Chapter 1
Developing an Understanding of Teacher
Education

John Loughran and Mary Lynn Hamilton

Introduction

Teacher education is a field of study that has increasingly come under scrutiny in
recent times as the expectations for the teaching workforce and the hopes for
advancement in school learning are so often tied to the perceived ‘quality’ of initial
teacher education. It could reasonably be argued that such attribution is as a conse-
quence of a particular conception of teaching and learning that ostensibly portrays
them as existing in a direct ‘cause and effect’ short-term, immediately measureable,
linear relationship. As a consequence, although perhaps not always stated as such,
telling as teaching and listening as learning (Loughran, 2010) persist. As a conse-
quence, school teaching and learning is simplistically portrayed as a ‘banking
model’ (Freire, 1972), through which ‘rate of return’ and ‘substantive interest’ are
linked to curriculum certainty delivered through transmissive teaching approaches
(Barnes, 1976) designed to mitigate variability. Not only does such a situation cloud
the reality of the nature of schooling but it also leads to confusion about that which
is reasonable to expect of pre-service teacher education.

The real world of teaching and learning is ever evolving as the constantly chang-
ing relationship of teaching to learning and learning to teaching exists in a dynamic,
symbiotic manner. In such a relationship, immediate, short term and direct impact
is not the only — or necessarily the main — outcome (although it is perhaps the easiest
to measure). Rather change occurs over time and is inevitably highly variable.
However, as is consistently demonstrated in the research literature, the need for
favourable conditions is essential for positive, meaningful and productive outcomes
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in student learning. Such conditions range across a diversity of areas that impact
schooling including: school based management (Fullan & Watson, 2000); organisa-
tional leadership (Mulford & Silins, 2003); teacher professional learning
(Groundwater-Smith & Mockler, 2009; Hoban, 2002); teacher efficacy (Tschannen-
Morana & Barrb, 2004); and of particular importance in the digital age, pedagogical
development through the use of ICTs (McConatha, Penny, Schugar, & Bolton,
2013). Yet despite all of this, teacher education continues to be viewed as not only
the beginning, but also the end, in terms of how well ‘trained’ teachers are in rela-
tion to improving student learning. The implicit assumption being that prospective
teachers should receive all the ‘training’ they need through their teacher education
programme to not only prepare them for teaching, but also carry them for the rest of
their career; a somewhat limited view of that which comprises the knowledge, skills
and abilities of teaching that appears supported by simplistic views of what it means
to learn to teach.

Learning to Teach

Trying to teach is deeply unsettling and conflictive because experience itself ... is a para-
dox, an unanticipated social relation, and a problem of interpretation. Practice here falls
somewhere between a dress rehearsal and a daily performance. It is sometimes a real event,
or only in its anticipation. But it also reaches into thinking about what has happened or what
did not happen ... Teachers feel an inordinate responsibility to single-handedly make stu-
dents learn while they wonder how students are affecting and influencing them. They hope
there is a direct relationship between teaching and learning. More often than not, this wish
feels spoiled. The practice of teaching, because it is concocted from relations with others
and occurs in structures that are not of one’s own making is, first and foremost, an uncertain
experience that one must learn to interpret and make significant. (Britzman, 2003, p. 3)

Unfortunately, as alluded to earlier, because the more dominant public view of
teaching is that it exists in a linear and direct relationship with learning, what it
means to learn to teach is enmeshed in a similar perception. Hence, it is not difficult
to see why the view that good teacher education should be able to train students of
teaching so that they are ‘classroom ready’ (TEMAG, 2014) persists. The very lan-
guage of training tends to trivialize the importance of Britzman’s points (above)
about the challenges of learning to teach. In fact, by considering learning to teach as
training, the problematic nature of practice that can unsettle students of teaching
(Nilsson, 2009), the knowledge, skills, ability and experience essential to learning
to recognize and respond to the dilemmas of practice (Cabaroglu, 2014; Wallace &
Louden, 2002), and the need to become comfortable with uncertainty (Berry, 2007),
make clear that learning to teach is far more about an educative experience rather
than an approach to training. For students of teaching, making the shift from views
of teaching based on delivering content through transmissive teaching, to learning
to ‘teach for understanding’ is both challenging and rewarding:

My practicum [school teaching experience] revealed to me the challenges of teaching and

the continuous journey of improvement that can be undertaken as a teacher if one chooses
to continually reflect and be critical of their own performance. I experienced first-hand that
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the seemingly easiest/most efficient way to teach is not always the best way to teach. To
promote quality learning, teaching needs to be more than just the direct transmission of
knowledge from the teacher’s words/writing, to the student’s head. Some of my best classes
were those where I was furthest away from the spotlight as possible and where the students
were the furthest away from being silent as possible. (Boughdady, 2015, p. 22)

The process of learning to teach is considerably more demanding, challenging
and personally confronting for students of teaching when learning is genuinely the
goal, in contrast to achieving a sense of satisfaction with the successful delivery of
information. Yet, it is the notion of delivery of information that appears to dominate
public expectations about that which students of teaching should be able to do as a
consequence of completing a teacher preparation programme. It is not difficult to
see how conceiving of teacher education as ‘training to deliver’ dramatically
decreases the complexity of teacher education, simplifies the expectations of
programme outcomes, and in so doing, inevitably reinforces the status quo of school
education — the very thing that is so often sought to be impacted most by newly
qualified teachers. The paradox is obvious: some of the most compelling issues
related to the hopes and expectations for school teaching and learning that teacher
education is ‘charged with fixing’, are reinforced when simplistic views of teaching
and learning frame expectations of what it means to learn to teach.

Shulman (2007) elaborated the complexity of practice noting that there is no:

simple, monolithic, unitary, and internally consistent set of actions called “practice”, [to be]
documented then mindlessly initiated in the design of programs ... practice neither is nor
ever has been monolithic. To take seriously the world of practice and the intelligence that
guides it is to recognize the stunning range of practices that characterizes the work of edu-
cators. To interrogate both practice and the wisdom of practice is to confront ... rich,
nuanced, contextually varying worlds ... To put it in the statistical terms, the wisdom of
practice is of interest because of its variance, not its mean. We are inspired by its range not
its median. (Shulman, 2007, p. 560)

Thus, as asserted by Shulman, if practice is so complex, then learning to teach
must indeed entail considerably more than a training regime. Understanding and
valuing that complexity is at the heart of uncovering quality in teacher education.

Schneider (2015), when considering the place of pedagogical content knowledge
(PCK; a topic explored in more detail later in this chapter) in science teacher educa-
tion in respect to a learning progressions framework offered insights into the nature
of learning to teach (science) and what it might mean for understanding the devel-
opment of knowledge as a teacher. She stated that:

Ambitious teacher education aims beyond standards so that teachers will be able to use
what they know in working on authentic problems of teaching. For teachers, it is important
to have a notion of expertise that requires sophisticated thinking. Creating educative experi-
ences intended to progress teachers’ thinking over long periods of time is consistent with
teachers developing as adaptive experts who evolve their core competencies and expand the
breadth and depth of their expertise (Bransford, Derry, Berliner, Hammerness, & Beckett,
2005). Adaptive expertise requires relatively sophisticated ways of thinking about teaching
to make intelligent, flexible, and adaptive decisions that are responsive ... [we need to]
prepare teachers for novel situations that cannot be predicted or comprehensively covered
in teacher education. (pp. 164—165)
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If teacher education is viewed as an environment in which the preparation of
prospective teachers is focused on learning how to manage complex, changeable
and uncertain situations on a daily basis, if professional growth through a teaching
career is based on developing expertise in making informed decisions about prac-
tice in ways that are responsive to complex situations based on sophisticated knowl-
edge and thinking, then teacher education most certainly places strong demands and
high expectations on students of teaching — as well as their teacher educators.
Inevitably then, and rightly so, theory and practice as the cornerstones of expertise
attract serious attention.

Theory and Practice: Practice and Theory

A basic search of the literature throws up countless references to books, chapters,
papers and presentations that examine the relationship between theory and practice
and their influence on teaching. Arguments about the so called theory-practice gap
continually recur throughout the literature and illustrate a persistent concern in
teacher education about how theory and practice can (and should) inform one
another in order to better shape understandings of teaching and learning.

Nuthall (2004) offered a thoughtful analysis as to why he considered that research
has failed to bridge the theory-practice gap. He drew attention to the fact that
research is often viewed as the prime ordinate focus with practice relegated to a
secondary position as something to be studied, rather than as an important knowl-
edge producing field in its own right. Nuthall was of the view (like many before
him, see for example, Levin & O’Donnell, 1999), that there is a noticeable gap
between research on effective teaching and teaching practice itself. His examination
of the issues around theory and practice led to an exploration of the nature of exper-
tise in teaching and how it might be better understood through theory. He concluded
that:

... researchers are still a long way from being able to produce the kind of evidence-based
explanatory theory that has the potential to guide teachers’ moment-by-moment decision
making and provide a valid basis that enables them to learn from their daily experiences.
Only when teachers understand the principles by which their actions shape the learning
process going on in the minds of their students will they be able to ensure effective learning
regardless of the abilities or cultural backgrounds of the students. (p. 301)

Constructing theory and practice as a dichotomy has been an issue for teacher
education that has typically been played out in less than productive ways. Schools
have been seen as the ‘home’ of practice and universities as the ‘ivory towers’ of
theory thus creating a divide to be bridged rather than as different sites in which the
development of knowledge and practice of teaching is different but
complimentary.

From the perspective of students of teaching, the consequence of thinking along
the lines of a theory-practice divide has often led to a view that time in school
(practicum; school experience) is the most valued aspect of teacher education
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(Ferrier-Kerr, 2009). Unfortunately, as students of teaching become teachers them-
selves and then supervisors of students of teaching, they often reinforce a view of
the practicum as a ‘rite of passage’ (Graham, 2006) further reinforcing notions of a
separation between theory and practice.

Sinner’s (2012) case-study based around an intensive examination of the practi-
cum by a student of teaching (Nathalie) illustrated how the theory-practice divide
can unintentionally be reinforced and how difficult it can be to challenge the status
quo; and that it is not necessarily the ‘fault’ of teacher education that the situation
persists.

Nathalie’s narrative of becoming a teacher consistently focused on negotiating the spaces
in-between what she perceived as opposing orientations of her university classroom and the
field placement. These critical tensions were broadly conceived and interpreted by Nathalie
as shifting between realms of traditional teacher training, where the structure of the field
experience positions teacher training as a vocation, and teacher education as praxis at the
university ... Nathalie articulated throughout her practicum these differences in teacher
education based on what is commonly referred to as the apprenticeship model of teacher
training in the field, which in her experience was at times lacking in the scope and depth of
inquiry encouraged in university classrooms ... what she encountered in the field may be
best described as a competency-based approach in which she as the pre-service teacher was
expected to observe sponsors (expert teachers willing to provide hands-on training in a
classroom), model the sponsor’s actions, conform to the sponsor expectations and under
their tutelage, progressively master practice. In contrast, Nathalie’s university classroom
encouraged an approach to teacher education rooted in inquiry, development of interdisci-
plinary perspectives, collaboration with students and teachers, and ongoing reflective writ-
ing and visual expression. At the university, pre-service teachers were directed to actively
embrace creativity and responsiveness with a constructivist perspective in their emerging
teacher practice. (p. 602)

Nathalie’s experience raises another aspect of the practicum that influences per-
ceptions of a theory-practice divide; the nature of supervision as a shaping factor in
the way teaching is conceived. As Nathalie intimates (above), how a sponsor teacher
approaches the role of supervision of students of teaching has a major impact on the
way practice is understood and interpreted in the school setting. In many ways,
Nathalie highlights how little has changed over the years from that which Zeichner
(1990) noted as a range of obstacles inherent in the nature of the practicum. In par-
ticular, the uneven quality of practicum supervision, the hope that ‘good teachers
would do good things’ with students of teaching, and the clear discrepancy between
the framing of the role of the teacher as a reflective practitioner as opposed to a
technician implementing government policy or mandated change. Hence teacher
identity is both buffeted and shaped through a practicum in ways that are perhaps
bounded by, or mediated through, the ways in which theory and practice are envis-
aged, applied and valued as students of teaching grow and develop through teacher
education experiences and then progress into their early years of a teaching career.

The way in which teaching is conceptualized, and therefore how it might ‘best be
learnt’, is not so much about a theory-practice divide but about differing (and
sometimes contradictory) views, about the nature of teaching itself. Therefore,
although teacher education programmes differ in their organisational structure and
underlying intents, any mismatch between the expectations and pedagogical pur-
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poses between those involved in the teaching of teaching more generally (whether
that be university or school based; including differences within both sites) must
inevitably lead to challenges for students of teaching in respect to that which they
might need to do, how and why.

If learning to teach is perceived as a training regime with a script to follow, or as
Nathalie experienced it, an apprenticeship model, then practice itself will be viewed
very differently from that which might be understood when practice is conceived of
as problematic; the learning of which is derived of inquiry, reflection and managing
competing dilemmas, issues and concerns. As a consequence, theory and practice
may inadvertently be portrayed differently — perhaps as separate and distinct
through an apprenticeship model as opposed to dynamic and responsive through an
inquiry stance (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009) — thus creating a divide rather than
facilitating complementarity. The perception then of a theory-practice divide as an
outcome is clearly possible regardless of the site (university or school) and the
nature of the teacher education programme. It could well be asserted then that the
oft” bemoaned theory-practice divide is perhaps not so much an enduring problem
created by teacher education per se, but a consequence of the way in which teaching
is perceived and the ways in which learning about teaching is experienced. As the
previous sections make clear, such learning is demanding when considered at the
general level of pedagogy, it becomes all the more challenging when understood in
terms of subject specialisation as highlighted in studies of pedagogical content
knowledge (PCK).

Pedagogical Content Knowledge

When Shulman introduced pedagogical content knowledge as an important aspect
of teachers’ knowledge (Shulman, 1986, 1987), it resonated with researchers partly
because it offered a new way of understanding teaching beyond the technical and
partly because it offered a way of ‘naming and framing’ specialist knowledge of
practice. Back then, it was also a powerful political response to perceptions of the
time that could be seen as a public undervaluing of teachers’ knowledge, skills and
abilities. Sadly, the same could still be asserted today; not only about teaching but
also of teacher education. Therefore, thinking about teacher education and the place
of PCK in respect of learning about teaching offers a reminder about the sophisti-
cated nature of practice and some of the reasons why learning to teach is far from
simple (Loughran, 2015).

Studies that have examined the use of PCK as a focus for developing practice can
assist students of teaching to see beyond simply aiming to collect a series of ‘activi-
ties that work’ (Appleton, 2002). In so doing, prospective teachers are able to
develop a vision for their own professional learning as a consequence of learning
how to teach particular content in a particular way for a particular reason with a
group of students. Woolnough (2009), for example, found that when his science
students of teaching framed their practice through a conceptualization of PCK, that
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they became dissatisfied with transmissive approaches to teaching. His research
illustrated how a focus on PCK encouraged his students of teaching to develop
pedagogical purposes in teaching content that transcended the delivery of factual
information as they sought to teach for understanding. Similarly, Hume and Berry
(2011) found that scaffolding PCK development through teacher education led to
qualitatively different teaching outcomes for students of teaching as they began to
recognize and respond to such things as: articulating the big ideas underpinning the
(science) content; reasons for students to learn about the (science) content; the dif-
ficulties students had with understanding particular content; and, knowledge of stu-
dent thinking that influenced their approach to teaching. In essence, through the lens
of PCK, students of teaching began to approach their teaching of science in a con-
ceptual rather than propositional manner.

Conceptualising learning to teach through the lens of PCK has demonstrated that
students of teaching readily grasp the complexity of practice and see the importance
of explicitly linking teaching and learning in ways that can bring theory and practice
together in a more meaningful relationship (Nilsson & Loughran, 2012), thus chal-
lenging views of a divide. Gess-Newsome (2015) described a model of Teacher
Professional Knowledge and Skill (TPK&S) through which she noted that:

PCK is both a knowledge base and a skill, recognizes the use of knowledge during and sur-
rounding instruction, and establishes PCK and much of the related knowledge base as being
grounded in the context of a specific topic and related to instruction to specific students and
within a specific school context. The model of TPK&S also includes affect and its influ-
ence, for both teachers and students. (p. 39)

A model such as TPK&S most certainly highlights the complexity of teaching
and reinforces why learning to teach is challenging and the folly of considering
teacher education as a simple model of training teachers.

Teaching About Teaching

As the literature on Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) clearly illustrates, the
knowledge, skills and abilities of expert teachers comes to the fore when examined
through the lens of PCK. Such expertise encapsulates a number of things, some of
which include: the need to know subject matter sufficiently well to understand the
difficulties associated with learning it; knowledge and ability to be able to construct
a teaching approach that might help to ameliorate some of those learning concerns;
and, to do be able to do so for a diverse range of learners in the same classroom at
the same time. Clearly, the ability to do each (of the above) in a coherent, holistic
and meaningful way in a teaching and learning situation is complex. So, if PCK
sheds light on some of the sophisticated knowledge of practice that underpins
expertise, then the expectations, needs and demands of teacher education as a begin-
ning point for learning about such expertise offers opportunities to think more
deeply about that which might be the basis for the teaching of teaching.
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Through his argument about the important features essential to building a coher-
ent and interconnected teacher education programme, Hoban (2005) described two
purposes of teacher education that he considered needed to be recognized, and
appropriately responded to, in structuring a meaningful teacher education
programme; they were to:

(i) help preservice teachers to learn about teaching because a connected
programme enables them to engage in building their own knowledge; and,

(i) promote a point of view that teaching is a complex profession influenced by
many interconnected factors. (Hoban, 2005, p. 2)

As Hoban (above) suggests, teacher education should be such that it is purpose-
fully designed to create a pedagogic environment in which students of teaching
experience, and are supported in further developing understandings of, and
approaches to, teaching that challenge ‘telling as teaching’ and ‘listening as learn-
ing’. If that is to be the case, then simply organising the teaching of teaching based
on the simple delivery of information or the sharing of ‘tips and tricks’ of practice
is far from acceptable (and should not be a ‘default approach’). Challenging sim-
plistic approaches to teacher education depends on a conceptualization of practice
that is connected and coherent as well as reflective of the complex nature of teach-
ing, it requires:

... explicitly reframing teaching as a discipline [and] urg[ing] both the academic commu-

nity and practitioners to consider the types of knowledge that underpin teaching, how

knowledge of teaching develops, and the inherently problematic nature of teaching ...

These ideas stand in sharp contrast to popular notions of teaching often espoused by teacher

candidates and the general public: that teachers require only subject-matter knowledge rel-

evant to their course (e.g., physics, math, English, or history) and that teaching is a matter

of transmitting knowledge from experts (teachers) to novices (students) ... Most students

learn, at least to some extent, the structures and rules that govern interactions in school,

structures that Tyack and Tobin (1994, p. 454) called the “grammar of schooling.” ... The
tacit messages that we tend to carry forward from our apprenticeships tend to encourage the
idea that knowledge of teaching is acquired in an un-disciplined, whimsical fashion based

on trial-and-error experiences in the classroom. (Bullock, 2009, pp. 291-292)

As Bullock suggests, the teaching of teaching should not be viewed as ‘un-
disciplined or whimsical’; and those that do that teaching should be able to frame
their knowledge and practice in ways that make explicit that which underpins their
teaching. In so doing, teaching teaching might then encourage scrutiny, critique and
debate by students of teaching as they ‘see and feel’ the problematic nature of teach-
ing in their shared experiences of learning to teach. Doing so can be difficult though,
for, as Grossman, Hammerness, and McDonald (2009) have suggested, the tradi-
tional approach to the organisation of teacher education (see for example, Korthagen,
Kessels, Koster, Langerwarf, & Wubbels, 2001, as an apt description of the ‘tradi-
tional teacher education programme’) can militate against structuring the teaching
of teaching in holistic and meaningful ways:

[The] separation between methods courses and foundations courses, and their respective
aims, is problematic for a variety of reasons. First and foremost, it contributes to the frag-
mentation that so many teacher educators have identified as problematic in teacher prepara-
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tion, in particular, the disconnection between theoretical knowledge and teachers’ practical
work in classrooms. Second, it relegates issues regarding the practices of teaching to par-
ticular courses rather than integrating them throughout teachers’ professional preparation.
Finally, in some ways it places the focus of learning to teach upon the conceptual underpin-
nings of teaching as opposed to the concrete practices new teachers may need to enact when
they begin teaching — practice is not at the core of the curriculum. (p. 275)

Inevitably then, the ways in which teachers of teaching conceptualize their prac-
tice is crucial in shaping the nature of the learning experiences that students of
teaching encounter in their teacher education programmes. That means that the very
essence of teaching as being problematic lies at the heart of unpacking teaching in
ways that might transcend ‘telling as teaching’ and ‘listening as learning’. How a
teacher educator transforms those ideas through their practice creates the founda-
tions for quality in a teacher education programme; something that is made concrete
through the manner in which practice is not only conceptualized but importantly,
also modelled.

Principles of Practice

One way of understanding how teaching teaching is conceptualized at the individ-
ual (and personal) level is evident in the manner in which teacher educators articu-
late their of principles of practice. There are numerous examples across the research
literature of interesting approaches to so doing, all of which demonstrate the impor-
tance of better aligning teaching intents and teaching actions in order to more posi-
tively impact the nature of learning about teaching (see for example, Berry, 2007;
Brandenburg, 2008; Kroll et al., 2005; Russell, 1997; Senese, 2002). One example
of principles that straddles both teaching and programme intents is that of Bullough
(1997) who described 11 principles that he had come to articulate as important in
shaping his teacher education practices within his teacher education context. They
included:

1. Teacher identity: the need to begin by exploring the teaching self.

2. Schooling and wider social contexts: exploring teacher identity leads to study-
ing the influence of context.

3. Social philosophy: the need to understand the aims of education in a
democracy.

4. Beliefs: the centrality of respectfully challenging beliefs whilst still being
supportive.

5. Trusting environment: the importance of articulating programme decisions.

6. Responsibility for learning: students of teaching have a choice whether or not
to accept responsibility for their own learning.

7. Approach to teaching: there is no one best teaching style, quality judgements
influence quality practice.

8. Meaning making: students of teaching make their own meaning of their teacher
education experiences.
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9. Programme continuity: opportunities must extend beyond sensible sequencing
as students of teaching make their own sense of programme coherence.
10. Language of learning: part of being a professional is having and applying a
language of learning.
11. Self-evaluation: teaching requires purposeful, ongoing data-driven
self-evaluation.

As Bullough explained, there is great value in articulating principles of practice.
His principles not only highlight the importance of seeing into one’s own practice,
they also illustrate how, in so doing, thoughtful alignment of purpose and practice
can influence the messages inherent in a teacher education programme itself; thus
challenging the limitations of programme structure and issues associated with such
things as the theory-practice divide.

In extending his work on principles of practice, Bullough (2005) explained how
teacher educators’ sense of identity and the nature of their practice are inevitably
enmeshed, thus further highlighting how important alignment of intent and action
are in shaping learning opportunities for students of teaching through the practice of
their teacher educators, “[From the] teacher educator position, questions of identity
have profound importance for the kind and quality of professional communities that
we form as well as the [teacher education] programmes we develop” (p. 238).

Teacher Educator Identity

There has been quite a flurry of work in recent times around teacher educator iden-
tity (see for example, Ben-Peretz, Kleeman, Reichenberg, & Shimoni, 2013; Boyd
& Harris, 2011; Bullough, 2005; Davey, 2013; Murray & Kosnik, 2011; Sachs,
2005), all of which illustrates that being a teacher educator is much more than
‘being a teacher teaching in a different context’. In fact, Murray and Male’s (2005)
research into teacher educator identity found that the transition from school teacher
to teacher educator took at least 3 years.

It is not difficult to see why the transition from teacher to teacher educator can be
so challenging for as Williams and Ritter (2010) explained:

... on the construction of their teacher educator identities ... This emerging body of research
disrupts the assumption that competent school teachers automatically make competent
teacher educators. Zeichner argued how the move from school teacher to teacher educator
is not necessarily a seamless transition: Anyone who has ever worked with prospective
teachers knows that although there are some similarities in teaching children and young
adolescents and teaching adults, there are many important ways in which the two kinds of
teaching differ and where one’s expertise as a teacher does not necessarily translate into
expertise as a mentor of teachers ... teacher education may require certain knowledge,
values and skills that distinguish it from teaching in other contexts, most notably in schools.
The knowledge of pedagogy acquired through classroom teaching may not be sufficient for
the task of teaching prospective teachers about teaching ... [there is a] tension that exists
between being considered an expert in one field (classroom teaching) and a novice in
another (teacher education). (p. 82)
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Becoming a teacher educator requires a recognition of the need to understand
that although whilst being a school teacher, teaching is the main focus and major
expectation of the role, in the transition to becoming a teacher education academic,
that teaching is but one aspect of that role; research is at least equally important. For
many beginning teacher educators, developing a research programme can be inter-
preted as something that competes with their teaching agenda; rather than the two
existing in a complementary relationship.

The development of identity can be seen as all the more challenging for teacher
educators when considered in light of the fact that, whilst coming to grips with what
it means to be an academic, the university environment itself is also increasingly
managerial and perfomativity based (Menter, 2011). Therefore, the dual demands
of teaching and research may be experienced as expectations that, for many, are tied
to standards, outputs and measures. As a consequence, scholarship may be miscon-
strued as a ‘race for outputs’ rather than as a way of defining quality in, and being
research informed about, teaching teaching. Dinkleman (2011) was of the view that
the idea of a teacher educator identity and how it develops is ‘remarkably complex’
and that changes in university expectations were experienced more and more as an
‘audit culture’ that inevitably impacts teacher educators’ development and
identity.

Whilst considering the impact of an audit culture on his own views of teacher
educator identity and development, Dinkleman worked with Gee’s (2001) model of
identity. Gee proposed “four perspectives on identity, four interrelated ways of
thinking about what and who we are: nature (identity by nature), institutional (iden-
tity by the positions we hold), discursive (identity by what we have done and in
dialogue with others) and affinity (identity by allegiance to practices and perspec-
tives of group affiliation)” (Dinkleman, 2011, p. 311).

In reflecting on his own identity formation in relation to the institutional perspec-
tive, Dinkleman (2011) highlighted the ongoing tension experienced by teacher
educators as their “professional lives are split by two very distinctive activities,
research and teaching ... [and] questions remain about how realistic it is to expect
teacher educators to develop research programmes on the practice of teacher educa-
tion as a means to satisfy both research and teaching obligations ... some part of
teacher educator identity turns on the way faculty ... respond to the challenge posed
by the dual charge to both research and teach” (p. 314). However, despite the teach-
ing and research related challenges raised by Dinkleman (and others), it seems rea-
sonable to suggest that regardless of how the exepectations and demands are
experienced, a noteable response should be clear in the manner of teaching in a
teacher education programme. There should rightly be an expectation of quality
teaching and learning about teaching, and so, researching practice clearly offers
opportunities to develop an evidence base on which claims about practice might be
based. Teaching in teacher education in ways that are commensurate with the prac-
tice students of teaching are encouraged to implement in their own classrooms does
not seem to be too great an expectation. If so, then the ways in which practice is
modelled by teacher educators must surely be a crucial aspect of quality in a teacher
education programme.
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Modelling Practice

“Do as I say, not as I do” is a notoriously poor formula for getting people to act the way you
want them to. Nonetheless, teacher education has largely followed that formula [for far too
long] ... student teachers ... have sat through unnumbered hours of lectures on the virtues
of educating children through democratic discussion. (Peck & Tucker, 1973, p. 955)

The idea of ‘front loading’ through teacher education in order to prepare students
of teaching for how to act, despite the acknowledgement that it is a relatively point-
less exercise, has continued through the ages and across programmes. It could well
be that such front loading is related to an implicit sense of responsibility associated
with a perceived teacher educator need to ‘at least offer some helpful information’
to students of teaching as it is about actually making a tangible difference in their
subsequent practice.

By the same token, there is no shortage of views about, and pressure from
schools, related to what it means for students of teaching to be ‘prepared’ for their
forays into school teaching. Despite the obvious implications associated with what
it means to ‘learn to teach’, the rhetoric does not always match the heightened
expectations — and trepidations — associated with a pre-service teacher assuming
responsibility for the day to day functioning of an experienced teacher’s
classroom.

Just as school teachers often feel responsible for their students’ learning, so too
teacher educators suffer similar pangs of responsibility for the practice of their stu-
dents of teaching as they send them off into schools in the hope of doing more than
‘just coping’, or being socialized into, existing schooling practices (Zeichner &
Gore, 1990). Although teacher educators most likely hope that in making the effort
to forewarn their students of teaching about the intricacies, experiences, ideas,
knowledge and skills inherent in being able to put teaching ideas into practice, the
reality is that ‘front loading’ is more about delivering the curriculum than it is about
enacting the intended learning.

Considering all that surrounds the notion of teacher preparation alluded to above,
it seems reasonable to assert that modelling teaching as a way of creating opportuni-
ties for students of teaching to make sense of pedagogical practices and to support
their professional learning is axiomatic. To be a learner through experiencing differ-
ent teaching approaches and procedures, to have the opportunity to investigate and
critique the quality of that learning, and in so doing, to be to personally be involved
in making sense of the ‘how and why’ of particular teaching and learning practices
has been noted as an important aspect of teaching teaching (Cheng, Tang, & Cheng,
2012; Loughran & Berry, 2005; Segall, 2002). For example, in exploring the use of
a socioconstructivist pedagogy in Social Studies, Sullivan (2011) examined the
efforts of a Social Studies teacher educator (Gémez) who chose to model the prac-
tice rather than deliver information about it through a lecture(s).

Like many pre-service teachers, the participants were unfamiliar with socioconstructivism

and had difficulty transferring it to their repertoire: “a major challenge for teacher educators
is to help prospective teachers make a complex shift from common-sense to professional
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views of teaching” (Feiman Nemser & Buchman, 1986, p. 24) ... Limited experience ...
sometimes caused the pre-service teachers to revert to teaching as they were taught, gener-
ally via transmission-oriented methods ... [so] it was important to provide multiple relevant
models for students to understand socioconstructivism for themselves and to emulate in
their classrooms. Student engagement with each other and the course instructor was used as
one means to model socioconstructivism, mitigate student apprehension of the new teach-
ing and learning context, and to develop a democratic learning community ... [in order to]
“change the nature of the social studies from one of a search for truth, to one of a search for
perspective” (Doolittle & Hicks, 2003, p. 77) ... The use of classroom talk by the professor
to model and support sociocontructivism and democratic principles were examined by
positioning, a lens through which dialogue may be analysed to highlight particular features
of talk used by speakers to situate others in facilitating their purpose within the conversa-
tion. (p. 25)

It is clear that regardless of whether or not there is an explicit modelling inten-
tion, all that teacher educators do models something. If students of teaching experi-
ence what they might consider to be poor teaching, then such practice has been
modelled. Moreso, if the ‘do what I say not what I do’ mantra is an implicit message
as a consequence of the way teaching of teaching is conducted, then it really only
tends to confirm teaching as telling and learning as listening as underpinning peda-
gogy. Needless to say, that under such circumstances, there would be little incentive
for students of teaching to act any differently on their entry to the profession; or if
they did, it would be difficult to credit such an outcome to their teacher education
programme. However, simply modelling ‘good teaching’ and expecting that to be
replicated or mimicked by students of teaching has limitations; modelling must
transcend superficial ‘copy me’ approaches to teaching teaching.

Pedagogically strong approaches to modelling teaching teaching is evident when
teacher educators embrace the notion of explicating the pedagogical purposes
underpinning practice. In so doing, students of teaching are given opportunities to
access and critique the thinking that shapes the very teaching of teaching they expe-
rience; teacher education itself becomes the crucible in which teaching and about
teaching comprise a purposefully shared experience. As a consequence, students of
teaching are encouraged to better link their own learning about teaching with the
pedagogical intentions inherent in those experiences and supported to reflect on
them in terms of how they were created, shaped, enacted and articulated by their
teacher educators.

The self-study literature has long been linked to notions of ‘practicing what you
preach’ or ‘walking the talk’ (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001; Clift, 2004; Crowe,
2010; Ham & Kane, 2004; Hamilton, Pinnegar, Russell, Loughran, & LaBoskey,
1998; LaBoskey, 2006; Tidwell, 2004). Whitehead (1993) in particular ‘concretized’
what it means to be confronted by not ‘walking the talk’ when he coined the phrase
of being ‘a living a contradiction’.

As the literature makes clear, many teacher educators have been attracted to self-
study as an approach to researching their attempts to better align their actions and
intents; in essence choosing to confront situations in which being a living contradic-
tion might inadvertently exist as a default behaviour (Russell, 2000). Such studies
offer powerful insights into modelling. For example, the work of Crowe and Berry
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(2007) examined their efforts to help their students of teaching begin to learn to
‘think like a teacher’, that work was based on five important principles:

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 perspective.

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 like a teacher.

Principle Four: Prospective teachers need scaffolding (guidelines, questions, struc-
tures) 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 (relationship sup-

port). (p. 33)

Through a series of vignettes, Crowe and Berry demonstrate how they model
their thinking in order to support their students of teaching in learning to think like
a teacher. By using their own teacher education classrooms as purposeful teaching
and learning environments they illustrate how they not only model ‘good teaching’
but do so in ways that invite their students of teaching to reflect upon their shared
pedagogical experiences. Their approach is designed to highlight how their teach-
ing of teaching has been structured, designed and implemented with the specific
purpose of influencing the learning experiences of their students of teaching in ways
designed to explicitly impact their thinking about, and subsequent practice of, class-
room teaching.

In the first vignette, Crowe offers a window into her first session with her incom-
ing students of teaching. Having conducted her session with them, she then
‘unpacks’ the teaching and learning publicly with them in order to give them access
to her pedagogical reasoning and to draw attention to what they might have recog-
nized and learnt — an attempt to make the early development of knowledge of teach-
ing clear, strong and explicit. She concluded by stating that:

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 [student of teaching]
brought up something I’ve never even thought to mention before; that’s great ... I also
begin to think about some of the changes in my own thinking “like a teacher educator”
working with new groups of prospective teachers over the past few years. I think about how
little I used to bring into the first session. I remember the first time we did 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 complexities as 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
them a long time 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 ... (p. 36)

It is the act of making purpose and practice clear and explicit that lies at the heart
of modelling as a crucial element of a pedagogy of teacher education and a funda-
mental principle of modelling in teaching teaching (Loughran, 1996; Loughran &
Berry, 2005).
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Students of teaching need to be able to see into the thinking of their teacher edu-
cators in order to better understand how teaching intents and learning outcomes
from pedagogical experiences can be interpreted by different learners as aligning,
or being confused, or in some instances, being contradictory. Powerful learning
about teaching is possible when the shared experiences of teaching and learning
about teaching, drawn from their own teacher education classrooms, becomes the
manna to feed the learning of students of teaching. Such teacher education practice
can not only support, but also actively encourage, the development of the personal
and professional knowledge of teaching that underpins expertise as a teacher.

Modelling in teacher education then is not about show-and-tell teaching and
guided practice (Myers, 2002), it is about opening up for scrutiny the teaching and
learning experiences in teacher education programmes, it is about making explicit
the pedagogical purposes of teacher educators. Modelling creates an imperative for
teacher educators to illustrate the importance of pedagogical reasoning, and to be
able to demonstrate the value of articulating knowledge of practice. In so doing,
modelling in teacher education can create new ways for students of teaching to see
how to transform their teaching in ways that might foster meaningful learning for
their future students.

If the description of modelling (above) is reasonable, then modelling in teacher
education stands out as an important pedagogical tool for challenging transmissive
approaches to teaching teaching. It is interesting to ponder then why it is not more
commonly found in teacher education programmes or used as an indicator of qual-
ity in teacher preparation more generally.

In the Netherlands, Lunenberg, Korthagen, and Swennen (2007) conducted a
small scale study into modelling teaching in teacher education. Sadly, despite the
perception that teacher educators as exemplary models of teaching might exist, they
found that:

On the basis of the literature search and our exploratory study, there appears to be little or
no recognition of modelling as a teaching method in teacher education. The findings of our
study confirm the problems cited in the literature, namely that teacher educators apparently
lack the knowledge and skills needed to use modelling in a productive way, to make their
own teaching explicit, and to rethink the connection between their teacher education prac-
tices and public theory. Our study seems to indicate that such knowledge and skills do not
automatically develop over the years: experience as a teacher educator does not necessarily
lead to more or better modelling. (p. 597)

Lunenberg et al’s study is interesting. They set out with a view that modelling
was an important element of teacher educators’ practice because they assumed it
created a natural connection between teaching and learning about teaching. Yet,
despite that which might be described as an expected signature pedagogy of teacher
education (Shulman, 2005), modelling did not feature as an abiding element of
mainstream teacher education in their study. A more concerted effort in relation to
the practice of modelling, and concurrently researching that modelling, could pres-
ent as one of the great opportunities for teacher education as the starting point for
the development of the expert teachers of the future.
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Conclusion

Teacher education is a field of study that has attracted a great deal of attention, not
least because:

.. in the politics of teacher education is a simple paradox about our practice as teacher
educators: Teaching (and by extension, teaching people how to teach) is an extraordinarily
difficult form of professional practice that looks easy. Consider some of the elements that
make it so difficult for people to learn how to teach effectively. First, teachers can succeed
only by convincing students to cooperate with them; or to put it another way, students learn
only if they are motivated do so so ... Second, students are in the classroom against their
will ... Third, teaching involves a complex emotional relationship with students ... Fourth,
teachers have to practice their profession under conditions of isolation from fellow practi-
tioners ... Fifth, teachers have to function with a degree of uncertainty that is greater than
any other profession ... Finally, there is even uncertainty about who the client is ... simul-
taneously meet[ing] the needs and demands of students, parents, and community ...
Unfortunately, however, neither teachers nor teacher educators get credit for the difficult
circumstances under which they labor. (Labaree, 2005, pp. 188—189)

Just as teaching is superficially understood as easy (Labaree, 2000, 2005; Martin
& Russell, 2009), teacher education similarly suffers from simplistic views about
the nature of the work and the skills, knowledge and abilities that underpin scholar-
ship in teaching teaching (Russell, 2007). As described at the outset in this chapter,
the shift from transmissive teaching to teaching for understanding is a challenge
that persists partly because teaching ‘what’ is easier than teaching ‘how’ and ‘why’;
regardless of whether that be in school or in a teacher education programme. That
many consider teaching only in terms of what to teach exacerbates the situation and
masks the understanding teaching as problematic (Downey, 2008).

In her systematic and rigorous study into the systemic changes in teacher educa-
tion in New Zealand, Davey (2013) highlighted how the ‘academization’ of teacher
education fundamentally impacted the way in which teaching teaching is inter-
preted, valued and understood. She illustrated how some highly capable teacher
educators struggled to respond to the demands of academia because they valued
their practice to the detriment of the development of their research. Difficulties
consistently arose when theory and practice were seen as being in competition.

In pursuing scholarship of teacher education, theory and practice need to be
viewed and practised as complimentary and informing. Doing so matters if teacher
education is to be at the forefront of challenging a teaching as telling and learning
as listening culture; and that would be an outcome that would truly warrant acclaim
in terms of meaningful educational change.
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