While teaching often looks easy, acquiring habits of good teaching and
making explicit the principles of one’s pedagogy take time. Acquiring the habits
of good teacher education and making explicit the principles of a pedagogy of
teacher education add further layers and additional time. I now understand more
fully the evolution of my own practices and my own values in response to the
complexity and challenges of pre-service teacher education. Personal experiences
in the teacher education classroom and in school classrooms as practicum super-
visor have stimulated major changes in my values. In addition, my research on
learning to teach has enabled me to listen to those who are learning to teach in
ways that would not have occurred in the education classroom alone.

As I help teacher candidates learn to study their own development as teachers,
studying my own practice has become an increasingly important part of giving
genuine meaning to reflective practice and constructivist teaching approaches.
Creating and sustaining a teaching-learning relationship with each student is now
the fundamental goal from which all else follows. That relationship evolves as we
come to understand, through shared experiences and the sharing of experiences,
the significant messages conveyed to students by how a teacher or teacher educa-
tor teaches. Constructivism, metacognition, and reflective practice are simply idle
terms and phrases until they come to life through appropriate pedagogy, in the
teacher education classroom as well as in the school classroom.

In this chapter I describe how my values have developed in response to my
students’ reactions to my changes to my teacher education practices in the physics
methods classroom and in practicum supervision in schools. There seems to be a
common assumption that research findings inspire new practices that are easily
added to one’s teaching when the evidence is clear and when the new practices
match one’s values as a teacher. My own experience has been otherwise. Only by
significant effort over several years am I able to fully understand the potential
benefits and personal consequences of a change recommended by research, and
only through self-study research am I able to achieve that understanding. Most
new practices do eventually become regular features of my teaching, but only



when I gain personal evidence that they make my students’ learning more pro-
ductive. Thus I speak of practice changing my values, rather than values changing
my practices. Personal values inspire me to introduce potentially productive
changes, but only after I have successfully changed my practices do my values
evolve further as I gain personal understanding of the reasons why new practices
are more productive. As in most significant and enduring learning, experience
precedes understanding.

In the first section of this chapter, I describe a number of ways that I have
changed my teacher education practices. I include comments about my reasons
for trying to change and about the consequences of each change for my students.
In the second section of the chapter I speak more broadly about experienced-
based changes in my values and about my evolving perceptions of the many
challenges associated with enacting a pedagogy of teacher education.

Changing my practices

Probing students’ views of teaching and learning

Trying to talk less and listen more inspired me to probe students’ views of teach-
ing and learning, in schools and in teacher education. In response to in-service
work with experienced teachers prior to becoming a pre-service teacher educator,
I began with a determination to talk less than most teachers seem to talk when
they are teaching. We have a century of classroom research showing that teachers
talk a great deal. For example, Flanders’ “rule of two-thirds” suggested that two-
thirds of the time, someone in a classroom is speaking, and two-thirds of the time
the person speaking is the teacher. The teachers I helped to study their own
teaching came to two conclusions: (1) they had no idea they spoke as much as
they did; and (2) they had no idea that it would be so difficult to reduce the extent
to which they speak. My earliest classes of would-be teachers were genuinely
puzzled by my teaching, for it also seemed clear that I could not tell them that I
was trying to talk less than they expected. Less talking inevitably led to more in-
class activities and to more listening on my part, and I invented an open-ended
“mid-course evaluation” that generated comments to which I could then respond,
having created a context for opening up my approach. Inevitably, one particularly
frustrated student blurted out the question, “Why didn’t you tell us you weren’t
going to tell us?” I was well on my way to having practice shape my values.

Learning from practicum supervision

Personal experiences observing new teachers in practicum settings soon con-
firmed that words do not change behaviour. My teaching assignment has always
included supervision of pre-service teaching. Even though I was not doing a great
deal of “telling” people how to teach, I was trying to help them develop their
expectations for their own teaching. Practicum observations quickly showed
me that what we do in education courses has little impact on early teaching
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behaviour; we may influence the veneer, but rarely does our influence extend
far beneath the surface. This insight drove me to pursue reflective practice and
reflection-in-action as described by Schön (1983), whose ideas appeared in print
just as I was becoming increasingly frustrated by the extensive differences I was
observing between what we did in education classes and what teacher candidates
subsequently did in school classrooms. Although my personal values have moved
beyond the default assumption that education courses will make a profound dif-
ference, I sense that most pre-service programs have retained that assumption in
practice.

Reflecting-in-action and the meaning of reflective practice

Pursuing the personal meaning of Schön’s (1983) concept of reflection-in-action
taught me that I had to study my own teaching to understand whether I really was
changing my teaching and whether my students perceived me as modelling new
practices and reflective practice itself. As I worked to understand what reflective
practice is in the context of daily teaching and to discover how reflective practice
can be fostered, it became increasingly obvious that I needed to study my own
teaching in relation to my values. It is far too easy to assume that one’s values are
being expressed in one’s teaching; it is equally easy to be blind to evidence to the
contrary. We may actually change what we do, but we should never assume that
the change is having its intended effects. It may be the most enduring impact of
Schön’s (1983) book is that those learning to teach are urged to be reflective
practitioners; becoming a critically reflective practitioner appears to be even more
desirable. In the program in which I teach, I usually sense that there is far more
urging than there is teaching of reflective practice and how reflection-in-action is
different (profoundly different) from everyday reflection, which all prospective
teachers seem to sense is vague and effortless, and certainly not intellectually
demanding or rigorous (Russell, 2005).

Listening to my students

Listening to students was a value that became an active part of my teaching
through making “Tickets Out of Class” a practice in almost every class. In the last
three or four minutes of each class, I give each person an index card or small piece
of paper and ask for responses to questions such as “What is the main idea you are
taking from today’s class?” and “What further questions do you have about some-
thing we did or discussed?” As the year proceeds, there are times when comments
are entered anonymously on an electronic bulletin board, where all members of a
class may read them. I have always thought that my teaching required listening to
my students and asking them to play back to me the effects of my teaching on
their learning. As I worked to make this way of listening a routine in my personal
practice, I began to sense that many teachers in schools and many faculty mem-
bers in universities do not share my opinion. I have urged ways of listening to
students on those I am teaching, and a few have returned saying that they were
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actively discouraged by associate teachers from requesting students’ comments.
Having recently made “Tickets Out of Class” a regular practice at the end of every
class, I am impressed by the value of this practice as a way of fostering clear
communication between teacher and students and also among students.

Finding meaningful ways to relate to earliest teaching experiences

The uncertainty and complexity of showing students what they might need to
know after five years of experience, when they were wisely and rightly focused
entirely on the first days and weeks of teaching taught me to seek not a commit-
ment to radical change but a commitment to a few innovative teaching moves in
the earliest days of the school year. Teacher educators can easily fall into a trap of
expecting far too much far too soon, particularly when they look on new teachers
as “the best hope for the future” of school improvement and reform. While I
continue to develop the big picture for the long term in as many ways as I can,
listening to recent graduates in their first or second year of teaching has convinced
me that the challenges of that first year of teaching are beyond anything any of us
quite remember.

My return to the high school classroom in 1991 and 1992 was an intense and
invaluable exercise in self-study (Russell, 1995) that helped me to see that every
teacher has a unique window of opportunity during the first week of school, when
students are adjusting to their new teachers and are inclined to accept virtually any
teaching procedure that contributes to their learning. I now ask my students to
prepare a “First Four Days’ Action Plan” that they can take out as the opening of
school approaches and they brace for that exciting first day as a “real teacher.”
Experience has shifted my focus from long-term to short-term perspectives,
recognizing that those learning to teach already have most of the values of an
innovative teacher. Sustaining and enacting those values calls for specific ideas for
challenging and engaging teaching moves that can become comfortable for both
students and teacher early in school year (Loughran, 2006).

Experience first as an approach to fostering reflective practice

Years of trying to foster reflective practice with mixed and modest results taught
me to show people how to reflect before I told them that was what they were
doing (Russell, 2005). Most of the changes to my practice as a teacher educator
have involved reaching a better understanding of my own values as a result of
listening to my students, and then moving on to create new practices in response
to what I heard. Several years ago one person who sent me weekly notes from his
practicum took note of the large number of people stressing the importance of
“being a reflective practitioner” and then commented that we might be far more
successful if we modelled reflective practice ourselves and if we helped people
learn how to reflect rather than assuming that reflection was clearly understood at
the outset. This comment transformed my practice as I changed assignments
to ones that provided a clear set of questions appropriate to various stages of the
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pre-service program together with a straightforward way for me to comment
clearly about what further thinking they might want to do. I avoid mentioning
“reflective practice” until the end of the program, when they have the experience
of reflection before them as a way to understand my comments and suggestions
about how reflective practice can contribute to their development as a teacher.

Finding ways to foster self-directed learning

Russell’s Rule of Structure gradually evolved into explicitly fostering Self-Directed
Learning. As I worked to shape my teacher education classrooms into places
where both my students and I could accept my teaching practices, I began to
attend to the degree of “structure” I was providing and how I was providing that
structure. A graduate student, later a colleague, put a name to the rule I seemed
to be using, and Russell’s Rule of Structure was stated as “If no one is complain-
ing about lack of structure, then I’m providing too much.” It takes many people a
moment to see what those words are trying to say, but they serve as a reminder
that it is difficult for a teacher to know when she or he might be providing far
more structure than students require to continue their work. In 2002, listening to
one student helped me to realize that my attention to learning from experience
also called for a significant element of self-directed learning—not abandonment
to working entirely alone but space in which to take personal responsibility for
what needed to be learned and for how and how quickly it should be learned.

Seeing teaching as creating contexts of productive learning

First and foremost, teaching calls for creating “contexts of productive learning”
(Sarason, 2002). Kohn (1999) has highlighted the importance of intrinsic motiv-
ation in children’s learning, in contrast to the heavily emphasized external motiv-
ation of grades and rewards for good grades. Both Sarason and Kohn develop the
fundamental theme that learning is productive when students are engaged by
their work and when their work leaves them wanting to learn more. They develop
this theme in reaction to the observation that after three or four years of school-
ing, children’s intrinsic motivation for classroom activities seems to decline stead-
ily to the end of high school. Teachers bemoan students’ lack of interest, and
professional development talks about motivating students to learn, but few seem
able to make the link to the pressure to cover the curriculum and increase scores
on achievement tests. In the context of my work as a teacher educator, I must
regularly ask myself, “Is my teacher education classroom a context of productive
learning for the pre-service teachers I am working with?”

Changing my values
Like every teacher and like every teacher educator, I was “lost in school” when I
began my work in these fields (Martin and Russell, 2006). Virtually all of my
teaching moves were default responses, made normal and comfortable by the
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many teachers I watched for many years with little or no access to their thinking.
(A high school English teacher did use an unforgettable phrase, “pedagogical
prerogative,” to justify a particular teaching decision, but this was little help.) As
teachers and as teacher educators, we do tend to teach as we were taught. As
teacher educators, we commonly aspire to change those many familiar patterns
that Sarason (1971) describes as the culture of the school. Teacher educators
generally believe that the quality of classroom interaction and learning can be
improved; rarely do we seem to appreciate the extent to which changes must begin
in the teacher education classroom, not in the classroom of the first-year beginning
teachers we have recently taught (Munby and Russell, 1994). Transmission of new
ideas can never have the impact and authority of direct experience. Whether we are
encouraging new teachers to explore alternatives to the Socratic method or
considering cases such as Sarason’s account of teachers’ responses to the introduc-
tion of “new math” as a curriculum, enacting a new practice is always far more
challenging and engaging than listening to a description of a new practice.

Recognizing patterns of teaching and learning as cultural

As Sarason (1971, 1996) has argued for more than three decades, life in schools
is usefully thought of as a culture. We can be told about the practices of a culture
different from our own, but we cannot begin to understand that culture until we
experience it personally. We learn a culture by living in it, but when it is the only
culture we know, identifying and understanding the influence of that culture is
very challenging. While new teachers are experts at the student experience of the
school culture, the teacher experience of school culture is profoundly different.
Would-be teachers enter a teacher education program thinking that they know
little or nothing about how to teach, yet they have watched their own teachers
for more than 15 years and are acutely aware of good and bad teaching
behaviours. As each year of pre-service teaching passes, I become more aware of
how much prospective teachers already know, in the form of preconceived ideas
about teaching. I also notice that they erroneously believe, initially, that they
know very little. One way to account for this belief that they know little involves
recognizing that, when teachers teach, they typically reveal very little about how
they think about teaching. This usually leaves their students—including those
who will choose to become teachers—viewing teaching as both easy and mysteri-
ous. When practicum assignments finally provide pre-service teachers with first-
hand experiences of teaching, they may quickly leap to thinking they know a
great deal, only to discover later that a little knowledge can be a dangerous thing.
Andrea Martin’s account in Chapter 11 of insights gained from dramatic pro-
gram changes reminds me of the power of early practicum experiences to shift
teacher candidates from passive consumers of teaching ideas to active critics
whose personal experiences of teaching inspire entirely new sets of important
practical questions.

While he identified features of the culture of the school in hopes of showing
others how to improve the quality of students’ learning, Sarason (1998) now
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appears to have accepted the realistic conclusion that our “system” of schools,
universities, and teacher education is not likely to change:

What finally convinced me was the recognition that no one—not teachers,
not administrators, not researchers, not politicians or policymakers, and cer-
tainly not students—willed the present state of affairs. They were all caught up
in a system that had no self-correcting features, a system utterly unable to
create and sustain contexts of productive learning. . . . There are no villains.
There is a system. You can see and touch villains, you cannot see a system . . .
The reform movement has been about parts, not about the system, not about
how the purposes of parts are at cross-purposes to each other, not about how
the concept of purpose loses both meaning and force in a system that is
amazingly uncoordinated and that has more adversarial than cooperative
features.

(Sarason, 1998, p. 141, emphasis added)

The importance of acknowledging that we are “lost in school”

My use of the phrase “lost in school” is inspired by Nuthall’s (2005) account of
cultural myths identified in a review of his career researching events in classrooms:

Through nearly 45 years of research on teaching and learning in school
classrooms, I have slowly become aware of how much of what we do in
schools and what we believe about teaching and learning is a matter of cul-
tural routines and myths. What is more, much of the research on teaching
and learning in classrooms is itself caught up in the same rituals and myths
and sustains rather than challenges these prevailing beliefs.

The underlying theme, which the reader should keep constantly in mind, is
that so long as we remain unaware of the extent to which our hidden culture
determines how we practice, think about, and do research on teaching,
attempts at reform are likely to be ineffective.

(ibid., p. 896)

The phrase “lost in school” could easily be misinterpreted as suggesting that
teachers and teacher educators in some sense do not know what they are doing.
Please recall that I began this section by indicating that I was lost in school when I
began to teach and again when I began to teach prospective teachers. The phrase
is meant to highlight the extent to which we are unaware that many of the teach-
ing and learning behaviours in schools and in teacher education programs are
habitual and were not chosen deliberately or purposefully. Lortie (1975, p. 62)
captured the situation with these words:

Students are undoubtedly impressed by some teacher actions and not by
others, but one would not expect them to view the differences in a
pedagogical, explanatory way. What students learn about teaching, then, is
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intuitive and imitative rather than explicit and analytical; it is based on indi-
vidual personalities rather than pedagogical principles.

Nuthall continues his analysis with this recommendation:

It is important to search out independent evidence that the widely accepted
routines of teaching are in fact serving the purposes for which they are
enacted. We need to find a critical vantage point from outside the routines
and their supporting myths . . . The approach I have learned to take is to look
at teaching through the eyes of students and to gather detailed data about the
experiences of individual students.

(2005, p. 925)

Much of my research since 1990 has been grounded in self-study methods,
inspired by returning to the physics classroom to remind myself of the work for
which I was preparing my students. Much of the evidence I collected drew on the
experiences of those I teach, as Nuthall recommends. The more I work to listen to
former students, even as they move into their fifth and sixth years of teaching, the
more I have come to believe that virtually all teacher educators dramatically
underestimate and erroneously conceptualize the nature of a teacher’s professional
learning in the earliest years of teaching. By default, just like teachers in schools,
we tend to tell and then assume that theory will be enacted in practice. Kane, in
her chapter, has creatively termed this the “immaculate assumption.”

Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education

My own perspectives on enacting a pedagogy of teacher education focus on the
following: (1) modelling my educational values, implicitly and explicitly (“walk-
ing my talk”); (2) naming features of school and university culture early and
often; (3) listening to my students and playing what they tell me back to them as a
way of challenging them to clarify issues and assumptions; and (4) building on
their practicum experiences, rather than attempting to talk over the experience
gap that inevitably separates my perspective from theirs.

This chapter seeks to account for the evolution of my own values and practices
as a teacher educator as I gradually learned how and why I needed to listen closely
to the impact of experience on those learning to teach. As I become more sensi-
tive to the importance of learning as an intrinsically rewarding and motivating
activity, I realize that my own professional learning has become more rewarding
and motivating for me personally. Thus it becomes increasingly important for
me to create intrinsically rewarding and motivating learning contexts for new
teachers and to help them launch personal careers that will be intrinsically reward-
ing. Teachers rely heavily for encouragement and support on those moments
when children “get it.” Teachers need similar “aha” moments in their own profes-
sional learning. Most formal education focuses on learning new content, which
requires coming to see events (literary, historical, scientific, etc.) from new
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perspectives. Teacher education needs to focus on learning to see one’s students’
learning experiences from new perspectives, and my personal view of enacting a
pedagogy of teacher education certainly includes developing new teachers’ ability
to recognize and interpret moments when they achieve a new way of thinking
about learning (Korthagen et al., 2006).

Preparation for the profession of teaching tends to be the shortest professional
preparation course in our universities. Teaching looks easy, and good teaching
looks very easy. It follows that learning to teach and teaching new teachers must
also be very easy. Why, then, do I and the other contributors to this collection
seek to make the simple complex and why do we argue that enacting a pedagogy
of teacher education is complex rather than simple? Enacting a pedagogy of
teacher education might sound as simple and straightforward as teacher educa-
tion itself is assumed to be. Prospective teachers enter a pre-service program with
clear expectations that first they will be told how to teach well and then they will
go to their practicum schools to teach as they were told. Why should they expect
anything else? Virtually all of their previous schooling has involved transmission-
based teaching approaches in which teachers tell students what they need to
know, assign exercises for practicing what they have told them, and then test them
to see how much they remember. The penultimate test for the new teacher is the
pre-service practicum, which is quickly followed by the ultimate test, the first year
of teaching. How we enact our pedagogy of teacher education is crucial to what
follows the first year of teaching experience, for that is when we need to ask
whether anything remains of what we try to teach in our pre-service programs
(Zeichner and Tabachnick, 1981).

Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education is a big-picture enterprise calling for
continuous and creative attention to the importance of challenging prospective
teachers to consider both what they will teach and how they will teach it. Enacting
a deliberate pedagogy of teacher education does not come naturally to anyone.
Our experiences of many years as students in school and university, our own pre-
service teacher education experiences, and our experiences as teachers and teacher
educators have inadvertently but successfully taught us to focus on what we teach.
Those experiences also seem to teach us that, when we teach subjects or teach new
teachers, we are endowed with special magical powers that enable us to talk over,
around, and through the experience gap—the gap between our own successful
experiences and the experiences that students and prospective teachers have not
yet had. Experience has authority that is often ignored in formal learning. When
we overlook the contributions of experience to learning, we also ignore our pro-
fessional responsibility to help new teachers understand the cultural patterns of
our schools and resist becoming lost in school. We need to move beyond the
myth that teachers provide students with right answers, so that productive class-
room learning can be encouraged. Similarly, we need to resist the myth that
teacher educators provide right answers about teaching, such as teaching tips and
resource packages, so that productive professional learning can begin. New
teachers can take charge of identifying and making explicit their own develop-
ment as they gain teaching experience. Enacting a pedagogy of teacher education
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challenges us to create classroom environments in which it is safe, appropriate and
necessary to consider how we learn as well as what we learn.
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