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possible roles for received knowledge and classroom experience was expanded into an
ideal topology for teacher knowledge when combined with a concern for personal
versus collaborative processes. Data suggested four ideal types: a) pexpenantial,
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Chapter One: Introduction

Statement of the Problem

Although teacher knowledge has been seen to develop in personal and practical
ways that are situated in classroom events (Carter & Doyle, 1989; Lavenger, 1991,
Munby, Russell, & Martin, 2001), classroom educators are nonetheless urged, and
sometimes required, to heed “received knowledge” (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldpb&rger
Tarule’s, 1986) about teaching from external authorities such as learninigtseor
principals, professors, and educational researchers (Grimmet & MacKinnon, 1992).
Frequently, tensions arise from this interface between received knowledgaehners’
personal, practical knowledge from classroom experience (Feiman-N&ra&mden,
1986; Garrahy, Cothran, Kulinna, & Hodges, 2002). For example, teachers have long
criticized master of education programs as being overly abstractlervant when
compared to the realities of classroom instruction (Eisenhart, Behm, &damo,
1991; Tom, 1999). Likewise, implementing suggestions from external knowledge
authorities has been problematic for experienced educators as well as (Kemuesdy,
1997; Russell, 1989). In addition, received, propositional knowledge about teaching in
the form of published research is frequently seen by classroom teachexscassible,
impractical, and too time-consuming to find and read (Kincheloe, Slattery,igb8tg,
2000).

Furthermore, although scholars have addressed questions about the development
of teacher knowledge and the tensions found therein for over five decades, research has
long been characterized by inconsistencies, ambiguities, and a need forduudyan

this area (Doyle, 1990; Kagan, 1992a). Recently, researchers have noted thagrecurr



guestions about the exact nature of teacher knowledge and what teachers need to know
“continue to plague teacher education, teacher assessment, and teacloe’ pFaots &
Buehl, 2008, 1 13). Terms used to describe or define teacher knowledge “often seem to
duplicate, subsume, or contradicie another” (Alexander, Shallert, & Hare, 1991). Made
even more complex and finely nuanced by the emergence of interpretivist aad crit
research approaches, the phenomenon of teachers’ knowledge development has been seen
as increasingly difficult to conceptualize, describe, or manage (Kagan, 1¢@@x.eft
anomalies in current theory about the development of teacher knowledge se#rioto ca
attention. For example, although attempts to explain the development of teacher
knowledge with concepts such as “reflecting-in-action” and “reflecting—oaréct

(Schon, 1983; 1987) have been influential, other studies have indicated that teachers may
not always have the opportunity for conscious reflection about their actions eittmgy duri

or after instruction because of the incessant and ongoing need to completéonstruc
related tasks, maintain classroom activity levels, and plan for upcoming |¢Bsoknser,

1988; Michaloski, 2004a, 2004b, Zeichner, 1996). In addition, current theoretical
perspectives have tended to address only a portion of the whole picture of teacher
knowledge and its development; scholars have argued that behaviorism may neglect
personal, social, and cultural considerations (Schon, 1995); cognitive theory does not
integrate cultural influences effectively (Grossman, 1992); and sodig-aiuiheory

tends to downplay human agency and the importance of individualized experience in the
learning process (Dance, 2002). Nonetheless, it seems that tewbensinue to

develop ways of knowing about how to educate students.



Purpose and Significance of the Study

With the foregoing concerns in mind, the purpose of the study was twofold: first,
to arrive at a better understanding of the relationship between receiveaégewand
classroom experience in the formation of teacher knowledge, and second, to contribute
toward general theory on teacher knowledge and its development.

The results of this study are significant in that a better understanding waflés
of and relationships between received knowledge and classroom experienceitiang
more workable model of teacher knowledge development, may contribute toward more
effective planning of teacher education, professional development, and gradekte le
coursework.

Rationale

While there may be similarities between this study and other examinations of
teacher knowledge, there are important differences. First, | offer alntygpelogy for
teachers’ ways of knowing that may complement and integrate theoretitadnsos
ranging from agent-centered, psychological vantage points, such as radical
constructivism (von Glaserfeld, 1991) and information processing theory (Gagne, 1977,
Miller, 1956; Newell & Simon, 1972), with community-centered, sociological
orientations such as situated cognition (Craig, 2004; Lave & Wenger, \A@91ger,
McDermott, & Snyder, 2002and socio-culturalism (Vygotsky, 1978; Anyon, 1995;
Delpit, 1995; Ginsburg & Newman, 1985; Ladson-Billings, 1994, 1999). The ideal
typology that | offer is not merely another stance in a field of stancets éumhapping of
the field itself—a mapping that organizes contemporary theoretical stampéigsi

relationships between received knowledge and classroom experience, and suggests



approaches that may improve efforts to foster the development of teacher knowledge
Second, although researchers in the professional development field have offered
promising guidelines for teacher development in the form of structures @oyce
Showers, 1995), models (Shulman & Shulman, 2004), or a summary of consensus (Valli
& Hawley, 2002), | suggest specific sequential trajectories of teacher lagawvgpes
upon which professional development may be organized. Third, | provide a way to view
received knowledge and experiential knowledge as components of an overarching
gestalt—not as mutually exclusive phenomena. The fact that participantsitigque
reported that they learned how to teach from experience, received knowledge, and
various interactive fusions of these two knowledge sources gives further swppbis f
argument.
Overview of Chapter One

In the following sections of Chapter One, | present and clarify the central
concepts of the studyeceivedknowledge, classroom experience, and teacher
knowledgeEach concept is examined and discussed in light of current research and
theory in order to arrive at workable, “constitutive definitions” (MacMillan, 2Q68)
not only reflect current thought about teacher knowledge but also provide a focus for the
study. Having defined and provided a focus based on these central concepts, an initial
conceptual framework is then presented by positing possible roles for received
knowledge and classroom experience in the formation of teacher knowledge. These
possible roles served not only as the central features of the conceptuatdrimit
also as initial coding schemes for interview data. Finally, by refigan the problems

involved in examining teacher knowledge, and with the conceptual framework in mind,



Chapter One concludes with the development of five research questions in order to
further focus the study.
Clarification of Central Concepts

One of the major challenges in this area of study is confronting the multiple
meanings and shifting contexts that have arisen from a wide range of discipline
employed in the examination of the nature and development of teacher knowledge
(Munby, Russell, & Martin, 2001). Perhaps the nature of this challenge is at least
partially due to the fact that during the last century educational reseahawe adopted
methodologies from a wide range of disciplines such as philosophy, psychology,
cognitive science, neuroscience, and the social sciences along with toenpaaying
paradigms, philosophical underpinnings and basic assumptions about the nature of
reality. For example, the positivism of experimental psychology and neemosci
assumes a measurable reality that exists independently from observirshevhi
interpretivism and critical theory of social science assumes obs#pendent, multiple
realities (Krathwohl, 1998). Teacher knowledge may be and has been viewed from the
outlooks of constructivism, information processing theory, behaviorism, social
interactionism, schema theory, and critical pedagogy (Kelsay, 1989; Phillipdi&, Sol
2004). All of these theoretical perspectives generate their own idiosgreetgiof
assumptions and lexicons of terminology.

In response to concerns and issues introduced earlier in this chapter, this study
was focused around three central conceptived knowledge, classroom experience,

and teacher knowledgén the following section, | develop definitions for these concepts,



relate them to theory and research, and develop a conceptual framework fiorrexam
the ways that teacher knowledge may develop.
Knowledge in Light of Schema Theory

Before | began to explore the nature of teacher knowledge and how it develops, |
chose an epistemological orientation that was inclusive enough to reflext v@search
findings and that seemed as if it would be effective in approaching my area effocus
teacher knowledge and how it developsirew principally from schema theory as my
underlying conceptual basis for understanding the nature of knowledge—in s cas
knowledge about teaching. My choice was based on my concerns for a theory of
knowledge that would encompass individual and personal, as well as collaborative and
social constructions of knowledge; teachers seem to accrue skills and know-how not only
as individuals in a classroom but also from collaborative activities with peersagd m
knowledgeable others. Schema theory has long been associated with teaching and
learning in that it has evolved within and between disciplines that directipgapipon
education, such as cognitive psychology, learning theory, epistemology, itilorma
processing theory, and studies in the acquisition of reading skills—and, as such, provided
a useful heuristic for this study. Seen from the viewpoint of schema theory, human
knowledge is considered to consist of schemata, or cognitive structures, that form as
result of the way we interpret events in the environment (Rumelhart & Norman, 1980). A
schema may also be thought of as a cognitive structure that represemtsah gancept
and its framework of supporting, associated concepts, or as the way that humaize orga
information about concepts, knowledge domains, or events (Ellis & Hunt, 1993; Gagne,

1987). Bartlett (1932) and Piaget (1926a, 1926b) are credited with advancing ideas that



first contributed toward schema theory, namely, that new information and new
experiences are either assimilated into existing cognitive structuhesr(ata), or the
structures accommodate the new information by becoming modified. Schemagdsioave
been seen to develop through experiences with solving problems and are used to interpret
the problem in the context of relevant prior knowledge and experience (Marshall, 1995).
It appears that schemata may have a dynamic, ever changing natun¢ évmegh three
main processes: a) accretion—acquisition of new information that fits in withrent
schema, b) tuning—minor modification of a current, incomplete schema in order to
match increased experience and new information, and c) restructuring—ahercod a
new schema in response to information or experience that does not fit into a current
schema and is too unwieldy to be assimilated in the tuning process (Gagne, 1987,
Rumelhart & Norman, 1976, 1980). Schema theorists would argue that as we are
confronted with new experiences and new information, we try to construct meaning by
making connections to mental structures already present. This is not, however, a
foolproof process; it may be possible for new information to be “misfit” into poorly
structured, partially completed, or misconstrued schemata resulting in ceisfi@n or
confusion (Fenstermacher & Soltis, 2004).

Schema theory also reflects socio-cultural influences on knowledge devatopme
Price and Driscoll (1997) have argued that schemata are strongly situtibee, iplace,
and context. Therefore, schemata may be seen not only as individual mental constructs
but also as important components in socio-cultural differences (Quinn & Holland, 1987).
If schemata are seen to develop from accumulating experiences and iitoy ingin

socio-cultural influences should play a major role in how schemata areumedtand



modified: in short, schemata may be seen as culture-specific. For examgle, wha
constitutes one’s schema for gourmet dining, being a “good” wife, or political
participation may vary according to race, ethnicity, gender, class, ancagbogt
location (Ellis & Hunt, 1993). | chose to view knowledge through the lens of schema
theory in both its cognitive and socio-cultural implications. | am not claiming, \ewe
that schema theory is identical to ideas from cognitive or socio-culturatarans, only
that it may be seen as compatible with both orientations for the purpose of tiis stud

Therefore, in light of schema theory, knowledge about teaching may, for the
purpose of this study, be considered as having to do with cognitive structures that
organize one’s general concepts about teaching and integrate associatptséotca
framework for understanding how students learn and how instruction should unfold.
Knowledge about teaching, as schemata, may be understood to develop not only from
information and knowledge about teaching received from others in a social context but
also from teachers’ individual classroom experiences.
Teacher Knowledge

Having chosen a theoretical stance for approaching an understanding of the nature
of knowledge in general, | then looked more closely at the definitions for and
connotations associated with the teagacher knowledgéart of my argument for
simpler, clearer, terminology for research on what teachers need to know artd how i
develops is that the terrgacher knowledgénas recently taken on considerable
ambiguity. Does it refer to the body of knowledge about teaching that has beésdcodif
and is available publicly, or does it refer to the tacit, unexpressed know-how of individual

teachers? Could it be a blend of the two? Other terms range from the seemingly



synonymous, “knowledge base for teaching,” and “professional knowledge forre&che
to generalized mental activities of teachers such as, “teacher thirkesgher

cognition,” “teacher learning,” and “teacher decision-making.” For the puspiigbe

study, these terms for generalized mental activities may be oveligiveel For example,
“teacher cognition” seems too broad: there may be a significant amountlodrteac
“cognition” that would not count as “knowledge” and therefore not be a part of a
practitioner’s knowledge about teaching. For example, teachers mayandhg mental
activity of making decisions in the context of compliance with district guieglor
administrator directives—not as a result of their knowledge about teaching and how to
best organize instruction.

In addition to these concerns about ambiguity, | was also concerned that my
concept of teacher knowledge needed to be one that would encompass both personal and
social dimensions of knowledge production. That is, a term that would subsume not only
the academic, codified, propositional knowledge about teaching found in educational
literature and professed by theorists and researchers, but also the peractiaal,
know-how of individual teachers developed on the front line of the classroom. At first, |
usedpersonal knowledge about teachiag this overarching conceput eventually it
took on a connotation that seemed to exclude the professional, academic dimension. |
also considered Clandinin and Connelly’s (1995) metagnofessional knowledge
landscapewhere teacher knowledge is seen to have “a sense of expansiveness and the
possibility of being filled with diverse people, things, and events in different
relationships” (pp. 4-5). | considered Clandinin and Connelly’s concept to be broad

enough to include both experiential and academic knowledge and modifieédachers’



10

professional knowledgas the term that | hoped would encompass both kinds of
knowledge about teaching—personal and academic—but eventually, | dropped
professionafrom the phrase. | did this because | began to see thepmfassionalas
de-emphasizing the personal, practical aspect of teacher knowledgaimetora
simpler approach, | decided to use the teégacher knowledg&long with an inclusive
but specific definition.l adapted a definition used by Alexander, Schallert, and Hare
(1991) from a review of how educational researchers talk about knowledge. Alexander e
al. define teacher knowledge as “an individual’s personal stock of informatios, skill
experiences, beliefs, and memories related to the practice and profess@achofg” (p.
317). | considered this definition to be useful because, like schema theory, isnefiect
only the individual’s role in knowledge construction but also allows for socio-cultural
influences that may be embedded in individuals’ interpretations of experience and
information.
The concept of specific knowledge tailored to a profession and developed through
the interaction of experience and received information is, of course, reflect@amyn m
professions. Practitioners in fields such as medicine, business, physics,iahd@bs
for example, may be seen to develop their particular brand of knowledge asdemsher
through the integration of technical knowledge, intuition, and on-the-job experience.
Schon (1987) commented on the nature of this process and the necessity for practitioners
to go beyond the information given:
A physician recognizes a constellation of symptoms that she cannot assotthat
a known disease. A mechanical engineer encounters a structure for which he
cannot, with the tools at his disposal, make a determinate analysis. A teacher of
arithmetic, listening to a child’s questions, becomes aware of a kind of confusion

and, at the same time, a kind of intuitive understanding, for which she has no
readily available response. . . because the unique case falls outside the sategorie
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of existing theory and technique . . . she . . . [must] deal with it competently . . .

by a kind of improvisation, inventing and testing in the situation strategies of her

own devising. (Schon, 1987, p. 5)

And what about beliefs? Should beliefs about teaching be considered as teacher
knowledge? Teacher beliéfmay be based on previous experience, received knowledge
from authorities or colleagues, or just plain hunches. For example, teachdrslreay
that using fraction bar manipulatives is the best way to teach students about agjuivale
fractions because they have experienced success with that approach—a bdnasted
colleague suggested it—or because a respected mentor demonstrated it—oribecause
seemed intuitively to “feel right.” Some beliefs, especially those baseddenee of
some sort, may prove to have a high level of truth-value, that is, they are aighyfic
congruent with classroom reality. On the other hand, some beliefs about teaching ma
turn out to be incorrect or only partially correct. Teachers may continue to herd err
beliefs because the beliefs have worked in the past. For instance, teacheostinag
to believe that using behavior charts and time-out sessions are the best wayage ma
disruptive student behaviors because these interventions have worked with previous
classes—in spite of the fact that these classroom management tagticstroa
producing positive results for the current class. Likewise, beliefs about best@s may
be influenced by mistaken notions about how children learn or by personal theories that
do not match well with classroom reality. For example, teachers may contirdleete a
to instructional approaches that attempt to facilitate learning in a segjuentnulative,
bottom-up fashion without realizing that many students learn best by whole-ttepart

down teaching where students are first shown final products or given overviews to he

1 An entire dissertation could easily be devoted study of teacher beliefs. This fairly brief dission is
offered only to support my decision to include tezrcbeliefs in my concept of teacher knowledge.
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organize new information. Teachers may believe that students fail belcaysed lazy;
others may believe that it's all the parents’ fault.

Whether they prove to be successful or not, and regardless of their level of
congruence with classroom reality, teacher beliefs have long been seeedighess as
important factors in teachers’ knowledge development (Bandura, 1986; Kagan, 1992b;
Pajares, 1992; Posner, Strike, Hewson, & Gertzog, 1982). In fact, Pajares havagued t
“knowledge and beliefs are inextricably intertwined . . . The potent, affeetnaduative,
and episodic nature of beliefs makes them a filter through which new phenomena are
interpreted” (p. 19). Thus, | included teacher beliefs as an essential corhpomg
concept of teacher knowledge. However, beliefs about teaching may emerge not only
from classroom experience as a teacher or received knowledge, but may adde pret
influence them. For instance, beliefs may be acquired from many years oéegpen
the classroonas a studenfLortie, 1975). Seen from the vantage point of a student,
however, teaching may seem easier than it really is; students are n& ptwdgged to
observe the planning and preparation for lessons, nor are they always avilavétbea
possible repercussions that teachers consider before making final decisrahss F
reason, beliefs formed from experience as a student will not be consideredtas a pa
teacher knowledge—only those beliefs stemming from experahadeachewere
considered in the study.

In light of the foregoing discussion, in this stutBacher knowledgwill refer to
the totality of knowledge about teaching, both propositional and practical, decision-
making criteria, beliefs about teaching, intuitive sets, and knowledge of instructional

strategies that individual teachers may possess at any given moment in their professional
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lives. This definition refers directly to the knowledge ofiadividual teachethat may or
may not include publicly codified, propositional knowledge about instruction—although
publicly codified, propositional knowledge may certainly be a part of an individual
teacher’s knowledge. Simply put, | use the temacher knowledgas the actual
knowledge about teaching possessed by an individual teacher and available fohaise at
moment in time. In short, the focus of the studgasa better understanding of an
abstracted body of propositions about teaching, but a clearer perception of thegzoces
by which individual teachers form théinowledge about teaching.
Received Knowledge

Received knowledge another central concept around which the study is
organizedl adapted it from Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule’s (1986) study of
how intellectual development may differ for men and women. Belenky et al.stedge
five-stage model for women’s ways of knowing involving silence, received knowledge
subjective knowledge, procedural knowledge, constructed knowledge. Although these
stages have been interpreted as developmental, they are not necessarilaid are
also referred to as epistemological dimensions or perspectives. The senendion,
“received knowledge” struck me as particularly relevant to the questions about how
teacher knowledge may develop because teachers are frequently expectedhe heed t
received knowledge from external authorities as they develop knowledge edxching.
Belenky et al. further described received knowledge as a way of knowingtenzed
by “knowledge and authority . . . construed as outside the self and invested in powerful

and knowing others from whom one is expected to learn” (Goldberger, 1996, p. 4). For

2 For a comprehensive discussion of these five stage Belenky, M., Clinchy, B., Goldberger, N., &
Tarule, J. (1986) and Goldberger, Tarule, Clindagelenky (1996).
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teachers, these “powerful and knowing others” may be administrators, pro#dssi
development leaders, professors, or researchers. In my stadiyed knowledgefers
to any knowledge, suggestions, theory, or advice about teaching that comes from an
external knowledge source, such as published research and theory, publishers’ teacher
manuals, district policy, administrators’ guidelines, communications from colleagues, or
influences from socio-cultural norms and folk psychafbgy
At first glance, using an important dimension from a model for women'’s
intellectual development in a study involving wonaemd mermay seem inappropriate,
but several feminist scholars, including the authod/omen’s Ways of Knowingave
advanced arguments that the Belenky et al. (1986) model for epistemologicasidinse
may not only apply to women, but to men as well. For example, Goldberger (1996)
argued that the “women-only studies were seen (by us and others) as\astecti
psychology’s historical neglect of women’s experience” (p. 7). Maher atrdault
(1996) reminded us that “once feminist thinkers began to think about “truths” for women
and men . .. they began to see some of the limitations inherent in basing theoretical
distinctions exclusively on gender” (p. 151). In fact, when criticized fomuead) men
from the research sample for her study, Belenky herself stated:
In the book, we say that we felt that the male template was so powerfully etched
on our minds that it seemed very important to stand back from it and to find, to
hear, the woman’s voice. This is very hard work, and we wanted to do whatever
we could to make it more pure, to heaAithough we studied women and make
these claims for women, we are not claiming that these might not also be men’s

ways of thinking. Actually, | think most of what we say in the book applies to
human ways of knowin{jtalics added]. (Ashton-Jones & Thomas, 1990,  13)

% “Folk psychology is the unsystematic but usuatiynpelling and useful body of ideas about mental lif
that we use to get along in our daily lives” (Pashl1998, p.1)
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With the foregoing in mind, | applied Belenky et al.’s (1986) conceptadived
knowledgeo male teachers as well as female teachers, and used it in the development of
a conceptual framework and data analysis.
Classroom Experience

In sharp contrast teeceived knowledgé use the concept/assroom experience,
to refer to teachers’ direct participation in classroom events as an fiost@ind the
knowledge about teaching that develops as a result. Here, “experience” not only connotes
sensorial consciousness of events, but also implies what was learned from tlemegpe
as in, “She was hired for the job because she had experience.” In general terms,
experiential learning may be seen to have two facets: explicit and imidbt, Rubin,
and Mcinture’s (1971) theory on experiential learning characterizes theierpture of
experiential learning as a four step process consisting of a) concretieee@eb)
observations and reflections, c) formation of concepts, and d) testing concepts in new
situations. On the other hand, the implicit facet of experiential learning msgebeas
latent, unconscious knowledge that cannot be articulated but can be demonstrated in
appropriate and relevant situations (Dienes, Broadbent, & Berry, 1991; Reber, 1989;
Schon, 1983, 1987)With these concepts in mindassroom experienagill refer tothe
personal, practical know-how about teaching, at all levels of effectiveness, implicit and
explicit, developed from first-hand experience in the classroom as a teacher
Having defined and clarified the central concepts of the study, in the neghdect
develop a conceptual framework in order to set the stage for examining the roles for a

relationships between classroom experience and received knowledge .
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Conceptual Framework

In this section, a conceptual framework is developed for the purpose of examining
how teacher knowledge is formed from classroom experience and received knowledge
Possible roles for classroom experience and received knowledge are ediggiedteach
possibility is informed and supported by previous scholarship in order to couch the study
in relevant literature. When the concepts of received knowledge and classroom
experience are considered in light of previous thought in this area, at leagptiieval
possibilities arise. These possibilities are discussed in this section ontieetoof
schema theory and presented as the principal components of the conceptual framework
illustrated inFigure 1
Received Knowledge as Unchanged

According to schema theory, when information or knowledge from external
authorities is compatible with previously formed knowledge structures, or seheheat
incoming information may be subsumed or “assimilated” unchanged and unchallenged
(Rumelhart & Norman 1976, 1980; Piaget, 1926a, 1926b). Received knowledge may
remain abstract, propositional, informational, or memorized by rote. Here, knovidedge
seen as academic rather than practical (Sternberg & Caruso, 1985). Fpleexanovice
teacher may memorize the steps for teaching the long division algorigmesftling it
in a publisher’s teacher edition of a mathematics text, or a student teagh@emarize
the actions of her cooperating teacher while observing her teach a reacing Beth

are instances of unchanged, received knowledge from external knowledge astHoritie



17

this way, received knowledge in its original, uneditiedm may become part of teacher

knowledge.

not reflected upon; tacit;
unarticulated

classroom
experience

reflected upon;
propositionalized; articulated

Knowledge

unmodified
propositional; informational,
received rote memorization

knowledge

modified by experience or
previous knowledge

Figure 1. Conceptual framework for examining teacher knowledge. Classroom
experience and received knowledge contribute to the formation of knowledge about
teaching in four principal ways

* It may be rare but possible that received knowdeidgassimilated unconsciously; because cognitive
processing capacity may be seen as limited (Milleg6), teachers may be influenced by information
received unconsciously while totally emerged irsstaom tasks.
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Received Knowledge as Modified

When received knowledge is not compatible with existing knowledge structures it
may bring about a tension, or cognitive dissonance, and resulting modification of
knowledge structures, or “tuning,” may ensue; if the misalignment is severe, then a
complete restructuring is possible and new schemata may arise (And&sonagne,
1987; Rumelhart & Norman, 1976, 1980). In this case, received knowledge is interactive
with both current schemata and ongoing experience as it acts upon and is acted upon by
these previous knowledge structures and is tested and evaluated by curreahegperi
bring about a modification in both. For example, after reading literature thatrages
the use of constructivist approaches in mathematics instruction, a teachestrsme
ideas in classroom context and find that although her previous mind-set about how much
direct instruction is appropriate has changed, some constructivist ideas wonihe|
others do not. In this way, received knowledge has interacted with previous knowledge
structures and with current, ongoing classroom experience to bring about ntiodisica
what is accepted by the teacher as “knowledge.” These modificatiopso@sbly most
likely to occur as a result of disconnect between current schemata, newaitidor,rand
new experience.
Classroom Experience as Unarticulated

Classroom experience, both previous and ongoing, may be stored in memory but
not reflected upon—Iearning (if any) is this case would be tacit, unartidukmi-
conscious, image- and metaphor-driven (Eisner, 1985; Elbaz, 1983, 1991; Munby &
Russell, 1989a). This kind of experience may contribute toward teacher knowledge but

remains tacit, unreflected upon, and subconscious (Anderson, 1982, 1990). Much like a
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dancer whose moves have become automatic after intense and lengthsatebear
chess player who quickly and instinctively makes an effective move afterghseen
that particular board configuration appear hundreds of times, teachers maysposita
act or react upon current situational displays without going through a measwad, |
logical, reflective process because, like the dancer or the chess play&iatbeseen that
problematic situation hundreds of times before and have “learned” what best to do.
Classroom Experience as Reflected Upon

In contrast, classroom experience may be intentionally reflected upon and
compared to previously formulated notions about teaching or to previously assimilate
received knowledge, both during and after instruction, thereby facilitatingscious
process of creating declarative, propositional knowledge about or personal theory on
teaching (Schon, 1983, 1987, 1995). In this way, practitioners may create new knowledge
structures about teaching or modify previously existing ones. For exampie, afte
completing the first few months in the classroom, and after reflecting upoalsese
occurring problems and possible solutions, a middle-school science teacher may
formulate more successful ways to organize lab sessions, present challenging
information, and assess student learning. These ideas may then be testéel] rejflaT
during or after instruction, and modified further. There is, however, no guarartee tha
what is learned from experience will be the most successful instructiqgorabap or the
most appropriate way to problem-solve classroom conflict; teachers naydedo
whatever it takes to get by, merely postpone conflict, or simply commit émrors
judgment about students’ learning or their own efficacy as instructorsgdrdilamser &

Buchman, 1985).
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These four possibilities of interactive and non-interactive roles for received

knowledge and classroom experiehage summarized in Table 1.

Tablel

Possible Roles for Received Knowledge and Classroom Experience in the Formation of
Teacher Knowledge

Received Knowledge

-Received knowledge may remain abstract, propositional, informational, rote
memorization, content knowledge, or

-Received knowledge may be tested and modified by classroom experiegce or b
comparison to previously received knowledge

Classroom Experience

-Classroom experience may remain unarticulated, tacit, not reflected upemaloe
interact consciously with received knowledge, or

-Classroom experience may be consciously reflected upon, compared to
previously formulated personal theory or to previously assimilated, received
knowledge.

It is important to note that the conceptual framework detailed in this sext@on i
heuristic device used solely as a means for organizing data and answergggarch
guestions, and, ultimately, capturing a glimpse of what may occur in tealthes as
they learn their craft. Alternate views about the nature of knowledge and théhatdles
theory, research, and experience may play in learning to teach have, of course, been
adopted. Other lenses through which teacher knowledge may be viewed may rest upon

socio-cultural, behavioral, or critical theory and be supported by as many raadons

® Student feedback about teaching poses an integestue; when overtly specific it may be considere
received knowledge; when nonspecific and embeddethssroom life, it may be seen as classroom
experience.
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have given to explain why my conceptual framework works best for my research
purposes and goals. | anticipate possible critiques from several variooatalte
viewpoints and offer my response in Chapter Five.

In sum, in order to better understand how teacher knowledge may develop, four
possible roles involving received knowledge and classroom experience wers ased a
initial conceptual framework for examining teachers’ ways of knowingsd hales were
also used as a first and tentative coding scheme when questionnaire and intedeview da
were examined. As data collection and analysis progressed, an ideal typolddy
eventually emerge from my interpretation of the data and subsume the initightc@hce
framework described in this section. This process will be discussed in deThiapter
Four.

Research Questions

Having clarified the central concepts of the study, and built a conceptual
framework, | developed the following research questions as guidelines faryinqui
Initially, | was guided and limited by the central question, “How does &detowledge
develop in relation to received knowledge and classroom experience?” Spsuaotsa
of teacher knowledge development were examined using supporting questions that were
generated after a close reading of relevant literature, conductitaj atpdies
(Michaloski 2004a, 2004b), and reflecting on personal experience. In order to better
understand what may considered as a hidden, psycho-social process sudieas teac
knowledge formation, participants’ perceptions about the process of knowledge
formation were given a high level of importance along with their reflestoonclassroom

experience, and evaluations of professional development activities;, tinabrider to
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better understand a hidden, mental activity | needed to closely exanthergaelf-
reports arising from their immediate conscious experiences. This assampgtibe
argued further in Chapter Three.

The following supporting questions were aimed at collecting qualitativeldsta
supported inferences about the nature and development of teacher knowledge.

e What are the underlying conteXtsat may influence teachers’
experiences and thought processes when attempting to integrate received
knowledge about teaching with knowledge gleaned from classroom
experience?

e Under what conditions is using received, academic, research-based
knowledge most successful?

¢ Under what conditions is learning from classroom experience most
successful?

e How do classroom teachers resolve the tensions that may arise from the
frequently reported disconnect between received knowledge from external
authorities and practical knowledge from classroom experience?

Overview of Chapters Two through Five
In Chapter Two | examine research and theory on teacher knowledge and current
thought in the areas of received knowledge and classroom experience. Eiedtiritthat
characterizes teacher knowledge as a duality is examined and discussedntfie el
explore ideas about teacher knowledge as being formal vs. practicalatieelas.

procedural, and received vs. experiential. Next, various taxonomies of teacherdgewle

® | use the term context to mean the interrelatedlitions in which something exists or occurs.
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are reviewed and critiqued subsequent to a review of literature that retleriscultural
concerns involving teacher knowledge. The chapter concludes with a close look at
research and theory that specifically addresses whether learniaghotews out of
classroom experience or comes from actually being taught about teaching.

In Chapter Three, | present a rationale for and description of qualitativestoal
case study as an effective approach for collecting and analyzing datarincathswer
my research questions. Participant sampling is discussed and participant géinsegra
are displayed. | discuss how questionnaires, interviews, and lesson plans Wereduse
how data were analyzed. Procedures for verification are reviewed altingtincal
concerns that were addressed. | conclude the chapter by narrating mgreogserelated
to teacher knowledge, my background as a researcher, and possible biasbsngray
the study.

In Chapter Four, | present and begin to analyze findings. First, participant
statements are organized according to whether received knowledgssooaia
experience seemed predominate in each participant’s development as a teacher
Second, | explain how an ideal typology emerged as incoming data was playest aga
the initial conceptual framework, resulting in four ideal types of teacher kdgel Type
| (personal-experiential), Type Il (personal-received), Typédllaborative-
experiential), and Type IV (collaborative-received). Third, each ideal typetisrn,
illustrated and characterized by participant statements. Finallyclunthe chapter by
presenting findings that describe relationships between received knometige a
classroom experience and point to emergent themes of socio-cultural contexichied te

compliance.
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In Chapter Five, the four ideal types of teacher knowledge are first surechari
and discussed in relation to recent theory and research on teacher knowkedgtheN
central research questions of the study are revisited and discussed ihthghtata
presented in Chapter Four and in the context of the four ideal types of teacher knowledge
introduced in that chapter. After that, implications for practice and professional
development are examined, anticipated critiques from alternative viewpoints are
discussed, and limitations of the study are detailed. Finally, lingeringi@neand ideas
for further research are presented.

Chapter Summary

Learning to teach has been characterized as complex and problematic, although i
seems that received knowledge from external sources and first-hand rcpase
classroom teacher may certainly be considered as major componentdendlmpment
of teacher knowledge. With this in mind, a conceptual framework was developed
involving possible roles for received knowledge and classroom experience. This initia
conceptual framework was eventually transformed into a broader scheme whealan i
typology emerged from data analysis. This process will be described in CRapteMy
hope is that deeper understanding of teacher knowledge and how it develops may
contribute toward more effective planning of teacher education, professional
development, and graduate level coursework. In the next chapter, relevant éteratur
reviewed in order to provide further background against which the nature and

development of teacher knowledge may be viewed.
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature

Literature on the nature of teacher knowledge is organized in this chapter
according to a) epistemological considerations about the dual nature of knowledge in
general, b) recent conceptions about the nature of teacher knowledge, andy@rtdeor
research on the possible dual nature of teacher knowledge.

Arguments for Knowledge Types

It was especially important to place this study in the context of relevant prior
research for several reasons. First, it provided me with existing theorytaboker
knowledge and its development—a place to begin—an entry point. Second, it was used
as a justification for this study—to show how my particular examinatioraohez
knowledge may serve to offer possible suggestions regarding unanswereshguasiut
the roles for received knowledge and classroom experience in the formatiorhef teac
knowledge. Third, it gave me the opportunity to see if my conclusions were supported or
challenged by previous studies. Finally, it helped me to generate a con@egtsatork
to guide the study. Literature addressing the duality of knowing, or thereogsté
discretely dual knowledge types, is presented in this opening section fromikescas
diverse as philosophical inquiry and brain research.

Epistemological Underpinning: A Duality of Knowing?

As epistemological inquiry, literature about knowledge construction has
consistently demonstrated concern for the differences between knowingldaats
something and knowinigow to dosomething. This dichotomy may be traced back to the
time of Aristotle wherepistemeeferred to worldly knowledge held with a high level of

confidence, antechnereferred to the know-how involved in an art or craft (Brennan,
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2002; Klein, 1998). More recently, functionalist philosopher Gilbert Ryle (1949)
characterized the two knowledge types as “knowing that” and “knowing how.” Ryle
would probably have argued that although a novice teacher may “know that” a lesson
needs to begin with an engaging motivation (received knowledge), she may not “know
how” to go about it until she actually accumulates experience in doing just that
(classroom experience). Likewise, even when it may not be possible for piaspec
teachers to have actual experience in the classroom, teacher knowleddevelap
from “approximations of practice” (Grossman et al., 2005) where prospectivetsac
before entering the classroom, have “opportunities to rehearse and develdp discre
components of complex practice in settings of reduced complexity” (Grossman &
McDonald, 2008, p. 190). Similarly, other scholars from various disciplines have noted
the dual nature of knowledge characterized by that which may be received fevmakx
knowledge sources and that which may develop in a more personal, subjective,
experiential fashion (Arnheim, 1980, 1985; Berscheid, 1999; Bruner, 1966, 1983, 1985;
Colaizzi, 1978; Eisner, 1985; Fenstermacher, 1994; Polanyi, 1961; Schon, 1983, 1987,
1995; Schunk, 1991; Sternberg & Caruso, 1985; Sternberg, Ogagaki, & Jackson, 1990 ).
These notions of knowledge duality with accompanying descriptive terms are
summarized chronologically in Table 2.
Evidence from Brain Research

Research in neuropsychology also supports the notion of a discrete duality of
knowledge. Recent studies involving patients with anterograde amnesia refsatting

impairment of the brain’s medial temporal lobe reveal that although patientsavave s
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difficulties with remembering fact-based, declarative, propositional ledyd, they
remain adept at procedural skills such as automatically finding a Vgfichsn a familiar
room, driving, playing golf, or playing card games. Researchers in the figairexhis
differentiation in performance by arguing that procedural knowledge and deearat
Table?2

Duality of Knowing as Conceptualized by Various Researchers

Researcher Discipline Duality

Ryle (1949) philosophy knowing that/knowing how

Polanyi (1961) Philosophy. scientific/personal, tacit
Chemistry,
economics

Bruner (1966, Cognitive paradigmatic/narrative

1983,1985) psychology,
education

Colaizzi (1978) Existential informational/genuine
psychology

Arnheim (1980, Art, aesthetica intellectual/intuitive

1985)

Eisner (1985) Aesthetics, art scientific/aesthetic
education

Sternberg & Cognitive academic/practical

Caruso (1985) psychology

Sternberg et al.

(1990)

Schunk (1991) Educational declarative, propositional/procedural
psychology

Fenstermacher Educational formal/practical

(1994) philosophy

Schon (1995) Organizational | technical rationality/knowing-in-action
theory

Berscheid (1999) Psychology impersonal/interpersonal

knowledge are managed by two distinct areas of the brain and, while impairment of the

medial temporal lobe may affect declarative, fact-based knowledge, it doeseniare
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with procedural knowledge facilitated by the basal ganglia in the back dfédm (Kohn,
2005; Myers, McClinchey-Berroth, Warren, Monti, Brawn, & Gluck, 2000).

If, as it seems, there are two distinct areas of the brain that are gaghsible
for a certain type of knowledge, then it may be that there are intrinsic, fuiemha
structural differences between declarative and procedural knowledge, arydié ma
helpful to think about the two knowledge types as discretely different—withinrcertai
limitations. For example, after damage to the medial temporal lobe andutsgens
disruption of declarative memory, other parts of the brain may at times adseinoée
that the medial temporal lobe played and patients regain certain portions cétilexla
memory; however, the two different types of memory (and we might therefore say
different types of knowledge) continue to remain mutually exclusive as facatson,
structure, and function (Kohn, 2005).
Overlap and I nteraction among Knowledge Types

Although perceiving knowledge to be dichotomous and polar may be helpful in
highlighting the differential attributes of extreme, “pure” cases gisemore likely that
there may be gradations, interpenetrations, and fuzzy boundaries. When con#ig@ering
possible dual nature of knowledge, for example, it may be wise to allow for the
possibility of varying degrees of overlap and interaction between procedural and
declarative types and, for what is more specific to this study, betwesaeec
knowledge and knowledge acquired through first-hand experience. Thus, rather than
viewing knowledge in light of a strict, mutually exclusive dichotomy, | attechjuidoe
vigilant about the possibility for overlap, interpenetration, and levels of inieg@t

exclusivity between propositional knowledge about teactengivedirom external
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authorities, and personal, practical know-how about instrudeeelopedrom first-hand
experience. A simple, mutually exclusive relationship was not expected, andharore t
likely, propositional knowledge from external authorities, once applied and testes i
classroom, may certainly be modified and integrated into personal knowledge about
teaching; whereas after know-how is accumulated from classroom exqaeliemay be
that it is translated into propositions, concepts, and personal, practical theoour&x,
there is always the possibility that little or no modification of eithegived knowledge
or classroom experience will occur, and they may remain, in some cases, as polar
extremes thereby maintaining a strict dichotomy. | allowed for all oétpessibilities in
the study. A caveat from Borko and Putnam (1996) seems appropriate:
A potential danger inherent in any description of categories of knowledge is that
people may come to see the categories as representing an actual steeagesys
the human mind rather than a heuristic device for helping us think about teacher
knowledge. That is, we may find ourselves thinking that teachers’ knowledge is
organized into abstract, isolated, discrete categories whereas, in fact, wha
teachers know and believe is completely intertwined, both among domains and
within actions and context. (p. 677)
With this caution in mind, the following review of literature first addressesnt thought
about the nature of teacher knowledge subsequent to a closer look at teacher knowledge
seen as various dualities.
Recent Conceptions about the Nature of Teacher Knowledge
The following review of literature on the nature of teacher knowledgeasealff
in order to couch the focus of the study, i.e., the possible roles for received knowledge

and classroom experience, in the context of theory and research on how pragtitioner

learn to teach.
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Teacher Knowledge Seen as Stages and Levels

It may be prudent to keep in mind that frameworks for understanding the
development of teacher knowledge tend to be ideal in that teachers do not necessarily
move through stages in linear, well defined trajectories, nor do they structure thei
knowledge about teaching according to the neat, architectural framework daatthre
multiple categories and compartments of various taxonomies for teacher #tgewle
Stages and levels may overlap, be skipped, coincide, be reduced, or collapse and re-
evolve. With this in mind, several of the most prominent and influential conceptions of
teacher knowledge that are also especially relevant to the studgseated.

One of the first notable models for understanding teacher development within the
last three decades was developed by Fuller (1969), who first suggested a tiesdbetag
a four-stage (Fuller & Brown, 1975) theory of teacher growth. In the first stayhdr
candidates identify realistically with students but not with teachers. Heaay, $-uller
argued, to be only vaguely aware of what a teacher needs to be concerned with. In the
second stage, teachers are concerned with survival in classroom contextdirgpntrol
pupils, subject matter knowledge, and adequacy in filling the role of teacher. The third
stage is characterized by teachers’ self-evaluation of instrucperfarmance, and the
fourth stage by a concern for the academic, social, and emotional needs d@itiegitss
Although Fuller's model may fit the knowledge trajectories of many noviohées, it
does not address the possible roles for received knowledge and classroom experience.

Reflecting the duality of knowing in general, and harboring one of the least
complex conceptions, Berliner (1986) argued that teachers must know subjecematter

well as the organization and management of classrooms. He contended that it is t
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integration of these two knowledge types that makes for a successful téatber

Berliner (1994; 2004) adapted a five-stage theory from Dreyfus and Dreyfus (©€986) t
describe how student teachers might develop into experts. These five stagesieeg:
advanced beginner, competent, proficient, and expert. This strictly lineaoplesit,
however, may be confounded in cases where teachers enter the field withvargeig
backgrounds and talents, or where teachers’ knowledge levels may co-exist dhanore

one level; for example, one may be a competent teacher when demonstrating how to add
fractions with unlike denominators but remain a novice at teaching geometry.

Kagan (1992a) integrated Fuller’'s and Berliner's models to construct a ofodel
teacher development for pre-service and first year teaching thaepsegrthrough a)
acquiring knowledge about students, b) reconstructing self-image as teagtupan
new knowledge of students, and c) developing routines and procedures that integrate
classroom management with instruction. She further contended that pre-serhes te
programs fail to address these three tasks with success. Kagan also presemésddiea
new model for teacher learning that stressed procedural knowledge over theory
hyperbolically musing that, “one might begin to question whether formal theory is
relevant to teachers at any point in their professional development” (p. 163). @nossm
(1992) countered that any stage theory that puts concerns for discipline beforaconce
for reflection will result in teachers’ lack of theoretical perspectind,that one stage
does not necessarily lead to another. In my study, the importance of formal thaory t
practitioner’s personal knowledge about teaching is a central focus.

A recent three-stage theory that may be applied to developing teachitisexpe

was advanced by Glaser (1996). The first stage is teextednally supportednd
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involves initial skill acquisition for the novice teacher through environmentakgtiug
where the beginner is heavily influenced by the knowledge, advice, and support from
other practitioners in the field. This stage correlates well with the concegteated
knowledge as | am using it in this study. Glaser (1986) calls the second stage,
transitional where there is a decrease in support for the novice. The third stage is termed,
self-regulatory In this final stage, teachers begin to control their own learning
environments and set their own parameters for practice. In this final stageehging
expert teacher chooses appropriate levels of challenge based on feedbacidnimg te
experiences and controls his or her development—a view that emphasizes thanoeport
of classroom experience and may imply that theory and research dectimmontance.
Teacher knowledge has also been seen as occurring in “levels of vijfettan
Manen, 1977, p. 226.) Van Manen presented a three-level hierarchical model that allows
prime consideration for how teachers’ lived experiences are interpnesesbrial
context. For van Manen, the first level consists of teachers’ quest for pt&ciavledge
in the form of “the technical application of educational knowledge and of basic
curriculum principles for the purpose of attaining a given end.” (p. 226). At tHis firs
level, teachers must choose between an abundance of theories and approactieg acco
to what they perceive is most effective for accomplishing educationksl. dddahe next,
higher level, teachers become aware that “every educational choicedsdoaa value
commitment to some interpretive framework by those involved in the curriculum
process” (p. 226.). At this level, “practical” has to do with communication and common
understanding. Finally, at van Manen’s (1977) highest level of reflective, ptactica

knowledge, teacher development “assumes its classical, politico-ethigahgeasocial
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wisdom” (p. 227). Here, teachers are most concerned with social justice and adopt a
stance of ongoing critique of social structures. My study, however, was fatiesean
the possible roles for received knowledge and classroom experience rather than the
progression through stages of reflection. It may be, however, that a dialecticngvolvi
received knowledge and classroom experience occurs at each of van Manénte leve
varying degrees.

Teacher Knowledge Seen as Discrete Components

Several models and taxonomies for teacher knowledge have been proposed that

reflect more of a concern for content than process. For example, a more canglex

nuanced description has been advanced and refined by Shulman (1987a), who outlined

categories of teacher knowledge that form the criteria for decisi@mqa he seven

categories include:

1. Content knowledge - the accepted truths in a domain or discipline along with an
understanding of why propositions are held to be warranted, why they are worth
knowing, and how they relate to other propositions

2. General pedagogical knowledge — broad principles of classroom management that
transcend subject matter

3. Curriculum knowledge - knowledge of the scope and sequence of topics within
subjects and how they are related to other aspects of the curriculum

4. Pedagogical content knowledge — knowledge about the teachability of content and
how to make it understandable to students: an amalgam of content and pedagogy

5. Knowledge of learners and their characteristics
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6. Knowledge of educational contexts — small group, whole class, governance and
finance of school districts, communities, and cultures

7. Knowledge of educational ends, purposes, and values, and their philosophical and
historical grounds.

Although there is unquestionable merit in this comprehensive and analytical
categorization of teacher knowledge, it does not address the received or exgberienti
nature of the categories in the way that my study does. Shulman’s (1987aj)ieateg
seem to consist of knowledgentent nottypes and therefore may be received,
experiential, or both. For example, while content knowledge may be predominately
received, pedagogical content knowledge may draw upon both received content and
classroom experience. In fact, Shulman later proposed a more comprehensivinatode
accounts for other facets of teacher learning that emerge when téauaheicgual
reflection is seen within the context of a professional community of learrerbr(@& &
Shulman, 2004). This subsequent conceptual scheme of the Shulmans’ is discussed later
in the section that addresses teacher knowledge seen as socially constructed.

A similar but more compact model of teacher knowledge was offered by Banks,
Leach, and Moon (1999). The Banks et al. model consists of four components:

1. Subject knowledge — practically equivalent to Shulman’s “content” knowledge
2. School Knowledge — historical, ideological, educational origins; similar to

Shulman’s knowledge of educational ends, etc.

3. Personal Construct — experience, culture, gender, ethnicity, views on learning

4. Pedagogic Knowledge — knowledge of learners, goals, instructional approaches
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The Banks et al. treatment was used as the principal template for LEXB3 applied
research project involving new models of teacher education using information and
communication technologies in rural and research challenged environments) but ca
easily be considered as a compacted replication of Shulman’s work.

Grossman (1995) has also conceptualized teacher knowledge into discrete
categories, or “domains.” Similar to Shulman’s, her typology of teacher kdga/le
includes knowledge of a) content, b) learners and learning, c) general pedagogy, d)
curriculum, e) context, and f) self. Grossman’s inclusion of knowledge of sekag
difference between her typology and Shulman’s; she argues that self-knovsledigger
through which theory about teaching is processed before being integrated int@pers
knowledge about teaching. Grossman’s “filter” of self-knowledge is remimtisde
schema theory in that they both feature a process in which incoming, received keowledg
is assimilated or accommodated by existing schemata. It does not, howeaieotldet
possible roles for received knowledge and classroom experience as | will dgpterSha
Four and Five.

Yet another taxonomy of teacher knowledge was offered by Hammerness,
Darling-Hammond, Bransford, Berliner, Cochran-Smith, McDonald, and Zeichner
(2005). Labeled as a “framework for teacher learning,” (p. 386), the Hammetras
(2005) model features four facets of teacher learning—understanding, practices,
dispositions, and tools—in an interactive revolution around vigmages of the
possible) and set in the larger context of a learning community. Although the
Hammerness et al. framework encapsulates several important fasstenaid to teach

in an elegantly interactive structure, it does not highlight the differencesmsidris
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between classroom experience and received knowledge as will my datasasnadys
discussion in later chapters. Also, the Hammerness et al. model is simtlar o t
Shulman and Shulman (2004) discussed later in this chapter as far as couching individual
attributes such as practice and understanding in the larger context of a community o
learners, but Shulman and Shulman broaden the analysis and move past the learning
community and into the realm of policy and capital.
Teacher Knowledge Seen as Forms

Shulman (1986) also proposed thfeemsof teacher knowledge—propositional,
case, and strategic, where propositional knowledge encompasses principles,magim
norms; case knowledge is formed by prototypes, precedents, and parables; and strate
knowledge is the wisdom of how to use propositional or case knowledge and what to do
when paradoxes arise. Shulman (1986) reminds us that in a field such as teaching, where
there exists a high degree of unpredictability, and where many cases harbor an
indeterminacy of fixed rules for teacher behavior, strategic knowledgeaitsmoft
importance. There are significant similarities between Shulman’s forreadifer
knowledge and the knowledge types presented in the initial conceptual framework of this
study, but there are also important differences. For example, in Shulmamésvioak,
propositional knowledge stands in contrast to case knowledge, but in my conceptual
framework, propositional knowledge may be either received or emerge fronotases
classroom experience; as an illustration, consider that teachers mapoaagdranciples
of instruction or may have developed them after years of reflection on thetimiga
experience. Furthermore, knowledge that is received may frequently be propgsitional

but may also be procedural; for example—learning by imitating an expehnetea
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Likewise, case knowledge may be acquired from reading about case studies or having
experienced them, and although knowledge acquired from classroom experience may
frequently be of the nature of a “case,” it may also be propositional; for example—a
teacher may form personal, practical theories after accumulatssymben experiences.
Shulman’s “strategic” knowledge is similar to what | have detailed ashp®ssles for
received knowledge and classroom experience in that propositional knowledge must be
“tested” in the context of classroom experience, and case knowledge mustdiedefle
upon to be used effectively. Most probably, strategic knowledge, or how to use
propositional or case study knowledge, is predominately formed from teaching
experience in general, although it may be supported by advice and suggestions from
external knowledge sources.

In a review and analysis of literature on “expertise” in various profiessi
Kennedy (1987) concluded that expertise in teaching can be seen as a) tekitinical s
where teachers accumulate a repertoire of effective strategiashieving educational
goals, b) application of theory, that is, the ability to appropriate and understand
educational theory in a way that facilitates its implementation inwedt classroom
situations, c) critical analysis in that expert teachers must dgiteaaluate themselves,
their students, and the curriculum for effectiveness, and d) deliberate action-rgnowi
what to do in a case by case, situated context. Kennedy’'s work was a thorough
examination of theory and research through 1987 on teacher expertise but left
unanswered questions about how expertise develops. It did however foreshadow future
studies in that she recommended the need to “define the relationship between codified

knowledge and experiences in the formation of expertise” (p. 50). That is exhatly w
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my study offers to do; Kennedy’s call to detail the relationship between “abdifie
knowledge and experiences” is what | have addressed in elaborating the pos=sidé r
received knowledge and classroom experience.
Teacher Knowledge Seen through Conceptual Orientations

Feiman-Nemser (1990) viewed teacher knowledge through a “cluster sf idea
about the goals of teacher preparation and the means for achieving them” (p. 1). Four
conceptual orientations were proposed: academic, personal, critical, and teclahologic
Seen from the academic orientation, teacher knowledge is viewed primasilipjast
matter knowledge, whereas from a personal orientation teacher knowledga te e
“a process of learning to understand, develop, and use oneself effectively” (prBn¥ei
Nemser describes the critical orientation as a context in which teackessen not only
as educators but also as political activists who “combine a progressiakwssion with
a radical critique of schooling” (p. 6). Finally, the technological orientatimphasizes
teacher knowledge as being derived from the scientific study of teaching evaluated
by student performance. The academic and technological orientations mayiberedns
as complementary to the notion of received knowledge as | am using it, in the sense tha
standardized subject matter knowledge and teaching practices supporteddsg{ro
product research are both easily propositionalized, codified, and expressed pteprinci
and best practices. In contrast, Feiman-Nemser’s (1990) personal arergfigcts my
notion of classroom experience as the process of individually developing teacher know
how and learning to teach as a direct result from the act of teachingAitssdtding to
the authors, within the critical orientation the notions of classroom experience and

received knowledge both play important roles; teachers are invited to be awuhedyof
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political and economic surroundings of educational sites as well as theory ardhrese
centered on critical pedagogy, emancipatory teaching, and student empowearment. |
Chapters Four and Five | will go one step further in my data analysis and davelop a
ideal typology for teacher knowledge that not only details various roles &veec
knowledge and classroom experience but will address how personal and collaborative
processes may affect knowledge development.
Teacher Knowledge Seen as Socially Constructed

In recent decades, scholars have argued that the primary influence on learning to
teach is neither received knowledge from external authorities, nor implisgnze
theories developed from experience, but instead emerges from the interacian am
practitioners in the context of community (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1999; Lave &
Wenger, 1991). Described as “communities of learners” or “communities aicprac
teachers are seen to be members“gf@up who share an overall view of the domain in
which they practice and have a sense of belonging and mutual commitment” (Wenger,
McDermott, & Snyder, 2002Craig (2004) introduced the concept of “knowledge
communities” where “teachers negotiate meaning for their storiegefience” and
“take different stories and different versions of their stories to diftgoeople in
different knowledge communities for interpretation” (p. 2). Seen from tresit@tion
teacher knowledge is viewed as being situated in contexts, and cognition is understood t
be socially situated and distributed (Putnam & Borko, 2000); its nature is consmlered t
be event-structured and episodic (Carter & Doyle, 1989). In a similaofgBrown,
Collins, and Duguid (1989) called attention to the situated nature of learning to teach,

suggested an epistemology of situated cognition, and argued that teacheg lsa
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actually enculturation supported by social interaction and formed by the cooudéat
narratives among groups of practitioners. Others have emphasized the soclall
culturally embedded archetypes of “what teachers should be like” fonoraddng years
in the classroom as students themselves (Lortie, 1975; Stigler & Hiebert, 499&)|

as the context of power and authority in which teachers operate (Apple, 1982, 1986).
From this vantage point, teacher knowledge is seen to be firmly situated in human
relationships and cultural patterns.

In an effort to explore how different settings can result in different learning
experiences, Grossman, Smagorinsky, and Valencia (1999) used activity theory
explain why there is a frequently reported “disjuncture between the valuesaatidgy
in the different settings that comprise teacher education. These settiluge university
courses and experiences in schools, including sites for field observations, student
teaching, and initial job placement” (p. 3). Activity theory points toward the value
systems and social practices inherent in the settings where teachethdeecraft as the
chief contributors to the type of teacher knowledge that develops. Grossman et &t sugge
that teachers ultimately identify with the attitudes and values of tke&rdkperiences or
the schools where they eventually teach rather than the values expressedeadheir t
education experiences because, “the ultimate goal of the enterprisehafrteducation
involves identification with the role of teacher, not with the role of university stu¢e
25). The insights offered by Grossman et al. are especially revealing laboemnsions
and differences between values and practices in various educational settinggetiowe
they seem to favor a focus on teacher behaviors and attitudes more so than teache

knowledge.

" For a detailed description of activity theory €xse (1996), Leont'ev (1981) and Wertsch (1998).
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Proponents of social learning theory would also argue that teachers besblear
to teach when interacting with and observing other teachers (Bandura, 1977, 1986;
Schunk, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978, 1987). Bandura (1986) has delineated the forces at work
in these social situations in the following manner: learning may occur eithetively,
that is, by doing; or learning may occur vicariously, that is, by observing &enirig to
others who serve as models. Bandura also contended that one’s belief in one’s own
capacity to achieve desired outcomes (self-efficacy) along with orleg$ &lgout the
relationship between actions and outcomes (outcome expectations) mediatéathe soc
learning experience. Seen from the vantage point of social learning theohgriekearn
best when working with or observing colleagues. Ironically, this type odldeairning is
not fostered by relying on received knowledge or by expecting teaitheperate as
autonomous, reflective individuals in the classroom—although teachers are deridedly
a “social” context in a classroom, the basic tenets of social learninty @a@onot being
met because for the considerable majority of their time, teacleetsaally not
interacting with other teachers but working in isolation (Lortie, 1975; Mawhjr2G88;
Schlichte, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005; Waller, 1961 ).

In a more recent attempt to integrate social influences into models loéteac
knowledge, Shulman and Shulman (2004) presented a conceptual scheme in which
teacher knowledge is seen to develop through individual reflection nested in the contexts
of community and policy. According to the Shulman’s model, knowledge formation
occurs simultaneously and interactively among individual, community, and peViels!
Seen from this viewpoint, teachers individually construct knowledge accordingrto thei

vision, motivation, practice, and understanding, while under the influence of a communal
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knowledge base, a shared vision or ideology, and the support, incentives, and shared
commitment of colleagues. Ultimately, this entire process is seen toted nethe
overarching context of policy, where moral, venture, curricular, and technpitdlca
determine the allocation of resources. In Chapter Five, | will compare andstdhe
Shulman’s model to the ideal typology that will emerge in Chapter Four.

Because of the socio-cultural context in which teacher knowledge may be
understood to develop, scholars have recently pressed for forms of “culturallynteleva
pedagogy” (Anyon, 1995; Delpit, 1995; Ginsburg & Newman, 1985; Ladson-Billings,
1994, 1999; LeCourt, 2004) or “culturally responsive teaching” (Villegas &4,uca
2002). Gay (2000) argues that culturally relevant pedagogy makes use of thereeperi
cultural knowledge, vantage points, and behavior styles of diverse students to make
learning more successful and more relevant to students’ lives and contends that “it
teachedo and througlstrengths of these students. It is culturadjidating and
affirming’ (p. 20). A central tenet of culturally relevant teaching is the rejection of the
deficit-based model for thinking about culturally diverse students in an atterapt t
acknowledge that traditional approaches within education are infused with-defied
thinking about diverse students, b) use students’ cultural ¢apitain asset not a
detriment, and c) incorporate a broader spectrum of dynamic and fluid irstalcti
approaches (Howard, 2001). Some scholars such as Murrell (2001) and Anyon (1995)
have suggested that culturally relevant pedagogy may develop throudhedpecences

with culturally diverse learners as teachers not only interact with stuithettie

8 Cultural capital is defined by Pierre Bordieu Biarocz & Southworth, 1986) as “ ‘the disposal ftéa
or consumption of specific cultural forms that mpdople as members of specific classes” (p. 79@) a3
“an instrument for the appropriation of sociallytefenined symbolic wealth” (Dimaggio, 1982)
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classroom but also as teachers spend time in culturally diverse commuiitissnL
Billings (1996, 1999), however, cautioned that teachers may actually reinfases laind
preconceptions about culturally diverse students from unsuccessful or unpleasant
teaching experiences in diverse communities thereby underscoring théaincpanf
theory in raising consciousness and developing appropriate forms of pedagogy.

Another example of teacher knowledge seen as socially constructed may be found
within collaborative group study where practitioners are “responsiblé&oing and
thinking together; not an occasion to come and hear a presentation” (Birchak, Connor, &
Crawford, 1998, p. 6). In these groups, teachers have the opportunity to identify their
own problems, elaborate their various ways of knowing, and improve themselves as
educators in order to bring about positive changes in their schools (Fullang&|Saieer,
1991; Lieberman & Miller, 1991). Some collaborative group study may be centered on
received knowledge in the form of a book, article, teacher guide, or otheutarrric
materials whereas other groups may rely solely on members’ exgeyiente
classroom. Shared study groups that rely on received knowledge are gererath as
“study groups” and are appealing for many reasons: they can be intagitatéegachers’
daily work, they are inexpensive, and they provide teachers with opportunities to assume
leadership roles (Keller, 2008). The study group approach has also takemooe
structured implementation known as “lesson study” (Lewis, 2002; Stigler & Hjebar
1999). In this approach, teachers first plan a lesson together and then take turns either
teaching it or observing colleagues teaching it. After each lesson, pamtidiscuss and
critique the lesson in order to improve it and collaboratively develop their pedaogi

content knowledge. Although it may seem that study groups and lesson study are
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creatively collaborative, what begins as teacher-centered may quiekiveento
sessions driven by administrators or their designees (Lewis, 2002; Puchneitp& Tay
2006) These collaborative aspects of teacher knowledge development will beezkam
more closely during data analysis in Chapter Four and discussion in Chapter Five.
Teacher Knowledge Seen as Received Knowledge

Traditionally, received knowledge has been the mainstay of forming personal
knowledge about teaching. Simply put, learning to teach has long been considered as
vocational education where teacher candidates are expected to ingestioiorm
presented by college professors of education and copy the actions of naatterste
demonstrated in apprenticeship without much attention or value attributed to student
teachers’ own reflections and emerging, implicit knowledge based on classroom
experience (Britzman, 1986; Zeichner, 1993). In fact, even when reflectivecpraci
goal, “certain levels [of knowledge] might be prerequisite to others (e.g.icagoasp of
technical knowledge and skill is needed for deliberative reflection)” (Valli, 1992, p. 223)
Seen from a behavioral approach, and most prevalent from the 1950’s to 1970’s, teaching
was thought of as acquiring knowledge about “human engineering” where successful
teachers possess the knowledge of how to maintain classroom conditions and control
reinforcement of desired student behaviors (von Hilsheimer, 1971). Skinner (1961)
argued that teachers should know how to reinforce students for every correct response
with immediate feedback in order to “shape” desired student behavior and mamtain i
strength. More recently, researchers working from a behavioral/tecknmaledge
orientation have identified specific instructional approaches, such as sumgarizi

reinforcement and recognition of desired student behavior, questioning strategies,
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advance organizers, and nonlinguistic representation, that have resulted in medium to
high effect sizes in experimental studies (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).
Teachers are expected to adopt these “best practice” strategies el #eowledge
about them while supervised at times by external authorities and at tintesnigetves
(Valli, 1992). Utilizing a meta-analytical approach, Marzano et al. idedtifio less than
17 instructional strategies for before, during, and after a lesson about whichuée, ar
teachers would benefit from knowing.

Professional development for teachers has also been traditionally echatung
the lines of expectations for adopting received knowledge about academic sudtject m
and observable, specific teaching skills (Sparks & Hirsh, 1997; Zeichner, 1993). Until
recently, professional development has been predominately initiated and cdrityolle
principals or district administrators in an effort to present received kngevigioout
teaching and model what has been deemed “effective practices” in an efforlitatda
the replication of modeled teacher behaviors into classrooms (Lambert, 1989; &mylie
Conyers, 2000). Pre-service teacher education has also been charabjeressived
knowledge and may unknowingly be supported by pre-service teachers’ search for
comfort levels in the face of the complexity and uncertainty of the classevattheir
search for suggestions, advice, and quick fixes (Heron, 1992; Hogan & Clandinin, 1993;
Kagan, 1992a; Sumison, 1994).

In some instances, reliance on received knowledge about teaching may support
Apple’s (1982) concept of deskilling to explain how complex activities that require
considerable decision-making and know-how, such as teaching, can be reduced into

simpler sub-tasks that less skilled and less costly personnel can perfornraumesh to
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do so thereby controlling the work pace and enhancing the outcome in an assembly line
fashion. Other scholars have further delineated how this deskilling proceleaddo a
“vicious circle of harm,” whereby a) the scientific management aescpption of
instructional methods leads to a loss of teacher autonomy and supports the perception that
teachers are incapable of self-direction and inept, b) increasing fosupeafisory and
administrative controls arise, c) there is a further loss of autonomy, d)isherther
deskilling, and e) more intense applications of scientific management andgti@saf
instructional methods develop (Kincheloe, Slattery, & Steinberg, 2000).
Teacher Knowledge Seen as Classroom Experience

In contrast to being “received,” teacher knowledge has also been seen as
“nonpropositional” (Munby, Russell & Martin, 2000), “event-structured” (Carter &
Doyle, 1987), “knowing-in-action” (Schon, 1983, 1987), “personal, practical knowledge”
(Ojanen, 1996), and “classroom knowledge” (Doyle, 1990). In one of the earliest studies
of teachers’ practical, experiential knowledge, Elbaz (1983) concludec#taiers may
develop practical knowledge from classroom experience in the form of “rules of
practice,” (p. 132), practical principles, and images, or “metaphoric stafsifiabbut
self-perception, teaching, and subject matter that may help to “orgaradekige in
relevant areas” (p. 137). Leinhardt (1990) characterized “craft knowleddéieasealth
of teaching information that very skilled practitioners have about their owngaraltti
includes deep, sensitive, location-specific knowledge of teaching; unfaiynaalso
includes fragmentary, superstitious, and often inaccurate opinions” (p. 18). Schetars ha
long called for a closer examination of craft knowledge to answer questions about its

essential nature and its relationship to theory on teaching (Munby, Russellti&,Mar
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2001; Tom & Valli, 1990). The validity of craft knowledge is also supported by the basic
tenets of incidental learning theory where “incidental learning is @rdaguct of some

other activity such as task engagement and accomplishment or interpersoactiante
(Smylie, 1995, p. 100). Marsick and Watkins (1990) argued that teachers, as Jearners
effectively develop their instructional skills when they are ready taaonproblematic
situations, critically reflect on their underlying assumptions, and think vebatibout

new courses of action. Aryris and Schon (1974) suggested that conditions for this type of
critical reflection are optimum when characterized by distributed auttardypower,

freedom of communication, and collaborative working arrangements.

Berliner (2004) compared experience in teaching to experience in radiology,
chess, and golf in an effort to support propositions about how experience in general may
be transformed into expertise. He identified several processes arsimgdécumulating
classroom experience as being central to teachers’ knowledge development:

Expert teachers often develop automaticity and routinization for the repetiti

operations that are needed to accomplish their goals. . . are more opportunistic and

flexible in their teaching than are novices . . . have fast and accurate pattern-
recognition capabilities . . . perceive meaningful patterns in the domain ih whic
they are experienced . . .and bring richer and more personal sources of

information to bear on the problem that they are trying to solve . . . [Expertise] is

developed over hundreds and thousands of hours. (p. 200-201)

Of particular interest to my research is Schon’s (1983, 1987) model of
professional knowledge development. Schon included both practical and propositional
knowledge in his model, but argued that although propositional knowledge has “technical
rigor . . . [and] solid professional competence . . . [it is] a narrowly technicalgefact

(p-43). In contrast, he emphasized the importance of knowledge gained from classroom

experience. Although Schon describes narrative, practical knowledge abbutdeac
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derived from first-hand experience as “the swampy lowlands,” he comntseridsus on
“experience, trial and error, intuition, and muddling through” (p. 43). Schon’s (1987)
concept of an epistemology of professional practice is not only grounded in@iadtic
inseparable from it. Personal, practical knowledge, he argued, is constructdiedting

in practice and reflectingn practice. He also introduced the concept of frame
awareness—a consciousness of the frames or organizational patterns we apply to
experience—and suggested that in order to grow and mature in knowledge we must be
able to reframe experience when we receive unexpected or discordanatiackt
Schon’s concept of reframing seems very similar to the concept of restigaturi
schema theory, but schema theory delineates other processes—for examgienaaud
tuning—in which knowledge and experience may interact. Using a similar notion of
“reconstruction,” and drawing on Dewey’s (1938) conception of education as a
“reconstruction of experience,” Clandinin and Connelly (1990) have described tgarnin
to teach as the interpretation and reconstruction of classroom experiencas teatido
“retellings and rewritings of teachers’ and students’ stories [#rgtlead to awakenings
and to transformations, to changes in our practices as teachers” (p. 158).

Although Schon’s (1983, 1987) perspective may be seen as an entry point to
understanding how teachers resolve tensions arising from the discord between gaowled
from external authorities and reflective experience, there has beespvadd criticism
of his views. For example, Harris (1989) argued that Schon puts too much emphasis on
reflection and does not acknowledge that written, codified knowledge can be useful.
Grimmett (1989) agrees with Harris, in that he criticizes Schon’s reli@an@ rigorous

dichotomy between technical rationality and reflection, and adds that Schortyiguil
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that for which he criticizes technical rationality: he generaliza®s fone particular
aesthetic setting (e.qg., architecture) to less aesthetic onegdeication). Laboskey
(1989) argued that there might be such a thing as “bad reflection,” catiSd®on for
not advancing a specific criterion for effective reflection, and assér¢deflection may
serve to maintain existing beliefs instead of challenging assumptiorgt It seems
that the very nature and definition of “reflection” has significantly variest the years.
Seen through the lenses of Foucault’s (1972, 1973) genealogy and sociology ofcscientifi
knowledge, Fendler (2003) argued that reflection has been variously viewed as a)
Cartesian self-awareness that brings about knowledge, b) that which replaitedil
thinking with scientifically based criteria for choices (see e.gwdye 1933), ¢) Schon’s
idea of a practice-based cognitive process in counter-distinction to sciesame-ba
technical rationality, or d) one’s own “center of knowing” untouched by the satializ
processes of “masculinist technical rationality” (Fendler, 2003, p. 19). As a major
component of the ideal typology that | will detail in Chapter Four, classroomiexper
will be seen not only as a personal enterprise but also in light of personal versus
collaborative processes.
Theory and Research on Teacher Knowledge as a Duality

In light of the preceding review of literature, it would seem very approptias,
to entertain the notion of teacher knowledge as a duality involving received knowledge
and classroom experience. In fact, theory and research on teacher knowledge ha
previously focused on dualities such as formal vs. practical (Fenstemn&gd4),
propositional vs. practical (Russell, 1989), propositional vs. experiential (Munby &

Russell, 1994), and theoretical vs. practical (Dewey, 1904; Hargreaves, 1984, Shulman,
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1998). As discussed in Chapter One, although these dualities have been presented as
useful ways to approach the nature of teacher knowledge, there is considerabte overla
and interpenetration. Terminology can also be confounding. What one scholar identifies
as “propositional,” another may call “theoretical.” “Procedural” may, argufetly does
overlap, with “practical” but is not always the same. Furthermore, the frediseotd
between practical ways of developing teacher knowledge and academic bpprioas
been a concern. Understanding the relationship between knowledge types (i.e.,
declarative/procedural, theoretical/practical, or, most importamtlgnfy study, received
vs. experienced) is crucial not only for planning instruction at the graduate leasdut
for honoring and utilizing craft knowledge to its fullest potential at all ecuzatlevels.
My research addressed this problem by closely examining the possibleoraeademic
knowledge received from external authorities and for the know-how that is developed
from classroom experience.
Formal vs. Practical

Fenstermacher (1994) has directly addressed the notion that there mainbe dist
types of teacher knowledge and carefully articulated a position thanreesdgwo:
teacher knowledge as formal (TK/F), and teacher knowledge as préd€txcR). He
argued that formal and practical knowledge about teaching are “discretenagbgical
categories . . . [and] are instances$yplesof knowledge” (p. 7). For Fenstermacher, TK/F
comprises statements about teaching generated by certain methods gftivaguir
demand acceptable standards of generalizability and validity, and is conoeocteat is
usually designated as scientific research. TK/P, on the other hand, is a tclaiowt

something about an action, event or situation in this particular instance,” (p. 28) and, as
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such, is contextual and limited by time and place. While TK/F maps well onto wiat ma
be referred to as propositional knowledge about teaching, or a “knowledge base for
teaching,” Fenstermacher’s TK/P is more than just performance kngeylgdlso

includes what has been called the “wisdom of practiaatl “strategic knowledge”
(Shulman, 1986, 1987b), but is not subjected to the rigorous scrutiny of validation as is
TK/F.

Fenstermacher’s conception of TK/P is very close to what | have desigrsat
classroom experience. However, where Fenstermacher sees formal keagtledge as
“scientific research,” my concept of received knowledge expands upon his and includes
that which may be considered as somewhat less than scientific—teacherandistradt
guidelines, administrator’s expectations, and tips from colleagues. Although these
sources of received knowledge may not survive rigorous scrutiny, they are, nongtheless
important and ubiquitous aspects of teachers’ lives and may frequently play important
roles in teacher knowledge development.

Declarative/Propositional vs. Procedural

My central focus on received knowledge and classroom experience has been
alluded to but not directly addressed by researchers investigatingatigel®s.
procedural knowledge about teaching. Russell (1989), for example, highlights the
importance of investigating the relationship between knowledge types:

If we accept the distinction between research knowledge (or more broadly,

propositional knowledge) about teaching and practical knowledge of teaching

(knowing-in-action), and if both are seen as significant elements of teacher
knowledge, then it is essential to ask how the two interact with each other. (p. 12)

® Although Shulman’s phrase, “wisdom of practicegstbeen widely used, Munby and Russell (1989b)
argue that this phrase does not capture the coiptEfteachers’ practical knowledge
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Carter (1990) emphasized the importance of the relationship between propositibnal a
procedural knowledge about teaching by arguing that learning to teach is nattsam
effort to create meaning from classroom experiences, but the ability tlateans
knowledge from one form to another—from propositional to procedural knowledge in a
practical context. Echoing Carter’s premise, Leinhardt, Young, and Mer(ih385)
claimed that integrating declarative knowledge from the acaderhypwatedural
knowledge from practice

involves examination of the knowledge associated with one location while using

the way of thinking associated with the other location by asking learners to

particularize abstract theories and to abstract principles from parsiclitee task
before us then, is to enable learners to make universal, formal, and explicit
knowledge that often remains situational, intuitive, and tacit; and to transform
universal, formal, explicit knowledge for use it situ. (Leinhardt, Young, &

Merriman, 1995, p. 403)

Although the studies mentioned above have been an entry point for investigating
the relationship between declarative and procedural types of knowing, they have not
viewed the interaction of knowledge types as received knowledge vs. experighce, a
have not presented a detailed picture of their possible roles. Russell (1989), fplegexam
describes the interaction of learning from experience with learningrigeearch as a
“refram[ing] of the dilemmas of experience” (p. 11), but does not attempt to deltheat
possible components of the reframing process. Similarly, although the studiestey
(1990) and Leinhardt et al. (1995) emphasize the importance of being able to translate

from one knowledge type to the other, there is no picture presented illustrating how this

may OcCcCur.
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Theory/Research vs. Practice

Teacher knowledge has also been seen to consist of the multi-dimensional
relationship between theory and research about teaching and the practice Eogreof
example, seen from a positivist orientation, where the correlation betweearteach
behaviors and student achievement is considered to be highly positive and frequently
causal, theory and research should guide and inform practice in a one-way flow of
knowledge from theory to practice (Gagne, 1983, 1985; Popkewitz, 1980). Educational
positivists have characterized the theory-practice relationship as one where
generalizations developed from rigorous empirical studies can be systdiyajplied
to classrooms in a context-free fashion in order to improve student performance. Some
may go as far as to consider these generalizations as rules forepiatiie hopes of
reforming it along scientifically based prescriptions. In contragn $rom a
phenomenological, interpretivist viewpoint, the theory-practice relationship bas be
described as one in which practice is enlightened, not informed by theahertea
knowledge is considered to be generated on a case-by-case basis where context is
eminently significant, and teachers develop personal, practical theavigstedching
and learning (McCutcheon, 1990; Ojanen, 1995, 1996; Tom & Valli, 1990; van Manen,
1977, 1990). A third view of the theory-practice relationship is offered by scholars who
view educational phenomena through the lens of critical theory. Critical dteeiori
education argue that because educational practices are often infused witlseadst,
and class biases, theory must be used to change, modify, and restructure etlucationa
practices so that they become more just for all stakeholders involved (Anyon, 1995,

1997; Apple, 1982, 1986; Giroux & McClaren, 1986; Ladson-Billings, 1996, 1999). Seen
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from this vantage point, theory and practice should be elements of a dialectical
relationship where interactions are reciprocal and teachers not only apply e also
generate it in personal, practical ways in order to change current practites
institutional structures (Dewey 1904; Wuestman, 1997).

In contrast, theory and research have been widely considered by teadbers as
abstract, too general, and too disconnected from classroom life to be usebar{Hi
Gallimore, & Stigler, 2002; Morine-Dershimer, 1987; Tom, 1999). In fact, classroom
experience has long been considered by teachers to be superior to theorynipte,exa
after listening in on staff discussions at a middle school, Hargreaves (1984)Hatind t
when teachers were justifying, supporting, or explaining their educationsicaes they
“drew overwhelmingly not on the logic and principles of formal educational thedry
on their own experience” (p. 246). Hargreaves offers the explanation that tedehers
emphasize or ignore educational research and theory as a cultural soatEggnding
against impositions and criticism on teachers’ existing instructional bekasiobest,
teachers might consider whether selected bits of research or theory enagtdied to
their own classrooms (Kennedy, 1999; Nuthall, 2004).

At other times, the domains of theory/research and practical experiamcbden
considered as interdependent and co-creative in teacher knowledge deweldpme
gualitative study of reflective teaching involving three expert teachelsay989)
found that participants built theories both inductively from experience, where albserve
data were organized into a cognitive structure, and deductively, where ethsiimiggs
are tested, modified, and reformulated. Likewise, in a 5-year study involviregdaers

that was based on Schon’s (1983, 1985) notion of reflection-in-action, Munby and
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Russell (1991) concluded that Schon’s concept of reframing could be explained as the
“resolution of puzzles about how theory can be played out in practice, as actionsegenera
new meanings for theory. New actions and new frames go hand in hand” (dn189).
research, the notion of “reframing” will itself be “reframed” and s&ea sub-process in
an ideal typology formed by mapping a locus of source (received versus expayienc
onto a locus of process (personal versus collaborative).
Received vs. Experienced

An examination of literature has shown that descriptions of the roles for r@ceive
knowledge and classroom experience have varied widely according to the idaisyncr
nature of the cases studied. At times, the relationship has been understood to be
dialectically constructive, where tensions within the relationship between éadgesvl
types eventually lead to new personal theories. For example, Veal, Tippins,land Be
(1999) followed two prospective physics teachers through their science awnriclass
(received knowledge) and teacher education experience (classroom knowledge) in ord
to examine how pedagogical content knowledge was constructed. They detected a
process whereby received knowledge was integrated, differentiated e lgcin,

tested, and stimulated new thinking according to the following six phases:

1. integration of curricula, resources into coherent lesson plans

2. increased differentiation in how they viewed the teaching of physics
3. dissonance from initial experiences; beliefs challenged

4. reflection

5. testing out of new ideas outside of cooperating teacher’s paradigms

6. development of new personal theories.



56

The dialectically constructive view is also supported by Schein’s (1988) wiink ifield

of individual change and learning where learning (here, learning to tsacbgessarily
preceded by an experience that upsets the cognitive-psychological aquilibat

underlies current behavior and knowledge. Similar to Piaget’'s (1926a, 1926b) ideas about
the nature of an organism’s cognitive homeostasis, Schein contends thatafter thi
“unfreezing” of equilibrium, a search for information (received knowledge) is ctediuc

until the problem is resolved in a process of “refreezing,” or “cognitive ratefi.” In

both of the instances above, the interaction between received knowledge and experience
seems to be natural, co-creative, and well organized into steps or phases.

In contrast, literature on the relationship between received knowledge about
teaching and classroom experience also reflects fundamental tensiondramdulteng
unresolved discord that results, at times, in mutual exclusion between the two knowledge
types. In the Belenky et al. (1986) model, for example, received knowledge framaéxte
authorities is sharply contrasted with subjective knowing based on persond¢ecpe
Received knowledge is characterized as “listening to the voices of others” (p.33) as
opposed to “listening to the inner voice” (p.52). Scholars have also noted that teachers
frequently see graduate coursework as irrelevant and unconnected to ttaalpra
knowledge and task perception, and may consider their practical knowledge to be in
conflict with official, propositional knowledge (Munby, Russell, & Martin, 2001; Tom,
1999). These notions were reinforced by pilot studies that | conducted at the end of the
first and second years of & grade classroom teacher in a public school in southwest
Baltimore County, Maryland (Michaloski, 2004a, 2004b). Data from individual

interviews and lesson observations revealed unresolved tensions created by the
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difference between how the teacher wanted to organize instruction (“I'tblixel in
things that are more real-life. I'm not sure what—just make it moreifedbt them.”)
and administrators’ expectations ( “I know the consequences. . . definitely the
administrators they want you to follow the script because they're couoriitizat for the
test and everything else, and that’'s what they're looking at.”) (Michaloski, 2p023).
The participant also admitted that she had little or no time to reflect aboetlkhiry
due to incessant student needs and a compact daily schedule.

Literature also reveals that tensions resulting from differencegbéeptteachers’
perceptions about organizing instruction and those of administrators or texts may be so
great that teachers may, at times, rely solely on either received knevdedg their
classroom experience. It seems that a teacher may prefer to baséiamstidecisions
on received knowledge instead of reflected experience. For example, Rovegno (1992)
conducted a case study where a pre-service physical education teacherdtieée
received knowledge of listening to others as opposed to using opportunities to foster
reflection by journaling and discussion. Although the teacher in this casergddfee
received knowledge of others, Rovegno still maintained that “received knostensid
be helped with respect and patience but nonetheless be persistently urged toymiode be
relying on the advice of others to a place where teaching is charatteyizeflective
practice. However, it seems that teachers may, at certain pointsrioatesr, prefer to
be guided by received knowledge instead of reflecting on their classroom egperie
This notion is supported by the Belenky et al. (1986) model in that it poses received
knowledge as an epistemological stance where the authority for knovkingwsngly

andpreferablyplaced with others.



58

On the other hand, teachers frequently rely exclusively on craft knowledge, or
“knowledge derived in response to experience” (Munby, Russell, & Martin, 2001),
whereby instructional decisions emerge from implicitly held beliefSamas of
nonpropositional knowing that have accumulated over years of classroom experience
(Connelly & Clandinin, 1990; Grimmett & MacKinnon, 1992; Russell & Munby, 1991;
Schon, 1983). In the Belenky et al. (1986) model, this way of knowing is characteyized a
“subjective,” insofar as “the predominate learning mode is oinenfrd listening and
watching” (1986, p. 85). Teachers’ rigorous reliance on experiential knowirgjdmas
been seen as connected to the evolution of self-concept, where practitioners struggl
become the kind of person they deem necessary to function as a caring, effhaotiatr
(Fuller, 1969; Noddings, 2001; Schempp, Sparkes & Templin, 1999).

Classroom experience, however, may be necessary but not sufficient for the
development of effective teacher knowledge. In a case study of three, ewlagc
school English teachers with no teacher education experience, Grossman (1989) found
that the new teachers lacked a sense of planning, were awkward answeringtedexpe
student questions, and were unsure about how to motivate students. They assumed that
students would be like them. Grossman concluded that the kind of pedagogical expertise
that these new teachers lacked does not develop automatically from the expgaiesd
in the period of initial entry, and perhaps a directed, supervised student teacher
experience would have helped. Similarly, teachers may develop impartial @tdyw
notions about what effective teaching should be based on sincere but faulty
interpretations of experience. For example, novice teachers may assumedlthegnc

are very familiar with classroom activities that they have mastsrdain aspects of
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teaching, or that because, as student teachers, they are successful itirgptepteher
education activities, that they are ready for real-life classro@mdilas (Feiman-Nemser
& Buchman,1985). Experience, it seems, is not always enough.

Literature also reflects that the relationship between received knovdedge
experience may be accompanied by shifts of power and authority. For examphey M
and Russell (1994) argued that learning to teach may be seen as a persomanhove
from one authority scenario to another. After listening to student teachers’ezasnm
after having completed a physics methods course, Munby and Russell etiezdct
professional development as a movement from the “authority of reason and po#igon” (
received, propositional knowledge espoused by their teacher educators) to thetyauthor
of experience”—their own reflected-upon experiences as a source of knowledge about
teaching (p. 94). When pre-service or beginning teachers are able to navigate thi
movement along the axis of authority, some researchers in this area hanezl dlzat
they “become simultaneously students and architects of their own professional
development” (Bullough, Knowles, & Crow, 1991). In a related study on aspects of
teacher autonomy and loci of control for beginning student teachers, Sumison (1994)
made use of the Belenky et al. (1986) model’s five epistemological dimensions to
characterize and measure professional and personal growth in termsnaf letgi on
imparted learning and more on constructed learning. Constructed learningevpeeted
as a condition where “student teachers are encouraged to develop their own
understandings of what it means to be a teacher” (p. 2), and also as the integration of a
teacher’s inner voice with the voices of others. Working with twelve student teacher

Sumison (1994) was able to match student teacher profiles with each of the five
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epistemological dimensions and concluded that student teachers’ voices need td be hear
not only by themselves but also by teacher educators in order to facilitatesproée
and personal growth. All of Sumison’s participants, however, were student teachers i
Bachelor of Education program for early Childhood Education at Macquarie Unyversit
and therefore did not reflect differences between levels taught or betwdeerteac
preparation institutions as | attempted to do in my research.
Chapter Summary

Literature on teacher knowledge reflects the complex and multidimensional
nature of being a teacher. The process of developing teacher knowledge has been
variously seen as developmental (Berliner, 1986; Fuller & Brown, 1975),
behavioral (Marzano et al., 2001; Skinner, 1961), reflective (Schon, 1983; van Manen),
social (Lave & Wenger, 1991), cultural (Ladson-Billings, 1999; Stigler &bidrt, 2002),
and critical (Apple, 1982; Kincheloe, Slattery, & Steinberg, 2000). Literatuteacher
knowledge also reflects several alternating dualities such as, formal stscadra
(Fenstermacher, 1994), propositional vs. procedural (Russell & Munby, 1991), and
technical vs. craft (Schon, 1983). Although some research has examined teacher
knowledge in relation to received vs. experiential knowing, my sense is tretdtséitl a
need for clarification and a more detailed, more inclusive model to describe&dvet
knowledge develops. | offer such a model in the form of an ideal typology for teacher
knowledge in Chapter Four.

It seems, however, that many of the studies relating to received knowletige a
classroom experience involved few participants and gave little or no considéoat

allowing for diversity in participants’ backgrounds. For example, Russell (1989)



61

presented his conclusions using excerpts from only five participants while MLO&G) (
drawing from five junior-high-school teachers from a southwestern stdiksiped his
report about metaphor based on the data of only one teacher—"Alice.” Likewae, Ve
Tippins, and Bell (1999) based their conclusions on two physics teachers, Rovegno
(1992) worked with one pre-service physical education teacher, and Kelsay’s (1989)
study of reflective teaching involved only three teachers—all considered to bé éxpe
my research the thoughts and experiences of all twelve participatihgteacere

factored into my findings and discussion. Sumison’s (1994) study involved many of the
aspects of my study, such as using the Belenky et al. (1986) model, including at least
twelve participants with varying socio-cultural backgrounds, and relying ervietv

data, but there was no consideration for maximizing differences in léwelschn
participants taught. These aspects may be important influences on teadhess a
develop knowledge about teaching from received knowledge and classroomregerie
and were considered when | selected participants for my research.

Although literature suggests that teacher knowledge may develop within and
through several different but related sets of dualities, it is my egs#rat all of these
dualities may be reflected in the proposed ideal typology for teacher knowledge. |
next chapter, a research design is proposed for the purpose of examining received

knowledge and classroom experience in the formation of teacher knowledge.
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Chapter Three: Methodology and Research Design

Overview

This qualitative study examined the possible roles for received knowledge and
classroom experience in order to better understand the process by which teacher
knowledge develops. As discussed in Chapter One, “received knowledge” is a phrase
used by Belenky et al. (1986) to describe an epistemological state wheledg®ve
considered to come from outside the self, and “classroom experience” consists of
practical know-how about teaching that arises from first-hand experietice i
classroom as teacher. | chose a qualitative approach for several reasgratitough
mental phenomena are regularly evaluated by quantitative analyses ajrquaests and
psychological inventories, teachers’ lived experiences and the meaningstegieerein
may be more vividly portrayed through a qualitative approach (Maxwell, 1996;
Silverman, 1993; van Manen, 1990). Second, the nature of my research questions
appeared to call for qualitative inquiry because | chose to investigate the aadur
character of teacher knowledge—not a cause and effect relationship betwegn highl
selective and controlled variables. Third, | wanted to present a detailegtiesof
how teacher knowledge is developed by using teachers’ language—teachevsioss.

The research design may be characterized as a multiple case sty®00a3) or
collective case study (Creswell, 1998), where the multiple cases gersteatkat are
compared to previous or formative theory in order to support or modify that theory.
Multiple case studies can be seen as “generalizing from one case tattha adasis of
a match to the underlying theory, not to a larger universe” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.

29). In this multiple case study, each individual case was bounded by several ainsiensi
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conceptually, each case was a classroom teacher who had learned ts teeetult of
experience and received knowledge; physically, each was a practitioeatral c
Maryland; and temporally, each drew from their career experiencesgangm their
years as an intern to their present assignment when answering interviéangudhe
multiple cases were further bounded by social size (12 individuals).

Multiple case study may also be characterized as what Stake (1998nes te
instrumental

In what we may calihstrumental case studg particular case is examined to

provide insight into an issue or refinement of theory. . . researchers may study a

number of cases jointly in order to inquire into the phenomenon , population, or

general condition. (p. 88)

Stake also explains that

collective case study. . . is not the study of a collebunenstrumental study

extended to several cases. . . [Individual cases] are chosen because it is believed

that understanding them will lead to a better understanding, perhaps better

theorizing, about a still larger collection of cases. (p. 89)

In light of the foregoing, | examined individual cases of teachers who hawe be
exposed to received knowledge about teaching and who have accumulated diffesng yea
of classroom experience in order to arrive at a better understanding ohénalge
phenomenon of teacher knowledge development. Data consisted of participants’ reports,
perceptions, reflections, and memories relating to their teacher knowledipew it
developed. Following general procedures suggested by Ragin (1987) and Strauss and
Corbin (1994), data were then compared to and played against the initial conceptual
framework presented in Chapter One in order to support or modify it. Finally, tilaé ini

conceptual framework was modified as | constructed an ideal typology byaitegr

aspects of the conceptual framework with newly emerging themes from data
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Participants

The study involved twelve classroom teachers from elementary, middle, and high
school levels. Some were selected from graduate education students at a ptegee col
in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States and some selected from a gciobicl
system in central Maryland. The sample was purposive in that participantdgaiovi
information in the form of perceptions about, and self-reports of personal, mental
phenomena directly related to the study and allowed special access tdigealdta
(Krathwohl, 1998). Convenience sampling was also an aspect of the study in that the
volunteers were not only “readily accessible” but were “assumed to possess
characteristics relevant to the study” (Schensul, Schensul, & LeCompte, 1999, p. 233)
such as classroom experience and exposure to received knowledge about téaching.
short, participants were practicing classroom teachers who nelgelsaae been and are
being exposed to received knowledge and also first-hand classroom experience.

Participants in this qualitative, multiple case study were not “consideskpd [a
representative of a broader universe of cases” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 29) but as
multiple attempts to generalize to theory about teacher knowledge and its deargiapm
light of received knowledge and classroom experience. In order to make this kind of
“analytical generalization” (Yin, 2003, p. 32) as rigorous as possible, someddés
among participants were maximized in order to add a sense of breadth and sctge to da
analysis, while others were minimized in order to limit the study (Merri®288). For
example, differences were maximized by selecting participants whHodeatementary,
middle, and secondary levels, had widely varying years of experience ingbmola,

taught at private as well as public schools, received their teacher pr@patatarious
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institutions, and differed in race, class, and gender. Because of the widenania
participant background, | was able to examine a range of participants’ pensegdtiout
teacher knowledge and engage in a broader, more inclusive analysis than if ihad onl
looked at a few cases. Differences were minimized by including prarttassroom
teachers only. This assured me that participants were actively involvedsroolas
experience and exposed to the kinds of received knowledge about teaching to which
practitioners are frequently exposed—such as professional development, distric
guidelines, and administrators’ suggestions.

In order to minimize intrusions to teachers’ work schedules, participarts we
involved in the study for one academic semester. Data were collected frarstthe f
participants from September to December, 2005, and from the second six participants
from January to June, 2006. Table 3 summarizes the demographics of the sample.

Data Collection

In general, case studies are characterized by the use of multiple data sources
(Creswell, 1998; Krathwohl, 1998; Yin, 2003). In order to gain access to a wide range of
teachers’ self- reports about the possible roles for received knowledgéagasroom
experience, data were collected from open-ended questionnaires, in-deptBwsieand
lesson plans. Another reason for using multiple data sources is that they provided for
triangulation of data whereby elaboration of formative theory is possiblednyieing
the extent to which different data sources converge (Yin, 2003). In this study, multiple
data sources were analyzed in order to elaborate upon the ideal typologyHer teac

knowledge.
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Table3

Participant Demographics

Pseudonym Level Yearsin | Race/ethnicity GenderEducation level
teaching | teaching attained at private
at or public institution

1. Pauline ES 3 White F Masters degree
candidate; private
& state
2. Darla HS 30 White F Masters degree;
state
3. Amanda ES 8 White F Masters degree;
private
4. Della HS 28 African F Masters degree;
American state
5. Michelle ES 3 White F MAT; private
6. Mary MS 5 Asian Americar F Masters degree;
private
7. Ryan MS 4 White M Masters candidate;
private
8. Jasmine MS 18 African F Masters degree;
American state
9. Brandon MS 3 African M Masters candidate;
American private
10. Lou Ellen ES 17 White F Masters
equivalency; public
11. Taisha MS 4 African F Masters degree;
American state
12. Belinda ES 6 White F Masters degree;
private

Open-Ended Questionnaires

Questionnaires may serve as initial, exploratory inquiries about a topicdkiat m
serve to identify broad themes that will be examined later in more depth via in-dept
interview (Krathwohl, 1998; Mills, 2000). Participants completed open-ended
guestionnaires involving three items related to their experiences withritral decus of

the study—received knowledge and classroom experience. Topics and issuésgemerg
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from the questionnaires were used as targets for further probing in individualenrvi
A sample questionnaire is included as Appendix C.
Individual Interviews

Glesne and Peshkin (1993) have metaphorically described interviewing “as the
process of getting words to fly” in order to gather “information that yourmatesinto
data” (p. 63). For Patton (2002), the purpose of conducting interviews is “to allow us to
enter into the other person’s perspective . . . to find out what is in and on someone else’s
mind” (p. 341). | conducted two interviews with each participant. The first intemvizs
driven mainly by general questions about the relationship between experiential and
received knowledge. The second interview was organized not only around follow-up
guestions based on statements from the first interview but also on specific questions
relating to materials used in instruction, such as lesson plans, curriculum guitdes, r
and textbooks, several of which participants had brought for reference. In addition,
conducting a second interview gave participants a chance to reflect on issuéiser
first interview.

In order to explore commonalities of participants’ perceptions of and expesienc
with constructing teacher knowledge, and, at the same time, be able to probe for unique,
individual differences, a “focused interview” method was used (Krathwohl, 1998;
Merton, Fiske, & Kendall, 1956). The focused interview begins with questions centered
on a broad area of experience, continues with semi-structured questions, and ends with
structured ones. In this way, after a period of building background and rapport,
participants’ remarks became increasingly focused on summarizinghegdett to be

significant in the interview session, and finally directed explicitly towasgarch
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guestions. For example, early in the interview, a participant may be askeddtHygou
organize your reading groups?” Toward the end of the interview, questions were more
structured according to the study’s central question: “How did you come to @& gauiz
groups in that way? Did someone show you, or tell you how to do that, or did you
develop that on your own?”

The nature of the interview questions may have been the most significantriactor i
obtaining the kind of relevant data that may have contributed to a better understanding of
how teacher knowledge develops. Glesne and Peshkin (1993) advise that

the questions you ask must fit your topic: the answers they elicit must illiegmina

the phenomenon of inquiry. And the questions you ask must be anchored in the

cultural reality of your respondents: the questions must be drawn from the

respondents’ lives. (p. 66)

Thus, interview questions were developed in alignment with research questioosythe f
possible roles for received knowledge and classroom experience presented trathe ini
conceptual framework, and related literature reviewed in Chapter Two subblas8's
(1987a) categories of teacher knowledge and Grossman’s (1995) domains of teacher
knowledge. Also, topics emerging from questionnaire data were probed moreideeply
individual interviews. | drew from my experience with two pilot studies alughted or
rephrased questions that had previously produced significant participant responses. The
guidance and feedback from my dissertation advisor also helped me to chooseand ref
interview questions that matched the research questions and focused datamcalfecti
participants’ perceptions about and experiences with teacher knowledgedteaison

my fourteen years of experience as a classroom teacher to ground questiass aooi

practice and school culture. Interviews were audio taped and transcrilmehasss

possible. Follow-up interviews were conducted to provide participants opportunities to
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clarify statements from the first interview and provide me with opportunidipsobe
further into promising areas.

Interview data were particularly valuable because they allowed geerto
description of past events to which | had no observational access, such as teacher
preparation, first years of teaching, and pivotal classroom experiences. Wway, | was
able to make inferences about participants’ teacher knowledge from their verhabbeha
(Maxwell, 1982).

As | detailed in the previous section, interview questions about specific
instructional strategies, planning, and classroom management thetiecttlee combined
influence of received knowledge and classroom experience had been tested in pilot
studies with promising results (Michaloski, 2004a, 2004b).

Records of Practice: Lesson Plans

Ball and Cohen (1999) suggested that teacher learning does not necessarily
happen in the “rush of minute-to-minute practice” and that “although the bustle of
immediacy [of a real-time classroom experience] lends authentictigoi interferes with
opportunities to learn” (p. 14.) Teachers may, the authors contend, have more opportunity
to reflect on their instructional effectiveness after the fact, so to speakirigyrecords,
documents, and artifacts that are “centered in practice,” including video &apks
tapes, teacher notes, lesson plans, student work samples, and curriculum nmattdrels.
same way that video and audio have been used to stimulate recall during irsgerview
used lesson plans as a basis for some of the interview questions. Participargd suppl
lesson plans, sections of curriculum guides, and assessment rubrics celessdns that

they had recently taught. These records of practice served as sprisgioo@uestions
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relating to the nature of teacher knowledge involved, for example: “Why did yaledec
to do that at this time in the lesson? Is that something you were taught to do, or did you
develop that on your own?” In this way, teachers’ responses to interview questrens w
grounded in practice and not merely reflections about practice: | warkadwowhat
teachers were thinking when they planned and implemented the lesson as well as what
they think now. Even if lesson plans originated with publishers or in school district
teacher guides, most participants modified lesson plans to various degrelesah lig
classroom experience.
Data Analysis

Because “Coding is analysis” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 56), and “Coding is
interpreting” (Krathwohl, 1998, p. 307), | needed to establish a coding strategy that
reflected the conceptual framework and research questions, but also allowed, for ne
unexpected responses and allowed opportunities for initial interpretation. | began b
using codes that reflected the following: possible roles for received knowdadge
classroom experience (received-unchanged, received-interacipeziesce-
unarticulated, and experience-reflected upon, Shulman’s seven categoraehef te
knowledge, significant statements that were related to teacher knowlethgassu
autonomy, staff development, school and district politics, and cultural contexts. A
complete list of codes may be found in Appendix X. Each participant’s set of data
(questionnaire, interview, lesson plan) was first reviewed and coded as aesepseat
before any attempts toward cross-case analysis were made, thenahgiigg my
assertions in individually specific contexts and authentic, real-world expesi¢Gtaser

& Strauss, 1967).
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After several read-throughs and re-codings | noted that all of theipantis
discussed their development of teacher knowledge in terms of individual effort,
collaboration, or various combinations of both. This allowed me to begin thinking in
terms of an organizational scheme for teacher knowledge that not only highlighted
received knowledge and classroom experience but also reflected personal and
collaborative processes in knowledge development. Data were then re-coded gdoordin
four ideal types that emerged, namggrsonal-experientiapersonal-received
collaborative-experientialandcollaborative-receivedThe development of the ideal
typology is further elaborated upon in Chapter Four using data to illustrateypach t

Next, | examined the degree of overall alignment and functional fit between the
data and the ideal typology. Although | discovered that all four ideal types were
represented and supported by various participant statements, there werenssatiean
seemed to embrace two or more ideal types and some that did not seem tometéct a
the ideal types at all. In other words, there was not a perfect one-to-orspoadence
between data and ideal typology, but, as Weber (1949) explained, an ideal type is a “one
sidedaccentuation . . [that] cannot be found anywhere in reality” (p. 90). The sequence
for data analysis and formation of an ideal typology is illustrat&tigare 2

This entire interpretive process was documented as it unfolded. For example, |
noted where and when new codes emerged, documented ongoing analysis of the
appropriateness of the ideal typology, and tracked questions or doubts that@argse al
the way in memos (Maxwell, 1996; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).
In this way, not only was there a record of my thought process, but there was also a

method for “pushing” my thinking as well as for stimulating insights.
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Modify and
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Construct initial

conceptual framework into
framework Code and ideal typology
based on play data by

concepts of against incorporating
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experience and framework themes:
received personal and
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processes

Evaluate

Check for Recode

typology in functional fit data

light of current of data into according
theory and typology to 4 ideal
research types

Figure 2. Sequencefor data analysis and for mation of ideal typology.
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Procedures of Verification

Although scholars have attempted to find qualitative equivalents for quantitative
procedures that ensure validity, many researchers in the qualitative frel@igaed that,
because qualitative interpretive research is a distinctly differeatijgan, there should be
different terms and concepts concerning verification of data collection andiarthht
are a better fit with qualitative approaches (Anderson, Herr, & Nihlen, 1994; Guba, 1981,
Maxwell, 1996; Wolcott, 1994). For example, Lincoln and Guba (1985) use the terms
“trustworthiness,” “dependability,” and “transferability” when discussiegfication
issues (p. 300), whereas Eisner (1991) uses the concept of “credibility” ¢wtelidis
structural corroboration and consensual validation. Based on their review of major
articles on procedures of verification in qualitative inquiry, Creswell an&eMill997)
noted that the following procedures are frequently discussed in literature abdity val
gualitative researchriangulation, peer review, negative case analysis, researcher bias,
member checkandrich, thick description.l decided to follow these six procedures
identified by Creswell and Miller because they reflect commonatitiled from a broad
range of literature. In the following section, | define each of the six guves, explain
why they have been considered as processes of verification, and detail she waich
| included each of them in my research design.

Triangulation. Typically, triangulation attempts to illuminate an assertion or
perspective with corroborating evidence (Creswell, 1998; Lincoln & Guba, 19&6n Pat
1980, 1990). Maxwell (1996) explains that triangulation may be accomplished by

“collecting information from a wide range of individuals and settings, usiragiaty of
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methods” (p. 75). Likewise, Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest that effective
triangulation occurs when
independent measures of [a finding] agree with it or, at least, do not contradict it. .
.. We can think of triangulation lmata sourcgwhich can include persons,
times, places, etc.), byethod(observation, interview, document), . . . [and by]
data type(qualitative text, recordings, quantitative). (pp. 266, 277)
In light of Miles and Huberman’s suggestion, data in my study were trigieguby
source(participants varied in their teaching experience from 3 to 30 years; edbrat/
backgrounds were African American, White, and Asian American; both men and women
participated in the study; interviews were conducted in classrooms, workraains, a
faculty rooms in various elementary, middle, and high schoolsydilgod
(questionnaire, interview, lesson plan document), angfw(audiotape recordings,
interview transcriptions, hand-written and word-processed questionnaire respons
Participant statements from initial interviews were compared tenséatits from follow-
up interviews and also compared to previously written questionnaire data in order to
check for consistency and accuracy.
Peer Review. Lincoln and Guba (1985) describe the role of a peer reviewer as a
“devil's advocate.” Likewise, Creswell (1985) sees a peer reviewer as
an individual who keeps the researcher honest; asks hard questions about
methods, meanings, and interpretations; and provides the researcher with the
opportunity for catharsis by sympathetically listening to the resegsdbelings.
This reviewer may be a peer. (p. 202)
| met with a fellow doctoral student at the midpoint and the end of data analysis and
asked her to review my coding of the transcribed data. She agreed with the ro§jority

my coding but some of my coding decisions opened discussions in which | had the

opportunity to further clarify why | had labeled participant statementalyd did.
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Discussions about alternative coding provided different ways to think about certain
participant statements. For example, a participant statement such a& it'hintuitive;

It just seems like automatic” was seen by both of us as personal-expenendigdas a
statement such as “It comes out of my knowledge; | think it just comes out, ahdad jus
it and if it doesn’t work | try something else” was seen by both of us as toalfitbc
characterize as either received knowledge or experiential knowledge.

Negative Case Analysis. This type of analysisccurs when negative or
disconfirming evidence necessitates revision of working hypotheses oragoitieéptual
frameworks (Creswell, 1985; Miles & Huberman, 1994). As incoming data werealplaye
against my initial conceptual framework—the possible roles for received&agevand
classroom experience—I noticed that my initial conceptual frameworkogasarrow to
address personal vs. collaborative processes involved in teacher knowledge development.
As patrticipants continued to make statements concerning both individual and
collaborative ways of learning their craft, | expanded my conceptuatéWwank to
include these aspects. Likewise, my initial notion about developing an idealdgypohs
based on the observation that most of the teachers interviewed could be seen as a “type”
of teacher or a “type” of learner, such as an “intuitive”, an “ideologue”,‘madist,” but
there were also many participants for whom a type was not evident and stglwhiger
could be characterized as amalgams of many types of teachers. | rdjeckaat of
typology in favor of one that described types of knowledge—not types of teachears. Thi
process will be discussed further and illustrated with examples from daltante€ Four.

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, some participant statements seeledo ref

both experience and received knowledge, some reflected several ideahtypssme
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could not be readily coded or classified at all. These statements were soded a
“uncodable,” “ambiguous,” “code pending,” or with a tentative coding. Although many
statements provided insight on the complexity or ineffable nature of teacher knewledg
there were others that were not used at all because they tended to confuse more than
reveal meaning. For example, Darla’s statement, quoted in Chapter Four, aboutgot be
able to separate her intuition from what people have “given” her, and her usegotlasa

as a metaphor for teacher knowledge provided rich insight into the complexity and multi-
faceted nature of teacher knowledge. On the other hand, the participant statement quoted
in this chapter’s®eer Revievgection was an example of one that was uncodable and
provided little or no insight.

Clarification of Researcher Bias. Creswell (1985) charges that “clarifying
researcher bias from the outset of the study is important so that the readstamcdehe
researcher’s position and any biases or assumptions that impact the inquiry (pt202). A
the outset of the study, | recorded my reflections about my perceptions, atiindes
previous experiences that | thought may engender biases, and discuss thisptbeess
section titled “Researcher Background” found later in this chapter.

Member Checks. Maxwell (1996) claims that

One particular sort of feedback deserves particular attention. This is

systematically soliciting feedback about one’s data and conclusions from the

people you are studying, a process known as member checks. . . It is the single
most important way of ruling out the possibility of misinterpretation of the

meaning of what they say and the perspective they have on what is going on. (p.

94)

In light of Maxwell’s advice, transcriptions were taken back to participarasder to

check for accuracy and credibility. | asked participants, “Did | geritjig?” As a result,

some words that were either inaudible or indistinguishable were able to be fillesna. S
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words that | interpreted incorrectly were changed in the transcription. Sorde w
remained as unidentified even after conferring with participants—they negrable to
remember or infer what they were saying. However, for most participduai® this was

the case, they were able to paraphrase the original sense and meaningatériienst

that contained an unidentified or inaudible word. Lincoln and Guba (1985) consider this
procedure as “the most critical technique for establishing credibility” @). Stake

(1995) claims that participants should “play a major role in directing asageltting in

case study” (p. 115).

Rich, Thick Description. This phrase haan interesting history as its meaning has
shifted and evolved over time. Maxwell (1992) notes, with a hint of irony, that the
phrase, “thick description,” was originally used by philosopher, Gilbert Ryle (1©49)
his attempt to eliminate mental concepts from philosophy and replace them with
statements about individuals’ dispositions to behave in certain ways—a kind of logical
behaviorism. Geertz (1973) later adopted Ryle’s phrase but, according to Masedll
it instead to denote “description embedded in the cultural framework of the actor; the
term does not refer to the richness or detail of the account” (pp. 288, 289). Four years
later, Maxwell (1996) himself added to the complexity of the story by using theephras
“rich data” to describe

data that are detailed and complete enough that they provide a full andhggveali

picture of what is going on. In interview studies such data generally require

verbatim transcripts of the interviews, rather than simply notes on what you

noticed or felt was significant. (p. 95)

Finally, Creswell (1985) combined the terms, “rich” and “thick” in his phraseh, ric

thick, description” to indicate that that “the writer describes in detail dntecpants or
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setting under study” (p. 203). Thus, the current understanding of the phrase has shifted
away from both Ryle’s and Geertz’s original intent.

However, in light of Maxwell's and Creswell's statements, it seemshbat t
aspect of using detailed, descriptive data embedded in the culture of resecgapts
continues to be an important procedure for verification in qualitative inquiry. In this
sense, | used the original language and wording of participant stateak@mtslirectly
from audiotape recordings throughout the transcription, coding, and analysis of data.
With its specific, professional vocabulary, abbreviated, slang modifications, and
attitudinal colors, classroom teachers’ exact language is not only emhbeduabéol
culture but may provide windows through which it may be glimpsed. In order to support,
clarify, and illustrate the ideal typology, and to support certain assemi@isapter Five,
| used participants’ original statements whenever possible. This processim@orted by
using multiple sources of data for each participant, and by allowing lil@eaperiods
for interviews. Creswell also (1985) claims that “rich, thick, description alkbv reader
to make decisions regarding transferability because the writer desieribetail the
participants or setting under study” (p. 203). That is, | not only presented my
interpretations and analysis of what participants said, but | also provided tinalorig
statements so that readers of my study can make their own decisions about evhather
the opinions and perceptions expressed by participants transfer to other.dettimgs
way, participant statements not only provide a source for supporting mycssdstit
also a test and criterion by which readers may evaluate the emegghgyjablogy

(Maxwell, 1996, p. 95).
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Advice and Consultation
Along with the input | received from my peer reviewer, | also consulted my
dissertation advisor, Dr. Linda Valli, on various matters such as sampling, dg&sisana
interview protocol, and thoroughness of content. Although it cannot be considered as an
external audibecause Dr. Valli had a direct connection with the sttidyprocess
provided me with opportunities to push my thinking and ensure clarity in my wiiting.
also provided what Creswell (1998) has called “a sense of interrater rifigbil 203)
Quasi-Statistics
When examining the amount of interview data devoted to each of the four ideal
types, and noticing considerable discrepancies, | followed a suggestioMaxwell
(1996) for testing inherently quantitative conclusions within the context of a qualita
study, namely, “the use of simple numerical results that can be readilyddgamethe
data” (p. 95). Becker (1970) coined the phrase, “quasi-statistics,” to describe this
procedure, claiming that
guasi-statistics may allow the investigator to dispose of certain trontéesull
hypotheses. A simple frequency count of the number of times a given
phenomenon appears may make untenable the null hypothesis that the
phenomenon is infrequent . . . [and] may make stronger a possible conclusion. (p.
81).
Maxwell adds that “quasi-statistics not only allow you to test and supportscthat are
inherently quantitative, but also enable you to assess the amount of evidence irigyour da
that bears on a patrticular conclusion” (p. 95). Because | drew conclusions about the
relative amount of language devoted to ideal types, | needed to support those conclusions

with numerical data without detracting from the overall qualitative natiutiee study. In

Chapter Four | present a tabulation of the frequency with which participadtes m
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representative statements about each of the four ideal types in order to sypport m
conclusion that certain ideal types occurred more frequently. In order todo¢he
central concepts of the study and avoid spurious data, the word count was based on
statements that clearly reflected one of the four ideal types in ligigrebnal vs.
collaborative processes and a received vs. experiential sources. A listiegef t
statements can be found in Appendices E through H.
Ethical Considerations

Locke, Spirduso, and Silverman (2000) remind us that theedvsys. . . the
lurking possibility of harm to participants in a naturalistic field study. Anatyyoan
never be guaranteed, if only because it is not entirely under the resesaccmgrol” (p.
261). With this concern in mind, | needed to do everything possible in order to ensure
anonymity, confidentiality, and safety for participants. Thus, all particspaate
represented with a pseudonym assigned to questionnaire, interview, and lesson plan data
The private college where several participants attended was referretprasite
college in the mid-Atlantic region,” and the school system at which many tasigat
public school system in central Maryland.” All data were housed in my home during the
study, and | was the only one with access to the data. Participants wereféulyad
about the nature of the study, how it would be used, and were able to withdraw from the
study at any time with no penalty. Because harm to participants may comé&fows
to self-esteem, or looking bad to others . . . threats to one’s interests, position, or
advancement in an organization” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 292), participants were

not aware of each other’s statements from any of the data sources, and infofroati
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the completed dissertation was not shared with any personnel related ipgadic
employment.

| also reflected on relevant aspects of Flinders’s (1992) framework foakthi
conduct in qualitative research: namely, utilitarian, deontological, and ecdlethitss.
The central idea of utilitarian ethics is the greatest good for theegtemumber, or,
simply put, more good than harm should result from the study. As stated earlier, one of
the purposes of the study was to examine ways that teachers may be bhedrexdficy
the classroom and continue to grow in their knowledge as practitioners. Theresates, r
of the study promise to benefit not only teachers but students as well. Deomtlologic
ethics may be seen as being related to honesty in relationships with partidihants
guidelines for honesty were reflected when disclosing the exact nature and minhase
study in interest surveys, Human Subjects applications, Informed Consent da;ument
and conversations with participants before and after interview sessions. $-({@@2?)
describes ecological ethics as having to do with relationships betweerrtiheseard
participants determined by “roles, status, language, and cultural norms” (p. 4683. T
concerns were addressed as my role and status as researcher were staresidraned
by the collegiality arising from the fact that, like the participants intinys| am also a
classroom teacher who continues to be immersed in questions and issues related to
teacher knowledge. Furthermore, | attempted to establish rapport and cendtstoy
sharing with participants that | had 14 years of experience as aolastgacher in a
variety of settings—I was able, therefore, to use discourse, terminologgpts, and

illustrations that were readily accessible and understandable for therfpacticipants.
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In this way, along with member checks, | was able to establish a sense ahttus
avoided setting myself apart as an overly authoritative or exploitative deutsi

Several other ethical considerations were addressed by features sttrehe
design described in previous sections. The worthiness of the project was discussed in
Chapter One—new insights about teacher knowledge may contribute to efforts in
professional development and teacher education. My competence and expertise
carrying out the study was monitored, supported, and informed by my advisor, by a
doctoral colleague, and my completed coursework at the University of Marylaed. T
study was a benefit not only for me but participants as well: they were provided a
opportunity to “get listened to” and gain insights about their teaching that tnenob
have had in the fast-paced role of classroom teacher.

Researcher Background

| have been a classroom teacher for third, fourth, and fifth grades for seventeen
years for a public school district in Central Maryland. In 2000, after earningastenof
education degree at the Loyola College in Maryland, | began teachohgatgaseducation
courses there as an adjunct instructor. Through conversations, class discusdions, a
graduate students’ written work, | have become keenly aware that class@achers
experience inherent tensions in the process of integrating academic, uivassid
pedagogical knowledge with classroom experience. Although competent, agpdrie
educators, some graduate students who are experienced classroom tesoplnemt yfr
become frustrated with the abstract, theoretical, and research-basedhatuoh of the
knowledge about teaching that | have presented in graduate courses. What sieeess a

to be the elite and barely accessible discourse of research language @Stett by my
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graduate students as an impediment to understanding theory and research an teachin
Course work in general is frequently criticized for not being relevant in tergradé
level, school setting, and administrative or instructional focus.

In stark contrast, other graduate students have described having success with
being able to apply ideas discussed in graduate class to their professioinzd prat
have expressed gratitude for the productive and educative nature of the coussds. Wh
some students have extreme difficulties with the relationship between #feir cr
knowledge and “college knowledge,” where others do not? | began to frame my research
guestions within a qualitative research design that would allow me to closetinexa
classroom teachers’ experiences with the two kinds of knowledge about teaching

My experiences as graduate student and classroom teacher enrialdghia she
sense that | have experienced the same tensions, discord, and ambivalence in the
relationship between received knowledge from external sources and first-lagsdy@m
experience. At times, | perceived course work as completely isotatady
professional life. However, at other times, | was able to apply methodsdearne
graduate study to my elementary school classroom and integrate receivéedgsow
with classroom experience. What made the difference? This study was aramhficst
step toward understanding this question because it interpreted and reconstrucezd’teac
experiences with received knowledge and “classroom know-how.”

As a White, middle-class male, | carry with me certain expectations liaw tue
and norms of thought and perception that have been forged during the range of my social
experiences (Maxwell, 1996; Price, 2000). When planning, organizing, and analyzing

data collection and analysis, | was aware of and planned to counterbalanse biase
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emerging from the research context itself (Hitchcock & Hughes, 19953dying in
mind the following sources of potential researcher bias identified by Scheadlsehssl,

and LeCompte (1999).

) Asking leading questions

) Failing to follow up on or omitting topics that participants introduce
o Redirecting or interrupting participants’ narratives

. Failing to recognize reactions of the participants to the researchers’

personal characteristics, including dress, age, race, gender, body sixgalor s

status.

. Using nonverbal cues to indicate a “right” answer or to give approval of

certain participant responses

. Stating opinions on an issue related to the research focus.

Although my own experiences and personal characteristics may have provided
elements that contributed to the conceptual framework from which | may interpret
teachers’ self-reports about received knowledge and classroom exegliatiempted to
bracket them in order to let the voices of my participants sound directly ang clear

through data collected from questionnaires and individual interviews.
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Chapter Four: Findings

In this chapter, the results of the data collection from individual interviews and
open-ended questionnaires are examined subsequent to a presentation of a @ationale f
the formation of an ideal typology for teachers’ ways of knowing. Each idealoty
teacher knowledge is explained and illustrated with qualitative data frdioimeant
interview statements and comments from open-ended questionnaires as iagmebiep
to answering the research questions and revisiting the conceptual frdnpeasented in
Chapter One. In this way, dominant patterns are highlighted and supported with data,
beginning with teachers’ preferences for experiential or received kngsyledntinuing
with the emergence of four ideal types, and concluding with themes of ingffesolcio-
cultural influence, and compliance.

Teacher Profiles with Respect to Preferred Knowledge Types

Although all of the participants made statements that reflected both kkceive
knowledge and their classroom experience, most teachers seemed to favor anaitedomi
way of knowing how to teach. In the following section, | offer a brief, introductory
profile of participants and group them according to whether their stateemeptssized
classroom experience or received knowledge as being most important in their
development as a teacher. This dual categorization occurred in the first staige of da
analysis. After establishing teacher orientations to either class®pemience or
received knowledge, an ideal typology for teacher knowledge is then presengdd af i

personal and collaborative dimensions.
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Classroom Experience Predominate

These teachers made statements indicating that they placed higheshvalue o
classroom experience in developing their teacher knowledge. Although, it may be
tempting to assert that as teachers become more experienced they ratyymore
experience than received knowledge, that was not the case for all thegeache
study. Darla, for example, had 30 years of experience but saw her development as
teacher mainly as a response to literature and mentoring—not as a resuttlag$rmom
experience. Moreover, asserting that teachers with more experiencglywih that
experience more than teachers who have less experience is too close to a ttubEay
meaningful assertion.

Pauline. Although she had only three years of classroom experience teaching at
the elementary level, Pauline strongly emphasized that she considesedartas
experience to be highly superior to received knowledge. Pauline’s preference for
experience was evident in statements such as, “I feel that | have gaimeasstiiarough
my experience in the classroom,” and “I think that [my knowledge of teaching] comes
from my experience in teaching. | don’t think it came from anything thatrireael.”
Pauline also downplayed the importance of theory in light of what she called “common
sense”: “Piaget | thought was interesting but when you actually gle¢ iclassroom, |
think a lot of it is common sense type of information.”

Amanda. With eight years of experience teaching third grade, Amanda explained
that most of her teacher knowledge was derived from “trial and error.” Shepedel
mistrusting attitude about knowledge from sources external to her classroomemoger

She vividly remembers following a mentor’s advice about how she should organize an
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observation lesson and receiving an “unsatisfactory” evaluation: “I wasjusad that |
took somebody else’s suggestions and they didn’t work and that | didn’t try it on my
own.”
Lou Ellen. Having taught third and fourth grades for seventeen years, Lou Ellen
shared that she relies heavily on experience as the arbiter and evaluetenad
knowledge about teaching, claiming that “as you become more experienced you can look
at a new idea and know how to pick and choose those parts that best fit your style and
comfort level.” She argued that theory learned from graduate study waseffactise
in helping her build teacher knowledge as were more informal in-seraisged that
were collaborative in nature:
In grad school—they don’t seem to have a focus sometimes, | guess. In a reading
class you might get twenty-five different theories of reading anchwhbe’re
teaching reading and | guess they're trying to prepare you for a breadi ba
guess, | don't know. | found the informal courses more helpful.
Lou Ellen maintains a low opinion of her teacher education program, complaining that
“My education classes did not prepare me at all. | walked into my classsoameav
teacher and | had noidea. ... Ididn’t know where to start.”
Ryan. Having taught middle school for four years, Ryan sees learning to teach as
“on the job training.” He emphasized several of the personal and experiepéelsasf
teacher knowledge:
| think teaching in some respect comes naturally to me which is why Vixaysl
wanted to do it so a lot of the things that | do, a lot of the interactions | have with
kids it just comes automatically for me.

Ryan’s student experience with a caring teacher opened up a source of naatideclar

teacher knowledge:
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Every single class he would stand at the doorway and greet you as you came in
and he would stand in the doorway and say goodbye to you as you left. Just that. |
remember that. It's something very small and you’re not going to read wnout
have to do that in any textbook. It's just something that stuck with me.
Della. One of the more experienced teachers in the study, Della has been teaching
at the high school level for twenty-eight years. In her statements;d theavoice of one
who has been disappointed by theory and has had somewhat less than successful attempts
to translate theory and research into practice. For exatfametimes theory is useful,
but sometimes it is hot air,” or “Co-operative discipline may be intendeddb sedf
control, yet instead it teaches kids that they can manipulate adults.” In fieect, w
attending a professional development session that introduced the theory behind
cooperative discipline Della remembered:
The only thing there was offered was this thing called “Cooperative Disipl
which from the very title | knew that | was not going to agree with. | refdiyry
to keep my mouth closed as long as | could and at one point | just kind of
exploded and told them that adults don’t negotiate with children. An adult has to
be an adult. A parent has to be a parent. A teacher has to be a teacher. You have to
set some guidelines. What was really funny was that | was the only higbl sch
teacher taking the course. Everybody else was either elementary oe sttidbl
and though a lot of people came to me after class and said, “I agree with you,”
and they were telling me about these horror stories, not a single person would
speak up in class.
Received Knowledge Predominate
In contrast to those who placed highest value on experience, the following
teachers attributed the most important parts of their professional development to
literature, theory, and ideas from others. One might prematurely expecethétachers
would rely more on received knowledge than on what little experience they have tbut tha

was not a strong pattern in the data. For example, Darla (thirty yearseexpgiand

Belinda (six years experience) both identified literature, theory, and nmenss
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extremely important aspects of their professional development. Although theifgllow
participants also credited their classroom experience as contributingr tiedoher

knowledge, during their interviews and in their questionnaires, they spoke most often and
with most regard for various types of received knowledge.

Darla. With thirty years in the classroom, Darla was the most experienceceteach
in the study. She shared that her teaching has been and continues to be significantly
influenced by the writings of Jonathan Kozol, Maria Montessori, Nancy Atwell, Donald
Graves, and Lucy Calkins. Darla likened her interest in research to réadpigasure:

“I continued with the vein of research in writing—reading Calkins, Graves, and ashers
if I were reading novel$ As far as using the received knowledge of others, Darla plainly
stated, “Well [my knowledge] comes from | guess . . . ideas from books, you know,
theorists, research.”

Mary. During interviewsthe works of Howard Gardner, Jerome Bruner, and
Elizabeth Cohen were credited with being major influences in Mary’s professional
development. As a middle school teacher with five years experience, kfaayned that
“l keep these theories in mind when designing my lessons.” She described the proces
through which she became an avid reader of research and theory after a curriculum
writing experience:

They had us going in and looking at brain research and looking at Cohen’s work,

looking at Bruner, and looking at all that, and going okay, so what does this tell us

and how can we use that to come up with some great instructional strategies that
are going to really help our children in multiple ways—not just one lesson one
way that'’s it because there’s got to be more to it than that and that’'s when | got
into it and that’s what got me to join the ASCD and | get their magazines and |
read up that way, but I'll be honest, had | not been there at that right moment in

time I'm sure | would have still read things randomly just because | wasngor
on my master’s but | would not have pursued it on my own. You know?
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Belinda. Having six years experience teaching fifth grade, Belinda deschbed t
friction that arose when she attempted to bring the influence of received knowitxlge
her first teaching assignment:

When | came out of undergrad, constructivism was the thing, so there’s a lot
about Vygotsky and ideas about cooperative learning and having students make
their own learning. So | was really into that . . . students trying to figure out
concepts on their own with facilitating and | was really kind of excited abatit t
and when | came | felt like the structure of the school didn’t support it as much. It
was like, “Well, what we want you to do is model,” and direct instruction. | got
the impression that it was going away from the more constructivistic appi®ac

the theory helps me with like Gardner and multiple intelligences, and the guy with
emotional intelligences—a lot of the ideas | got in grad school | try to incéepora
in my instruction, but | feel like theory is really strong when you come in becaus
you have a big background of it from school but then it just kind of filters off to
whatever like your school’s or your county’s vision is and you take bits and
pieces of that and you incorporate what the county’s telling you to do and what
seems to fit with your instructional style.

Belinda’s concern was echoed by others as they commented on levels ofeexpecte
compliance. This issue will be discussed further in the “Compliance” section pteCha
Four. She did, however, find areas of the curriculum where there was a goodtHit” wi
theory and research, and was supported by administration:

Like with constructivism, it fits really well with science and using S-i&’

science, using multiple intelligences in that discipline because it pralhyotes a
hands-on approach and using inquiry and figuring things out and the teacher being
like the guide on the side.

Taisha. Explaining how she typically addresses classroom issues that need
attention, Taisha shared:

If I notice a problem in the classroom | immediately read the literatiufied out
what has been done to help in the past. . . . For example, | noticed that students
were not using the feedback | was spending hours providing for them on their
writing. After reading several articles | realized that perhaps stsidahnhot
understand the language | was using on their feedback or even what they were
supposed to do with the information | was providing them. | began to explain
orally through conferences and kept writing portfolios for each student to monitor
how they were progressing and using the feedback.
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Having four years experience in middle school, Taisha also mentioned thedeceiv
knowledge from more experienced others:

| learned a lot from working with my Special Ed teacher. She showed me how to
make changes to the lesson plan according to what the kids had in their IEP and
make accommodations according to that.

Knowledge Typesin Tentative Balance

Not all of the participants could be classified as crediting eithenveztei
knowledge or classroom experience as most important in their professional developme
The following participants expressed balance, discord, and various levels dditiotegr
concerning the two knowledge types.

Jasmine. Having taught eighteen years in middle school, it may be that Jasmine’s
background has allowed her to see how received knowledge and experience may

complement each other:

Knowing what research has discovered about teaching and learning has helped me
to change my style of teaching. | do not teach the way | was taught. Theory and
research are key elements in teaching, and that knowledge determines how | plan
for instruction and what strategies | use to support the information to be taught.

But experience has taught me, for example, that students grasp the concept of
probability more readily when they are knowledgeable about fractions. Knowing
this | change the sequence of topics in math curriculum when | deem it ngcessar

to do so.

Jasmine explained how research on building background knowledge helped to implement
a constructivist approach:

Building background [knowledge] came from research. In one respect the school |
came from was upper middle class and you could talk to them on their level and
understand them but when | came here the students didn’t know what | was
saying so | had to stop and go back and not take it for granted that they knew
because | never taught a population like this. | took some classes at the yniversit
and they tell you in the classroom you do this you do that, for example, they were
doing the constructivist method where children construct their own meaning. |
came and | tried it with some of these kids but they couldn’t construct meaning
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because they had nothing that went before so | had to show them what to do. |
couldn’t just leave it to them to build meaning just by giving them some numbers
or a sentence or something. It’s like if | was reading a medical boo&d cead

the words but | wouldn’t understand.

Brandon. As a middle school chemistry teacher with three years experience,
Brandon recognized the importance of received knowledge in his discipline, but had no
formal education courses, resulting in a sensed lack of a knowledge base fogteachin

My classroom teaching experience has been paramount in my development of

teaching and learning knowledge. My academic degree was in chemistry so |

initially had very little knowledge of education; thus, the practical component was
essential. However, | do not necessarily think this is a strength. If | hidldra
knowledge of the theory behind education | might be more effective at
implementing learning strategies and evaluating student growth and grogres

It seems that although Brandon found himself in a position where it was necessary to

learn chiefly, if not solely, from experience, his respect for theory maybraught

about a desire to investigate theory on teaching and learning.

Michelle. Having three years experience as a fifth grade teacher, Michelle
credited the received knowledge of more experienced others as an imposdtof fear
professional development but also noted the difficulty in translating theorydicpra

It was even better when we got to the classes where the actualiet;ateg

know—these are things you can try in your classrooms. And it was taught by

teachers who had been teaching for years and now their teaching at lesige
and they're saying these are strategies that I've used in my classrbismvorks.

Here’s research that shows that this works. And | have them and | try them

consistently with my students but | don’t feel like I'm getting the reshésl|
should.

Michelle continued to describe how theory may seem promising but needs to pass
through the filter of what a teacher has already experienced in heaak$er
dampened expectations:

At first as | was looking through [Quantum Learning] | found it very similar to
Dimensions of Learning that | had taken a whole class on and then been
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reinforced through student teaching, and | looked at some of the ideas and I did
like them. I thought, “Oh, this sounds interesting. | think this would work. You
know, this would be goodut some of the things | feel wouldn’t go over well in
my classroomior example, the stuff we concentrated on in that workshop about
cheering students for their responses and the sounds and all that would create
more chaos in my room based on the behaviors that | see. | try in my own way to
give them positive reinforcement as much as possible but | didn’t think that the
way they presented it would work in my room with my students. It would make
them silly. They would want to be making noises all the time and it would be hard
to bring them back in. They need a very, very structured setting.

And yet, at times, Michelle lauded the effectiveness and support provided wedecei
knowledge stemming from a professional development training session:

Last year was my first year at teaching math so | went to a qyartariing and

the information they gave us | found very useful because they gave us different
ways to teach multiplication. They are several different ways thatgmteach it

so you can find ways that work for the students rather than the traditional
algorithm that | learned when | was in school—using manipulatives—drawing
pictures—those kinds of thingSo | feel like they’ve given me a lot of strategies
that immediately be put to udehink it’s just more cut and dried with math. It's
clear, “Okay, well try it this way or this way or this way.” Generallydsnts are
going to pick up on the way that's most comfortable for them to get the answer
and that’s what had been working.

Eventually, however, Michelle had to rely on experience to create instructiotealaisa
for herself—although her creations were based on suggestions from more exgerienc
others. Also, she implied that received knowledge, as well as experienceayay pl
different roles for different disciplines:

| mean they give us the . . . test and they give us the guise of every daydthis is
objective—what you should be doing, but they don’t give us the materials to do it.
So last year | had to create it all myself and they gave some suggebbaohs a

how to go about doing it. This year it seems to be working better. Part of it is
because I'm more familiar with it. Those materials | createdubing the same

ones and | feel like | have a clearer sense of where | want to go witlssoale

what strategies | can pull in to help them. | don’t always feel that wiwytiae

reading. Sometimes it’s just overwhelming—it’s just so much there! What's

going to work and what isn’t? With math, it's more like I'm showing—we’re
practicing we’re more at the same pace than reading.
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Formation of 1deal Types

During and shortly after my analysis concerning whether received knaavedg
classroom experience was a predominate factor in participants’ teachdedge, | also
noticed that most participants seemed to illustrate a “type” of teadrezx&mple, one
seemed to be an intuitive type—another an ideologue, another a pragmatised twant
reflect this in my analysis and considered organizing participants by tyyes.™ In order
to maintain a systematic approach and ground this process in relevant theory and
research, | examined the literature for examples of studies that ussdiypeas
informed by Weber’s (1949) concept of ideal typology. Weber argued that usatg ide
types may be an effective way to examine characteristic traits of huunaspects of
culture:

An ideal type is formed by the one-sidectentuatiorof one or more points of
view and by the synthesis of a great many diffuse, discrete, more or lgsstpre
and occasionally abseotncrete individuaphenomena, which are arranged
according to those one-sidedly emphasized viewpoints into a uaifedgtical
construct. In its conceptual purity, this mental construct cannot be found
anywhere in reality. It is atopia . . When carefully applied, those concepts are
particularly useful research and exposition. (Weber, 1949, B 90)

According to Watkins (1952), ideal types do not occur naturally in their pure state, but
can be extremely useful as standards against which natural phenomena mapaed
in order to increase our understanding of them. Discussing the most effectivedess of i
types in qualitative research, McClafferty (2000) notes that
The ideal type provides a way for the researcher to synthesize obser{@tpons
data collected through interviews), to create a comprehensive yardstiskes
to illustrate and describe the ‘reality’ of the situation in question . . . used in this
way, the ideal type is an excellent tool for describing qualitative data and

hypothesizing about the implications and significance of the data. (Mc®affer
2000, p. 9)

9 Thus, “ideal” does not infer perfection or thatiethis most desirable, but that which is abstraetad
analytical tool.
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Concurrent with my interest in developing an ideal typology, | noticed that
participants frequently alluded to either personal or collaborative aspéetsrihg to
teach. Although | had been aware of personal and collaborative aspect$ef teac
development from my reflection on literature from cognitive psychology (pdrsona
individual, agent-driven) and socio-cultural theory (collaborative, socitiyral,
collective), the reality of the counterbalance between personal and colldarays of
knowing became more interesting, more vivid, and more important as a potentiad feat
of the emerging ideal typology now that it was couched in participants’ owndgegAs
previously noted in Chapter Two, teachers may be seen as professionals who contend
with their roles not only as individuals but also as members of various kinds of
collaborative groups. The notion of personal vs. collaborative was not reflected in my
initial conceptual framework. | began to look for a way to include the balance Ibetwee
personal and collaborative ways of developing teacher knowledge into my notion of
using an ideal typology.

As | continued to review literature on teacher knowledge in light of incoming
data, Alexander’s (2006) work on teaching and learning in light of cognitive theory
fostered an idea for incorporating a locus of process—personal vs. collaborative—int
my data analysis. Alexander posited knowledge along an axis or continuumgréogn
radical constructivism at one end to social cognition at the other. That is, at one end,
knowledge is seen to be strictly developed or constructed by the individual—what | am
calling personal—whereas at the other extreme, knowledge is seen to be a social
phenomenon, embedded in collaborative acts—what | am caditaporative Using

Alexander’s notion, | placed personally constructed knowledge at one end and
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collaboratively constructed knowledge at the other. Mapping this locus of process
(personalvs. collaborative, represented by a vertical axis, onto a locus of source
(experientialvs.received, represented by a horizontal axis, gave rise to four ideal types
of teacher knowledge—not types of individuals—and fit much better with my rasearc
guestions about the nature of teacher knowledge. | then re-coded data according to how
well they “fit” with the ideal types of knowledge—using codes that chaiaeter
statements about knowledge development as “personal” or “collaborative.” Brataes
organized along these four lines of ideal types of teacher knowledge. In lefiect,
longer was looking at “types” of teachers but at “types” of teacher knowiedgeibtle
change of viewpoint that fit better with my topic and research questions. | do nobwant t
assert that there are "types" of teachers—but "types" of knowledge throudh whi
teachers move in complex, nuanced, and ever-changing patterns. For most of the
participants there did seem to be a predominate ideal type of knowledge. However,
although one ideal type may have been predominate, the other types were alsat@res
varying degrees. Furthermore, as data were played against the four posssierr
received knowledge and classroom experighseussed in Chapter One, | realized that
each of the possibilities could be effectively discussed in the context of one oofmore
the ideal types. This discussion takes place later in this chapter and continbapter C
Five.

Figure 3shows the way in which I related these notions to one another to create
four ideal types. Each quadrant represents a different relationship betwescuthefl
processgersonal or collaborativeand the locus of knowledge sourcaésroom

experience or received knowledgim this way, content and source are wedded to
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personal
Type | Type Il
personal-experiential personal-received
classroom received
experience knowledge
Typelll Type IV
collaborative-experiential collaborative-received

collaborative

Figure 3. Ideal typology for teacher knowledge. Classroom experience and received
knowledge interact with personal and collaborative dimensions to create falwvales

for teacher knowledge to develop.

process. That is, the ideal typology represents what is learned, wheearhisd from,

and how it is processed. Each quadrant, therefore, represents a unique ideal type of
teacher knowledge—a unique way of knowing. For example, when developing teacher
knowledge primarily from individual experience in the classroom, a practitionedwoul
represent Ideal Type Ipersonal experientialwhereas when sharing and discussing

information presented in a professional development session with colleagues, a

practitioner would represent Ideal Type I\¢éeHaborative receivedThus, the emergence
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of the ideal typology subsumed the notions contained in my initial conceptual framework.
Namely, that Type | personal-experiential knowledge may be seen to be tatieced

upon, and that Type Il personal-received knowledge may be assimilated as it i

modified. Types IIl and IV, however, would necessarily be propositionalized and
articulated because they both involve communicating experience or sharingoidets a
received knowledge—both of which require discursive thought. In the following@sscti
each of the ideal types is further explained and illustrated with intervidw a

guestionnaire data.

Type |: Personal-Experiential Knowledge

Pretty much all the basi¢dearned from being in front of a classroerwhere to

stand, how to pass papers out, the little transitions . . . lesson plans, we had

discussions about certain things, but | really had to leam my owrDay One
through the end of the year. (Brandon)

As Brandon shared in his interview, it seems that the basics of learning to teach
may be accomplished while actually teaching, and also may be a personaluaidied
process. For Ideal Type I, knowledge formation seems to depend upon the cognitive
style, level of motivation, personality, and other idiosyncrasies of the indiviasial;
practitioners navigate their way through face-to-face situations tharaktheir
responses, knowledge about teaching develops. Type | knowledge may be explicit and
conscious, or implicit and intuitive. Amanda described a kind of conscious, explicit Type
| knowledge:

All of my management techniques have been learned through experience. | see

what works and what doesn’t. For teaching, | think part of my skill igipast

ability to know what | want to accomplish and | get myself thetteout a lesson

plan written, and | am successfully able to teach the skill. Most ofterte rala
skills to personal experiences of the student.
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Teachers who made statements that illustrate Type | knowledgelsere
concerned that much of what they had been taught in teacher preparation courses had to
be rejected or substantially modified according to their personal expennetiee
classroom during their first years of teaching. Jamie shared thanKittiat it comes
from my experience in teaching. | don’t think it came from anything thatrireae,”
while Ryan put it more forcefully:

Even though my student teaching experience was fantastic, on my very first day
of school, my first year of teaching, | was terrified becdaheee are so many

things that a teacher education program cannot train youAad it's not the

fault of any teacher education program; it's not the fault of any university—it's
the nature of the profession. No teacher education program is going to prepare
you for orientation week where you are slapped with all of this information—
bombarded and overwhelmed with paperwork—piles of paperwork—everything
you need to do before the very first day of school, and on the very first day you
never learn what to do the very first week of school.

Although various levels of Type | knowledge were described by most of the
participants, some teachers such as Lou Ellen, illustrated the irony of havirnvglapde
experiential knowledge without the luxury of having time to reflect:

During the daywe really don’t have time to really process because we’re just
moving on to something differefVe’re just moving on, and moving on, and
moving on. So you're thinking on your feet but you’re not critiquing it or
analyzing it. . . .When you’re in the moment, | think you’re always kind of doing
that side-step—“Hey this is okay | can keep going,” or, “Wait a minute, bte g
to go over here,” or, “Woa! I've got to pull these kids back here.”

In contrast, Sharon described a more implicit Type | knowing:

Before | would have to write it all out, now it's more of a—on my fepist kind

of know instinctivelyand that's what my cooperating teacher said, ‘You'll be able
to think on your feet. You know? will come’ Whereas before when | was a
student teacher it was more like a script | needed.
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Likewise, when asked to describe how she acquired her knowledge about teaching,
Pauline offered that it may be an ineffable phenomenon, admitting that, “I don’t know
how to describe that process.”

Thus, participants illustrated Ideal Type | knowledge when they dedaibeay
of knowing that was personal and experiential; knowledge was personally comistructe
from teaching experience in the classroom. It may have been implicit, arigxpinay
have been intuitional or consciously reflective. A more complete list of pentits’
representative statements illustrating Type | knowledge can be found in Appendix F
Type || Personal-Received Knowledge

Every other summer I've gone to in-services or workshops the whole summer

through. I just do them back-to-badlgo to them just to increase my knowledge

because that's what | neeand like | said | don’t pick it up as quick so | may
need to hear it two or three times. (Mary)

Mary’'s statement illustrates a type of teacher of knowing whose source is
external—from a recognized knowledge authority—in this case, her school district’s
professional development opportunities. | suggest that Type Il knowledgeensagi as
that which is personally constructed, but, unlike Type | knowledge, is initiakyvext
from sources other than one’s own teaching experience. Instead of reftacting
classroom experiences, teachers acting within the parameter ofl kyypsviedge
actively seek an authority—an expert.

At times, participants described Type Il knowledge as originating fromt aitex
existing literature. At other times, the knowledge was described asreemiged from

more knowledgeable others such as colleagues, supervisors, professors, siopedfes

development leaders. Lou Ellen illustrated this process:
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Demonstration lessons are really great. It's nice to go around and see other
teachers and pick up from them things that work. We’re always stealing from
other teachers but it's nice to see it. Sometimes the theory is so darn out in right
field thatyou want them to come in and show you how to do it.

Even when teachers combine others’ ideas into a novel amalgam, originality is
often shunned, and the “received” aspect of this kind of knowing is acknowledged, as
Mary explained:

What makes me, | guess, is that I'll take everybody else’s ideas atiteput

together to create something else like a little bit diffebenit’s not like | came

up with it.Like 1 literally beg, borrow, and steal ideas, and | put them together and

| go, “Okay. How'’s this going to work when we kind of mix a little bit of this

with a little bit of that?” and sometimes it works and sometimes it doesn't.

Instances of teacher learning such as those of Mary or Lou Ellenatiigtie
difference between knowledge thapersonal-receivedType II) andcollaborative-
received(Type IV) knowledge; because knowledge is coming from a more
knowledgeable other rather than from direct experience (received knowledge), and
because the relationship between mentor and mentee may be seen agyrafiedpect
of authority—not collaboration—it is classified as Type Il. If teachesew
collaboratively sharing, discussing, and analyzing information from a knowsedgee,
it would have been classified as Type IV—collaborative-received.

Participants’ statements classified as Type Il knowledge such as the one
presented in this section, reflect the idea that there are such thingstgsréotices” that
need to be learned and implemented in a certain fashion in order to optimize learning.
Best practices have been defined as the “solid, reputable, state-oftrarkam a field”
(Zemelman, Daniels, & Hyde, 1998, p. viii). Originating in the fields of law and

medicine, the term describes professional practice based on currentiresebic

informed by the latest knowledge and technology in the field (Brighton, 2002). When
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Bryan said, “limmediately read the literature to find out what has been done to help in
the past’ and when Lou Ellen complained that sometimgsu‘want them to come in

and show you how to do’ithey were reflecting the need and appropriateness of Type I
knowledge. In fact, this type of received knowledge is seen as necessaanyyirst

year teachers in order to provide them with a reliable structure in theatasd-pnd
unpredictable sweep of classroom events, as Michelle noted, “My first ywaarpretty
much by the book. | would follow lessons. | would plan my teaching partners who had
been teaching for 8-10 years. | would take their suggestions. | kept all nsyamokte
information from my teaching.”

In sum, participants illustrated Type Il knowledge when they shareg afwaowing
that was received from a more knowledgeable, external source, and then pratassed i
individual, personal way. It may have been knowledge received from a text ¢resear
curriculum guide, etc.) or from a person (colleague, administrator, etc.). dcoomplete
list of representative statements for Type Il knowledge can be found in Appendix G.
Typelll: Collaborative-Experiential Knowledge

We have a team meeting every Tuesday and each week we are discussing

planning for instruction . .. so we are constantly talkingeargth when you're

not meeting in a team meeting you're talking over the fence over witragach

other. “What would you do about this?” (Jasmine)

Participants such as Jasmine, described how they not only learned but alsb refine
their learning in the process of collaborating with others—discussions, teatimgse
email, or just informally “talking over the fence.” Type lll knowledgexsctly this kind
of learning that is collaboratively constructed by interactive sharctlassroom

teaching experiences. It differs from Type | in that it is formdlat@laboratively—not

personally. It differs from Type Il knowledge in that it emanates fromeshelassroom



103

experience by equals—not from an external, more knowledgeable source in anyauthorit
relationship. Mary illustrated further:
It was just through basic lunch room talk. . . Like the color red you shouldn’t use
because it offends certain cultures. Those kinds of things | would not think of but
it's just through basic teacher talk that you pick up on that.stufind so it's
there and it's in the lunch room that you get the most teacher talk.
In contrast to the informal “talking over the fence” kind of collaboration, Type I
knowledge can also be very organized in a workshop setting as described by Darla:
They used a writing workshop format for us to conduct action research in our
classrooms, write about it, and they put us wapartnersand we read it and
shared and published it—that kind of stuff. &opart of that group, that really
influenced my thinking about teaching.
Unlike ideal Types | and I, it seems difficult if not impossible to idgntif
ownership for Type Il type of knowing as Ryan stated, “I try to make it fun fon-the
add some humor, crack some jokes. | like to do group work presentationg-ef that |
can say is my own. It’s just something that teachershiarla resonated with Ryan’s
sentiment:
It's hard for me to separate what | intuitively know and did from what I'm
learning to do from what others are giving me. Do you know what | medor?t
see anything as really original. | see everything as kind of a synthesis.maybe
Interview data also suggested that even when tensions and disagreements may
arise during teacher collaboration, the process may still serve to helgdterand refine
teacher knowledge. Jasmine explained that
You're really supposed to plan as ateam . . . for example if you are visiting the
school and you walk into my classroom Ifigrade you should see the same thing
of information happening in the othéf grades. We should all be on the same
page. Well, | had a problem with that because all of the students are not on the
same page on the same day. So yes we would teach the same information but

maybe doing it at different times and of course I'm different. | have aeliffe
background so I'm going to do it differentlgo please don’t expect me to teach it
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the way you teach it . . . because | have to put my own stamp on it because it's just

me. And someone else will just do it according to who they are.

Thus, participants illustrated Type Il knowledge when they describe afwa
knowing that was collaboratively constructed in the process of dialogue alssrbola
teaching experiences. At times, dialogue was described as formal—in workshops
professional development settings—or as informal—in the hallway or facultgdoén
more complete list of statements illustrating Type Il knowledge canurelfin
Appendix H.

Type I V: Collaborative-Received Knowledge

We took a lot of their theorieswe took a lot of theories that we had read ahout

.. and we said, “All right this is what we can do.” . . . It was really easy. ¥kst

was us sitting down and tossing out ideas. “What about this? What about this?”

And he’d say, “Well, where were you going with that idea? | hadn’t thought of it

that way. Why that?” And as long as | could say, “Remember that article about

blah blah blah and blah blah blah?'think it was just having that intellectual
discussion(Mary)

Another ideal type of knowing that participants such as Mary described was
collaboratively constructed from received knowledge. In this type of knowledgbetsa
may discuss, debate, evaluate, or reflect on propositional knowledge about téaching
external knowledge sources such as research, theory, curriculum guidelitzsroests
from supervisors or professors. Lou Ellen shared that

The best (staff development session) I've had was when the math department was

doing quarterly math inservice for us. They would walk you through a unit and

give you manipulatives. They would give you background —new vocabulary, new
terminology, whateveiVe worked in groups of 4 or 5 even though they talked to
you, but then they would stop and you would do an activity togetbts of

hands on—that was the best.

Participants such as Darla also described an ideal type of collaborageeceknowing

growing out of opportunities to apply received knowledge with a co-teacher:
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| was able to team-teach a class of writing workshop with another tealcber

also must have read the book or knew something about it from what | was telling

her—you know, all the components to it—who really helped. Well, we taught

together so she really helped me.
Mary continued to describe the effectiveness of being able to pursue ideas found in
literature about teaching with colleagues and translate them into practice

All the different readings that we had done-with that group—originally there w

six of us . .. and we would read other things and talk about “How does this

article relate to these strategies or how does it not? Does it go aggthat g’

We were learning to think about research in a practical way because it's not

something that came naturally.

Participants illustrated what | have termed, Type IV knowledge, when they
described a way of knowing that weslaboratively constructedfter first being
received from an external knowledge source. This type of knowing seems to émerge
dialogue about received knowledge or from shared experience using received keowledg
as a springboard. A more complete list of participant statements filngtigype IV
collaborative-received knowledge can be found in Appendix |.

Relationship between Received Knowledge and Classroom Experience

Participants made statements about the complex nature of their teacheidkg@owle
and its development. Data suggested that this complexity may be characterized by
relationships between ideal types and by the nuanced nature of knowledgettself. A
times, participant statements indicated that knowledge types may be comphgrrant
other times, data implied that one ideal type may be superior to another, or that two or
more ideal types may be integrated into a whole. Other times, participadés
metaphorical statements that reflected the ineffability of knowing how ¢b.t€ar

example, Michelle considered her teacher preparation and classroom expasienc

complementary: “It [teacher preparation] reinforced things that | iristelg knew.” She
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implied that classroom experience may refine or professionalize the faamdéti
received knowledge:

| think to sum it up they pretty much go hand in hand, but | think that my
education gave me a foundation, but my experience is what made me a teacher.
When | graduated | felt like | had the knowledge to do the job but it wasn’t until |
started to do it and interact with the students getting used to this school that | fel
like | actually could say that I'm a teacher.

Many participants shared their perceptions that Type | and Type lltierpal
knowledge are frequently judged to be superior to Type Il and Type IV received
knowledge. Taisha explained, “Though it all sounded nice in thevteeh | entered a
classroom with 20 students, | learned on my dww to best help the students diagnosed
with ADHA.”

On the other hand, participants such as Pauline, described situations where Type |
personal-experiential knowledge was in discord with Type Il personal-réceive
knowledge:

This is actually where my education was bad because in college they taaliht us
these ways that we could do classroom management. When we student taught we
had to try these different things, like you know, putting cubes in a jar and when
the jar fills up you get a prize . . . all that kind of stuff. . . . When | used it in my
own classroom it was horrible. . . the kids got so competitive and . . . were getting
so mad . . . throwing books off the table . . . being like, “Why can’t you put your
books away! You're going to make us lose again!” It was so competitive i@was
nightmare. And when 1 just ran the classroom without trying all those litthega

it was such a better experienceSo.in the second year | think | just started out
stronger myself because | had a year of experience. | didn’t try to use all those
games

Jasmine also commented on what may be seen as discord between experiential and
received knowledge :
The push for data collection and ongoing assessments has reduced the time
teachers have for helping students to gain mastery of concbpte disagreed

with colleagues over the idea of hurrying through the curriculum in order to be
ready for a testlf two days are allotted for the teaching of a concept and students
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are slow to grasp it I do not move ahead until | think they are secure in the
knowledge of what has been taught.

Other participants, such as Michelle, shared that received knowledge seemed
incongruous with their experiential knowledge about the kind of learners in their
classrooms. She made this comment about information presented in a professional
development session:

Often I will hear these things and think, “Wow! These are neat ideas!” Heke t

ideas that are being presented, lmin’t always find them useful because | think,

“How am | going to do that in my classro@nThe students are not at the level to

be able to do it independently. Their behavior’'s going to be inappropriate.”
Furthermore, Darla complained about the problem of translating received kigewhto
practice:

| read this book in ‘87 or something and thought, “Boy, that’s really nice. I'd like

to do this in my classroom,” but | didn’t know holwust didn’t know how to take

it from the book into the classrooifhere were so many pieces.

Although some participants considered received knowledge and classroom
experience to be complementary, others described many instances where kntvaedge
was received was incongruous with knowledge from experience. Data also suggdsted th
although teachers frequently preferred experiential knowledge (Type | oilype
received knowledge (Type Il or Type IV) continued to contribute to what evntual
became a part of their teacher knowledge.

Frequency of Occurrence

Representative statements that most strongly reflected each ideaktygpe

organized and charted for comparison and reference in Appendices E-H. It soon became

apparent that participants were devoting considerably more time and maradarig

making statements that could be characterized as Types | and Il than thasealthae
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characterized as Types Il and IV. Furthermore, the amount of languagealévot
statements that could be characterized as Type IV was inordinatelylsinsad word

counts instead of statement counts to assess the amount of language and frequency with
which participants seemed to speak within the domain of an ideal type. | had two reasons
for making this choice: first, counting thember of statementgould have been a

difficult and arbitrary task because most participants spoke in what mightvetar

stream of consciousness, where rather than having definite beginnings and,ending
statements tended to run on and into each other; and second, the length of individual
statements, even when estimated, varied widely. A comparison of word count among the
ideal types revealed an inordinate imbalance that favored Types | andItata is
summarized in Table 4. A discussion relating to possible reasons for this ingbaiinc

be presented in Chapter Five.

Table4

Word Count based on Representative Statements of Ideal Knowledge Types

Ideal Knowledge Type Number of Words in

Representative Statements
by Knowledge Type

Type I-personal-experiential 2204

Type II- personal-received 2234

Type llI- collaborative-experiential | 1732

Type V- collaborative-received 342

I neffability of Teacher Knowledge

It's like lasagna, if | could use that as an analogy—¢katybody’s lasagna’s a
little bit different, but it's always lasagna,; it's all the same ingredie(idsrla)
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Darla’s metaphorical language reflects the complex and nuanced naturehef teac
knowledge as she understands it. Many other participants also attempted to desicribe
understanding of teacher knowledge in a holistic, metaphorical fashion. Consider the

following phrases and images that participants used to describe teacher knowledge:

“arsenal of strategies . . .arsenal of techniques” Ryan
“a realm of what works” Pauline
“your bag of tricks” Lou Ellen
“practical know-how” Belinda
“what really works” Mary
“what works and what doesn’t” Michelle

Although most participants made statements that indicated classroonesgperi
was highly valued, Della described how the complexity of real-life rdass teaching
may confound teachers’ understanding of what works and what doesn't:
You know sometimes I'm not really sure if experience is what really makegsthi
work because | can plan things, and | can reason out why I'm doing things the
way that I'm doing them, but darn it sometimes I think | put a lot of time into
developing a lesson and it bombs, and then other times | do something in five
minutes and it's wonderful’here are so many variables
Many participants’ statements addressed the difficulty of being abletalu or
merely be aware of how their teacher knowledge develops. Belinda was unable to
identify specific influences:
| feel like | just know what a good teacher should be. | don’t think my ideal comes
from any teachers | have seen or maybe like a blend of different things | see
teachers doing. . | don’t know if my ideal comes from any specific person or
place.

Michelle described the complex nature of delayed reflection and “muddling thirough

when answers are not readily available:
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When I'm driving home, when I'm grading their papers | see a bigger piefure

think-of how it didn’t really work, but when I'm up there teaching | think. “This

is great. This is going fine,” or “This is not happening. What am | going to do to

fix it?” And sometimes there isn’t much | can do to fix it right tHemave to just

muddle through until the next subject.

In sum, participants commented on the complexity of teacher knowledge in terms
of intricate and sometimes adversarial relationships between received ége\aled
teaching experience. Participants also commented on the ineffable nahe® t#acher
knowledge and its development. Descriptions of teacher knowledge ranged froful color
metaphors (“arsenal,” “bag of tricks”) to practical tautologies (fneaf what works,”
“what works and what doesn't”).

Emergent Contexts

As stated in my second research question, one of the purposes of this study was to
examine emergent contexts that may influence teachers’ experartédsought
processes when attempting to integrate knowledge about teaching from varevnalext
sources with personal experience. For this study, “context” was seen® ibtetrelated
conditions in which teacher knowledge may emerge, develop, or change. With this in
mind, | began to consider the four ideal types of teacher knowledge as the preglominat
context for viewing participant statements about teaching. That is, | begaw
teacher knowledge as developing in the context formed from the interplay between
received and experiential knowledge, and molded by either a personal or coNaborati
process. Data that supported this argument were presented in the previous sectisns of thi
chapter, and there will be further discussion of the four knowledge types in Chapter F

In addition to viewing data within the context of the ideal typology, there wsoe al

participant statements that led to inferences about other contexts thaeerete s
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influence the development of teacher knowledge—namely, socio-cultural background
and teacher compliance.
Socio-Cultural Context

Sometimes | will slip into African American vernacular when it's appeate to

make a point, but I try . . . for example in African history the first day we were

defining “African American” and | made it very clear that African irgrants

don’t consider themselves “African American” and the kids were like, “What?”

(Della)

Participant statements such as Della’s revealed themes and patt@onsyof t
supporting the view that the development of teacher knowledge frequently acaurs i
socio-cultural context. What Della and others shared revealed teachersiesgaséand
concern for student characteristics such as, ethnicity, race, genderfactals
background, and language, and the inclusion of these concerns in decisions about how to
teach, and in helping students forge an identity. This kind of Type I, first-hand,
experientially developed knowledge of learners’ backgrounds may becomegxalinte
part of teachers’ decision making. For example, when planning her lessongieJasmi
shared that, “I'm thinking, ‘Where do these students come from? What was thigelife
before they got here?”” Approaching a lesson in this way may be an aspestuohmas
a teacher. Ryan reflected:

What | found is that | have to keep in and very much who my learners are. | can’t

just think about what the curriculum is. My first year | focused on more of the

what Then | started thinking more about thewvdo | teach it? And finally I'm

getting into, “Okaywhoam | teaching?” That's just as important aswimatand

thehow, you know, isvha
Ryan also shared that when the cultural background of a significant portion ohertea

class may be different than what he or she has been accustomed to, changeeertay h

be made not only in instructional approach but also in mannerisms and teaching style:
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Because | haven't taught . . . such a diverse group of students . . . | did not grow
up in a very diverse environment. . . This new group of students is very diverse
and I'm happy because it opens up my horizons —opens up my view of the world
and gives me a chance to see what'’s out tfidgriegs | was able to do, jokes that

| was able to make, conversations that | was able to have with groups of students
at my last school, | can’t necessarily have because it doesn’t interestftheyn

don’t care about it—because of the topical nature of it—because of, pardon me
saying it—not giving a damn? It takes a lot more of my time to get them
interested . . . It's been a culture shock for me. I'm happy that | did it, but it's
been a change.

Likewise, one of Taisha’s main concerns was “add[ing] some things for miskngl
language learners so they would have some words to pull—words they could
comprehend.”

Although many participant statements such as the preceding examplesexiggest
that teachers would do well to consider students’ cultural backgrounds, Mary exlpress
her concern about unwarranted generalizations about those backgrounds and raised an
interesting point about the individual dimension of culture:

| have to be very careful not make the broad statement that, you know you're

from Sweden—you must be like this. You're from China—your family values are

like this. No! When | think about culture | have to rememberdhatlture is

something’s that’s individual to a person not just to a grang that's a

paradigm shift for me to get away from that because that way I'm nebstping

and enabling. I'm truly treating each individual because I'm South Korear? right

But | was raised in a French-American home because I'm adopted, sotorg cul

is extremely different than a French person’s or a Korean person’s justéetaus

the nature of how I grew up, you know? Aenerybody has their own little twjst

| think so you have to keep that in consideration.

One may ask, at this point, “Wouldn’t this be an example of Type Il received knawvledg
about how to teach students from diverse backgrounds rather than Type | exp@riential
would answer that a subtle difference is illustrated in Mary’s statefieat is, if a

student would explicitly state how they should be taught with respect to theatult

background, | would classify that as Type Il received knowledge; however, when



113

teachers develop this kind of knowledge indirectly through student-teachemshgbs,
then Type | personal-experiential knowledge is exemplified becaudetsaxperience
everybody’s own “little twists” and incorporate them into lesson planning and royildi
further rapport with students.

Likewise, some patrticipants reflected that an awareness of classtihss may
benefit instruction. Amanda stated her concerns about students’ lack of background
knowledge, building schema, and her ability to learn about class differences frorit Type
Personal-Received Knowledge:

| very much think about multiculturalism and diversity—a lot of it with the
socioeconomic class because | think that our school is such a lower
socioeconomic class than other schools in the area—that these students come to
us without the background knowledge that other students might have in other
schools . . . | focus on that and how much they really know about a topic because
... if they have no background knowledge you can’t do anything, so you build
some of that ug did take a . . . grad school class though, something about social
issues in education, and it was looking at different classes and poverty . . . and
there’s a great saying, something like in the lower class the questioraysalw

“Did you get enough—food. Did you get enough? Are you full?” And the middle
class it's always, “Well, how did it taste?” And in the upper class it'sydwa

“What's the presentation? What did you think of it? Did it look pretty?” And

that's something that’s always stuck with me.

Jasmine also became aware, through Type Il personal-received knowletlge, tha

socioeconomic class may have an effect on students’ schema
That [building background and clearing vocabulary] came from research . . . The
school | came from was upper middle class and you could talk to them on their
level and understand them, but when | came here the students didn’t know what |
was saying, sbhad to stop and go back and not take it for granted that they
knew, because | never taught a population like this.

Della reached similar conclusions through her interactive experieticstwdents and

demonstrated another side to Type | knowledge:

| try to generally mix things up. | try to do a little bit of both so that the kids who
may be part of what | would say is an experientially disadvantaged gioether
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that kid is a poor white kid or an African American kid or a Hispanic kid, | can
give them something to grab onto that they can relate to. And if | can’t think of
something, | may give an example and ask them if they could come up with more
examples. So in a sense they help me understand.

In contrast, although socio-cultural influence on learning to teach was a strong
theme in the data, it must be noted that some participants stated that they did not consider
cultural differences when planning lessons; they expressed more concern forlpersona
attributes than for group-centered ones. This attitude most frequently vasparied
by Type | personal-experiential knowledge. Michelle admitted, “It's not thehnof a
factor when I'm teaching. | try to be sensitive to students’ backgrounds durisspa le.

. but just in day-to-day planning it's at the bottom of the”lBauline echoed this thought
when she shared an experience that involved raising a student’s consciousness about
racial issues while maintaining her stance about the individuality of studenpi@nse

| think that all kids are different and sometimes that difference includesigghni

and culture and sometimes it doesn’t, but | think as a rule all kids are different and
all kids are also similar, so when I look at a child to see if they are similar o
different to another child and maybe ethnicity is included in thait’sutot the

thing that jumps out at m®ne thing | do remember that we discussed openly in
the classroom was | remember we taught about slavery and we were talking about
Harriet Tubman . . . and there was a girl in that class who was African America
and . . . raised her hand and said, “Well, | would have been a slave if | would have
lived back then.” And it was kind of he first time that something like that had ever
come up and we actually talked about it. That’s the first time | remember it
standing out.

Michelle expanded this train of thought but added some concerns that she may not be
giving enough consideration to socio-cultural factors:

It's more like, “How can | present the information so students will best
understand it and will be engaged and want to leai®dtthe diversity factor isn’t
high up there. I look at them as individuals but | don’t think | factor in as much
their cultural background maybe as much as | shouldctor more of it into their
behavior, their interests, their personalities, and | do have a few students who
were not born in this country and | don’t think that | factor—put as much
emphasis on their background as | should.
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There was also concern about not knowing how to differentiate for diverse
cultural backgrounds; Belinda reflected this uncertainty and, in the absenceiwoédear
experiential knowledge about how to be “culturally sensitive,” described aitua
which she improvised instructional approaches in order to incorporate concerns about
students’ socio-cultural backgrounds:

They'll say, “Well, you should present to different cultures in your lesson plans

and, you should make sure that you're not expecting for everyone to have the

same cultural value,” but they never tell us how. They say, “This is what you need

to do to be a good teacher,” but | feel like there are never workable strategies, s

if that's something that I'm really interested in and | feel thatrd@aly important

that | do it,I'll go the extra mile on my own and try out thirgsee how they fit

in. I don't feel we ever got, “This is how to be culturally sensitive . . . this is how

to make sure everyone’s diversity is appreciated in classrhore like the ideas

without the specific strategies

It seemed that socio-cultural influences on learning to teach were interwoven
within participants’ efforts to become more familiar with students’ backgie and with
a concern for making instruction as relevant and engaging as possible. Althougsthis w
the most frequent theme in participants’ statements, there were, however, atbgsr voi
implying that teacher knowledge about socio-cultural concerns seems tod becatese
it lacks specific instructional guidelines.

Viewed in the context of the ideal typology, socio-cultural concerns may be
addressed in all four ideal types of teacher knowledge: from classroom egpeith
students from diverse backgrounds (Type 1), received knowledge about culturally
responsive teaching (Type 1), sharing experiences involving diverghycalleagues

(Type 1lI), and participating in study groups in response to literature atzmiting with

socio-cultural differences in mind (Type V).
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Compliance

We got a new principal . . . and he came into my eleventh grade class of students

and he meets with me afterwards and he says, “I'm sure that there’s learning

going on in your room, but | can’t see whatitis.” ... He kept [evaluating] my
lessons [as] unsatisfactory . .. He said, “I want you to do this lesson,” and told
me what to doHe scripted it out for me . . And so | did it. And all of a sudden it
was wonderful, you knowBut it was his lessonAnd he just thought that was

like good.That was the kind of instruction he could understand and that's what

he liked.(Darla)

Another contextual influence on the development of teacher knowledge that was
reflected in participant statements such as Darla’s relates to the gtowcture in which
teachers work, in other words, the degree of expected compliance. Lou Ellengzkrceiv
this as a “my way or the highway” attitude that administrators can soesetdopt:

| have invited the administration to come into my room and demonstrate a

successful morning or afternoon implementing this “Four-Step Model” for all

instruction. They have not taken me up on the offer. Needless to say they insist
that this is the only way to present material and it is not open to discussion.

Closed minds do not allow free dialogue

According to participant statements, constraints and imposed parameters from
supervisory personnel seemed at times to be related more to expectationsringadhe
prescribed teacher behaviors than to developing instructional approaches. Nagdtheles
include participant statements concerning compliance because theyeueent
seemed heart-felt, and influenced practice. For example, Belinda commentebatout
the pressure to receive a satisfactory evaluation from administratoisfltience how
much of a teacher’s knowledge is able to be implemented and how at times, what results
is a blend of the teacher’s ideas and the administrators’

So I try to still stick tovhat I think is the right thing to doecause personally

when | see kids learning like that | see that they get more excited angkthey’

more engaged, but | also feel thaave to make the administration happy

because they're the ones observing me and evaluatingtryi¢o incorporate that
as well so it’s kind of like a blend.
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Darla commented about the loss of autonomy as a result of being expected ttese scri
programs of instruction:

| told [my principal] that a trained monkey could do it. [He] said, "It's nice to have
a skilled teacher.” It's not that it's hard but you know what | mé&hy are they
paying people all this money to read scripted programéhere’s the trust? You
know for a teacher to be able to do somethingsed to have a lot of autonomy.
This year | have none

In ironic counterpoint, after first railing against scripted lessons andddeie a
“trained monkey,” later in the interview, Darla shared that she actugllyed the ease
and support that using pre-made lessons provided:

This is what I've discovered—that doing things that other people have written is
much easier than creating your own stlif6. so easy. | don’t have to think about
anything—what I'm doing when | come into work. | have planning from 9-9:50. |
know that | have to make charts and | have to plan with S. for a couple of minutes
and make a chart for what we’re doing up thereean it's really simplified my

job.

When | asked her about this seeming contradiction, Darla’s voice reflegséfion
and resignation when she explained that she didn’t have to spend as much time planning
for reading intervention lessons:

V. [an instructional aid] could do it. And V. does do it on Wednesdays when I'm

in ARD team. Parent helpers could do it. So what else is there to teaching? . . . but
once | started doing these little programs | didn’t have to do that
anymore...thinking about teaching. . . . I think that | know a lot about reading and
writing and how to teach it even though | can’t make it evident to the
administration.

Compliance issues figured prominently in other participant statementdlas we
For Belinda, administrators seem to tightly control the flow of informatiom fresearch:

[The principal] talks about brain-based research with usshmitioesn’t really

talk about the research. . we never really hear about studies that were done or

anything like that anthe only professional development we get is just what the
county supports. . like we had a faculty meeting last week on multiculturalism
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that H. presented because she’s the multicultural liaison so she went to a meeting
... and she just presented what they told her. That’s pretty much what it is.

For some, such as Lou Ellen, curricular components are sometimes perceived to be
adopted or rejected with little or no rationale or connection with instructionaltheor

Unfortunately, in today’s curriculum we are just given a new curriculum and told

to teach it, then in another year or two, that is thrown outanther curriculum

takes its place with no explanation of theory or research.
As a teacher in private school, Pauline perceived the power structure of phbbtssas
being overly controlling:

From what I've heard it's not as much room for creativitis more like you're

given a set of lessons and here’s where you need to be on this day. | think that

would be stressful. | think that would be very stressful, and I think that you
wouldn’t have the flexibility to do a project and take an extra day.

In summary, participants reported that they became aware of constrapused
parameters, and expectations for compliance directly from classroomesxesrsuch as
observations and walk-throughs , and from specific communications from supervisors
about behavioral expectations and suggested instructional guidelines. In some cases
participants implied that access and implementation of Types Il ancéwesl
knowledge from research literature may be heavily controlled by adratoistr

In the next chapter, the four ideal types of teacher knowing, along with the
emergent contexts described in this section are discussed in light of thelwtant to

theory on teacher knowledge and its development. Implications for practicesahet

development are also addressed.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

At the beginning of the study, an initial conceptual framework was develoged tha
viewed teacher knowledge as the interplay between the duality of receivecégewl
and classroom experience. Support for this notion from theory, research, and participant
statements was presented. In the initial stage of analysis, partcipere seen as
practitioners who relied on either received knowledge or classroom experseinee a
predominate means for learning how to teach. After repeated readings aalchigeaf
data, however, the initial conceptual framework was broadened to include the notion that
knowledge could be developed in personal and/or collaborative ways and an ideal
typology for teacher knowledge emerged from this expansion of the initial caatept
framework. The typology was pictured as a four-quadrant mapping of a locus @& sourc
(experiential vs. receiv@anto a locus of procespdrsonal vs. collaboratiye
Subsequent data analysis was carried out within the context of the ideal typdiegy. T
typology is offered as an organizational scheme in which various and differorgethe
on the nature of teacher knowledge may be seen as discrete positions in a larger whole—
each position describing a portion of teacher knowledge—with no one particular position
in itself being able to capture the depth and complexity of teachers’ ways ahkpow

In this chapter, the four ideal types of teacher knowledge are first surathard
discussed in relation to recent theory and research on teacher knowledge gimtcbin i
the possible relationships between received knowledge and classroom experience put
forth in Chapter One. Next, the central research questions of the study sitedend
discussed in light of the results presented in Chapter Four and in light of the founftypes

teacher knowledge in the ideal typology. After that, implications for praatidaeacher
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development are examined, anticipated criticism from alternative viewpgints i
conjectured and responded to, and limitations of the study are discussed. Finally,
lingering questions and ideas for further research are offered.
Four Ideal Typesof Teacher Knowledge in Light of Recent Theory and Research

In order to place the findings from Chapter Four in the context of current theory
and research on teacher knowledge and how it develops, each of the four ideal types of
teacher knowing will be discussed in relationship to theory and research inttaaltice
Review of Literature. In this way, each ideal type can be seen as duabotrito current
theory on teacher knowledge—a contribution to the ongoing process of constructing a
theoretical framework within which we may better understand the ways thatignacs
learn their craft.
| deal Type|: Personal-Experiential

Participants alluded to Type | Knowledgee(sonal-experientialwhen they
made statements that reflected personal and experiential ways ofdd@onirio teach.
Simply put, it is learning to teach by the experience of teaching itgglé Tknowing is
strongly reflected in Schon’s (1987) concept of an epistemology of professiortaigrac
where teachers learn by reflecting during and after teaching, andseeoess their
knowledge in the act of teaching itself. Type | knowing is also reflected in theptorfc
craft knowledge (Leinhardt, 1990), classroom knowledge (Doyle, 1990), and personal,
practical knowledge (Ojanen,1996). It may be implicit and nonpropositional (Munby,
Russell, & Martin, 2000), or it may be the result of reflection on and articulation of the
teaching experience itself (Clandinin & Connelly, 1990). The nature of Type | &dgw/l

posited in Chapter Four is also consistent with research and theory on learning that



121

emphasize the personal, individual aspects of knowledge construction. From this
viewpoint, knowledge is seen to be a truly individual creation and judgments about
“truth” or “reality” are completely dependent upon individual, idiosyncrausntal
constructions (von Glaserfeld, 1992).
Many participants reflected that their knowledge about teaching alievhat
may be referred to as “intuition” or “instinct.” It may be that this type @iwing has to
do with the process of automatization. According to information processing theory,
cognitive capacity is limited, and information that is accessed aut@thgtieith a
minimum of effort, allows more cognitive capacity for higher order ni¢asks, such as,
in this case, meeting the demands of classroom teaching (Anderson, 1976; Miller, 1956;
Sweller, 1988). However, when Sharon said, “I just kind of know instinctively,” and
Amanda commented about knowledge “coming out of nowhere,” it may be that they are
expressing something more than automatization. Isenman (1997) has lookedatlosely
the process of intuition in a wide range of professions, and has argued that
Through intuition, the unconscious with its vast memory banks, its associative
accessing system, its speed, and its ability to process multiple itemslielpara
greatly enriches the ability of conscious mental activity to manipulgte &nd
construct empiric tests. (p. 397)
When Amanda talked about a light bulb going off and ideas coming out of nowhere, it
may be that the intuitive processes that Isenman described are in effiectreé3earchers
such as Csikszentmihalyi (1990) and Gladwell (2005) have also attempted to examine
and describe the intuitive process. Csikszentmihalyi contends that there & steget
characterized by a high degree of focus and concentration, full immersion ctitity a

at hand, and success in the process of the activity. Referring to this meataksta

“flow,” Csikszentmihalyi argues that in education, flow may be supported bylizisga
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the desired performance as a singular, integrated action instead of acsietnst dhat is,
at times, teachers are able to “see” what needs to be done in order to mbeanmig
and then act upon their visualization. Amanda reflected:

I've always been told that | have this natural ability and that’s the one thinlg tha

think | had on my own. | know what | what to get taught —I know what | want to

teach, and | know how to get there. . . | think that | have a lesson plan going one
way and then | listen to my kids, ahdee what they need, atiten | just take off

and get to where | need them to be like.tiaud | don’t necessarily have to stop

and look up things in a book or other lesson plans. I'm just able to very quickly

think on my toes and then just keep going. . . And | don’t think | ever learned that

in school or from any theory.

Gladwell (2005) has also presented an explanation of how intuitive processes may
work. He has described a process called “thin-slicing” where one makesespind
decisions based on markers that indicate aspects of experience tleisziered to be
ultimately important. For teachers, this would involve the recognition certaintasge
student behavior that would signal a specific instructional action. As Amarted, Sta
see what they need, and then | just take off and get to where | need them toha.like t

It seems, therefore, that Typpdrsonal-experientidknowledge, as | have
defined it and as alluded to by participant statements, subsumes both of thke pokes
for classroom experien@s knowledg@osited in Chapter One. First, | would argue that
participant statements about knowing “instinctively” what to do, about knowledgg bein
“intuitive”, and about not knowing how to describe the process of knowledge acquisition,
are all supportive of the notion introduced in Chapter One that experiential knowledge
about teaching may remain unarticulated, tacit, unreflected upon, and does ncit (atera
least consciously) with received knowledge. Second, | contend that participaiets ma

statements that provided support for the idea that classroom experiencesonaiagh

role in which it may be consciously reflected upon, compared to previously forthulate
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personal theory, or “tuned” to previously assimilated, received knowledge. Della
emphatically summarized this point when she stated

| may have taught something two or three times but darn it, I'm gonna look at it

again and I'm not gonna just tough it out . .. I'm always gonna find a way to fine

tune or find a better way of doing something.

Although the idea of Type | personal-experiential knowledge is consistent with
participant statements about learning to teach from the teaching exgetself, and
developing personal knowledge about teaching, it has been criticized as being overly
“subjectivist” and as being remiss in reflecting socio-cultural inflesr{Garrison, 1997).
These environmental influences will be discussed in the following sectionsitiata
Ideal Types I, 1ll, and IV. Nonetheless, there does seem to be a pensdmdperiential
aspect to many of the participant statements such as, “I feel that ldiaed the most
through my experience in the classroom,” and “all of my management techniques have
been learned through experience.”

Ideal Typell: Personal-Received

In contrast, Type ligersonal-receivedknowledge was reflected in participant
statements that were characterized by reliance on received knevitenga knowledge
source other than self, but may then be interpreted and formulated in a personal,
individual way, or may be retained exactly as it was received. In other waoyuis |IT
knowing may be assimilated unchanged into existing cognitive structuresiay ive
modified in order to accommodate existing schemata for knowledge about teaching
(Rumelhart & Norman, 1976, 1980; Piaget, 1926a, 1926b). Type Il knowledge is
reflected in the concept of received knowledge (Belenky et al., 1986), formatteach

knowledge (Fenstermacher, 1994), and the idea that there are best practicegdsbgport
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research and elaborated by theory, that teachers should adopt in order to atte@eve be
student performance (Gagne, 1983, 1985; Marzano, 2001, 2003). The nature of Type Il
knowledge posited in Chapter Four is also consistent with research and theory on
learning that have attempted to describe how information from the environment is
processed and transformed into knowledge that is stored in the mind as long term
memory (Miller, 1956; Simon, 1978). For teachers, this information from the
environment may be in the form of teacher preparation courses, graduate study,
professional development sessions, or advice from colleagues. In order tesbiedlas
Type 1l knowledge, however, this process must satisfy two criteria:thiesinformation

must be received and processed in a personal, individual fashion—in other words, there
must have been an opportunity for the practitioner to individually process the deceive
knowledge; and second, the information must be propositional, previously articulated,
and not experiential—otherwise it would be classified as Type | personalesjzr
knowledge.

Furthermore, it should be noted that even in social situations, persons may still act
as individual agents. That is, even in a social situation, learning may continue to be
characterized as individual. For example, a teacher may participapgafeasional
development session with colleagues, but if there is no interaction amongpattci
and the teacher is effectively “alone in a crowd,” the learning remaademinately, if
not completely, individual and personal. Type Il knowledge was reflected ioiparti
statements such as, “I'll take everybody else’s ideas though and put theneitoégeth

create something else like a little bit different but it's not like | ea with it,” and
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“[reading research and theory] forced me to keep reading, and then if ’mgeadi
naturally I'm going to start thinking that way.”

Type Il knowledge as posited in Chapter Four is also consistent with a thedoretic
viewpoint that may be described as cognitive constructivism, where knowledge ts see
be individually and idiosyncratically constructed from received and processed
information (Byrnes, 2001; Phillips, 1995; Piaget, 1926a). Seen from this vantage point,
the development of knowledge is dependent on stages of mental maturation and the
linking of new knowledge with prior knowledge in order to construct new mental
structures or assimilate incoming information into those already formed€Br1966,

1973; Piaget 1926a, 1926b; Seigler, 1998). With this in mind, Type Il knowledge differs
from Type | in that it is based on received information from external knowledge
sources—not on direct experience.

As far as the possible relationships of received knowledge and classroom
experience posed in Chapter One, | contend that within the context of Type Il persona
received knowledge, support may be found not only for received knowledge integrated
into existing schemata as is—unchanged—but also for received knowledge dhbdlifie
comparison to previous knowledge or experience. First, participant statenhatintg te
the use of “tried and tested materials,” learning by carefully obsedeéngpnstration
lessons, and the nonreflective nature of following scripted lesson plans inditases tha
suggested in my initial conceptual framework, received knowledge may remaacgbst
propositional, informational, and possibly memorized by rote. Second, when participants
argued that there was a difference between “what sounds good and whavoedly

and that certain ideas about teaching may “sound nice in the text” but need to be
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significantly modified, they appeared to support the notion that received knowlagge m
be tested and modified by classroom experience or by comparison to previoeisigdec
knowledge.

As with Type | knowledge, however, this approach to understanding the nature of
knowledge has also been criticized as being overly concerned with the personal,
idiosyncratic dynamics of knowledge development, and as lacking an aveaoéties
role that social and environmental interaction may play in the process. Gibson (1966), for
example, argued long ago that human knowledge is not the result of personabneflect
contemplation, or interpretation of incoming information, but is instead “situated” in
environmental resources which “afford” human thinking and human knowledge. This
viewpoint will be examined further in the following discussion about Ideal Silpand
V.

Ideal Typelll: Collaborative-Experiential

Unlike Types | and I, Ideal Type licbllaborative-experientialknowledge was
illustrated by participant statements that described a collaboratieegs whereby
teachers share and discuss their teaching experiences and what theyrhaddriea
them. Type Il knowledge as posited in this study is consistent with theoryseatck
based on the premise that knowledge is socially constructed (Bakhtin, 1981; Vygotsky,
1978, 1987). This type of teacher knowing has been described as developing in a
community of practice (Grossman, 1989, 1992; Lave & Wenger, 1991), and from “what
accomplished teachers know as it is expressed in their practice, thetioaigand their

narratives” (Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, Bransford, 2005, p. 382). It is “knowledge
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... constructed collectively within local and broader communities” (Cochrath 8mi
Lytle, 1999, p. 274).

The process of developing Type Il knowledge may be initiated informally, a
Mary stated:

Where [teacher preparation courses] fell short was teaching me how tattleal w

behaviors related to Special Ed students. That | was not prepared for, and | had to

teach myself as | went, and it was you know just ask around the building you
know?

On the other hand, Type Il knowing may also develop as a result of formally
orchestrated professional development sessions where teachers are given tippdduni
share and discuss their experiences from the classroom with other teagpersl T
knowledge is especially evident when teachers first have the opportunity to egpexie
slice of classroom life together and then are able to dialogue about it sucteashing
or teaching different subjects to the same students. As Darla remarked:

| was able to team teach a class of Writing Workshop . . . with another teacher

who also must have . . . known something about it—you know, all the

components to it—who really helped. Well, we taught together so she really
helped me.

Lesson study is a robust example of Type Il knowledge in that it is based on
collaborative reflection and dialogue about common and diverse classroom exgserienc
before, during, and after teaching collaboratively planned lessons. In thiseeabers’
collective ways of knowing are allowed to converge and interact givingoribe t
opportunity for novel combinations and syntheses.

Simply put, whether informal or structured, Type Il collaborative-erpéal

knowing involves the formation of teacher knowledge as a result of teachers having the

opportunity to dialogue about their classroom experiences. Although this may lseem li
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an obviously effective way to facilitate the growth of teacher knowledge)itba that

this aspect of teacher development has been frequently neglected. This pdortivbs
emphasized in a statement from a teacher in the Compass Point Practicgstaroje
attempt to apply multiple intelligence theory throughout the school curriculume—“W
don’t believe in workshops. We don’t believe in bringing experts for aday . . . [That is]
time we could be talking and learning from our own experiences” (Kornhabend;i&
Veenema, 2004, p. 35).

It seems that Type Ill knowledge fits well with my assertion that el
knowledge has the potential of being consciously reflected upon, being compared to
previously formulated personal theory, or being contrasted to previously assiimila
received knowledge. All of these processes may be seen as being particula
characteristic of sharing experiences in a collaborative contextisl laet participating
members of an interactive, discursive collaboration, teachers would be comhfrotite
range of colleagues’ ideas that would have the effect of facilitatiegastination of
personally held assertions and beliefs about teaching. For example, in the cruoible of
teaching there is also co-planning, co-implementing, co-assessing, apdliag
interactive influence of both practitioners on each other. Also, as ideas eandrfiew
from recounted experiences, there would probably be opportunities for comparison to
already assimilated notions from research, theory, district guidetindsother forms of
received knowledge. Type lll knowledge does not, however, support the notion that
experiential knowledge may remain unarticulated and tacit because byyheatge of
dialogue itself ideas are being verbalized into propositions. Perhaps theoeegs of

verbalizing experience necessitates a conscious organization of thatec@anto
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discursive, declarative frameworks. This lack of support for tacit, unartidulate
knowledge, however, does not negate the typological framework because ample support
has already been established in the context of Type I. It may be thatasve/dérom the
personal realm in which we may retain our intuitive powers, to the social/caitateor
realm in which we are placed in situations that demand discursive thought, knowledge
development becomes necessarily more openly public and less tacitly personal
Ideal Type IV: Collaborative-Received

Similarly, Type IV knowing ¢ollaborative-receivedwas reflected by participant
statements alluding to collaborative contexts, however the impetus and origination f
this type of teacher knowledge is from a source external to the collaborators—not from
their own experiences. That is, the key difference between Type Ill and\ype
knowledge is that Type Il knowing involves teachers coming together to discuss
experiences where Type IV involves teachers coming together to digetetsite,
presentations, or any other authoritative knowledge source. Type IV knowledge is
characterized by “ongoing inquiry by teachers . . . into other systematicautitalr
sources of knowledge for addressing critical problems of practice” (réan@ss,
Darling-Hammond, Bransford, 2005, p. 383). Type IV knowledge is the aim of
professional development when teachers have the opportunity to engage in dialogue
about theory and research, and make connections to their practice. Mary’®tasesn
robust example of what | describe here as Type IV knowing—a constant and focused
effort to not only incorporate research, theory, and best practices into @aigtg but
also to discuss and dialogue about these topics with colleagues:

Working with [my colleagues] pushes me to have to go, “Okay, let’s take &ll tha
abstract theory that we read about in class. How do | relate that to [the
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classroom]” You know? All the different readings that we had done-with that

group—originally there were six of us . .. and we would read other things and

talk about how does this article related to these strategies or how does it not?

Does it go against anything? We were learning to think about research in a

practical way because it's not something that came naturally.

Type IV knowledge may be seen as the kind of know-how and insights about teaching
and learning that develop when practitioners participate in study groupsatccate

within the context of teacher preparation and graduate study programbaBatcal.,

1998; Keller, 2008).

The notion of Type IV knowledge, as defined above and alluded to by participant
statements appears to support the idea that received knowledge may be tested and
modified by classroom experience or by comparison to previously received knowledge
When teachers participate in book study, in professional development activities tha
incorporate opportunities to collaboratively examine literature, or in cohottstthie
graduate study courses, they are necessarily placed in a position whevagbyew|d
ideas about teaching may collide with ideas of colleagues, or may be measunstl agai
personal experience, or may be evaluated in light of previously received knowtedge.
the same way that the social component of Typeollaborative-experientiaknowledge
facilitates discursive reflection on previously held assertions anddyehefcollaborative
nature of Type IV knowledge draws teachers into a stance where receiveddgewle
may be evaluated in the context of collegial dialogue.

Both Ideal Type Il knowledge and Ideal Type IV knowledge are consistemt wit
theory and research that attempt to understand knowledge development as a socio-

cultural phenomenon and that consider “the roots of learning and development [as

existing] in human socio-cultural interactions and the way groups, not individuals,
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construct understandings” (Alexander, 2006, p. 71). As collaborative kinds of knowing,
both Type IIl and Type IV knowledge are also consistent with Deweyan estucati
philosophy in that they adhere to the assertion that “every individual has grown up, and
always must grow up, in a social medium. . . Through social intercourse, through sharing
in the activities embodying beliefs, he gradually acquires a mind of his own’efpew
1958, p. 317). Dewey’s statement not only highlights the significant difference between
cognitive and social approaches to examining the nature of knowledge, but alstesmtima
an over-arching framework in which what | have described as ideal typescbet

knowing may not merely coexist but may be inherently interdependent. That is, hlthoug
we form our knowledge within and among socio-cultural influences, we arrivelate
where our personal knowledge landscape is underlain with our own unique
interpretations as we acquire a “mind of our own.”

Thus, the four ideal types of teacher knowledge proposed in this study embrace a
wide range of philosophical stances and pedagogical paradigms. Myasesettiat no
particular one of the ideal types gives a complete picture of teacher kneveleddgts
development. Personal reflection on classroom experience or researalréteray
occur with or without the collaboration of colleagues. Collaborative sharing of tgachin
experiences or study group reflections may occur in spite of or without previous
individual reflection. At any one moment in a teacher’s life, one or more of the idea
types may be dominant, but may then give way to another type according to thdgrartic
needs of the teacher and students at that mathiémhay be reasonable to assume that

new teachers may rely most frequently on Type Il and Type IV knowledgeide they

M Fuzzy but interesting boundaries may be seencislyein higher education, in cases where teachats
students alternate between being co-learners falidive) and being in a teacher/student relatipnsh
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have not yet accumulated a sufficient amount of classroom experienGnybe other
hand, experienced teachers may be wary of new methods or attitudes that @@ dh dis
with their well established, experience-based instructional approachésth#/iin mind,
it may be that the best, most comprehensive structure for professional development
would address all four ideal types of teacher knowledge formation. This idea will be
pursued further in a discussion of implications for practice stemming fromubis $t
graphic summary of the previous discussion is display&ture 4
Discussion of Central Research Questions

Having established a background of relevant literature consisting of @uadry
research about teacher knowledge and its development, and having presented an ideal
typology of teacher knowledge based on participant data, the original reseatangues
may be addressed.
Research Question #1

How does teacher knowledge develop in relation to received knowledge and
classroom experienceéost directly, this question has been answered by the
presentation, description, and discussion of an ideal typology of teacher knowledge that
incorporates received knowledge and classroom experience as attributes or cosnpone
of a holistic gestalt of teacher knowledge. Received knowledge, therefore, manlwe se
two aspects—personal or collaborative—teachers may personally intergnetfi@ct on
knowledge sources other than self, or they may respond to these knowledge sources as
part of a group or community of practitioners. Likewise, classroom expermesgalso
be seen as an immediately accessible source and refiner of instructamtade.

Experiential knowing also has a personal and collaborative aspect—teachers may
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Type | ... personal-experiential Type Il ... personal-received
e Wisdom of Practice e Received knowledge
(Shulman,1987) (Belenky, et al. , 1986)
¢ Craft Knowledge e Best practices
(Munby, Russell, & Martin, 2001) (Marzano, Pickering, &

Pollock, 2000)

e Classroom Knowledge
(Doyle, 1990 o Formal Teacher knowledge

(Fenstermacher, 1994)

o Epistemology of Practice

(Schon, 1983, 1987) e Use of teacher manuals; adherence
to district guidelines
Type lll...collaborative-experiential Type IV...collaborative-received
e Lesson Study e Collaborative graduate study

(Lewis, 2002; Stigler & Hiebart, 1999)
e Ongoing inquiry by teachers ...

e Communties of Practice into other systematic and practical
(Grossman, 1989, 1992; Lave & sources of knowledge
Wenger, 1991) (Hammerness, Darling-Hammond,

Bransford, 2005)
e Social Construction of Knowledge
(Bakhtin, 1981; Vygotsky, 1978,1987) e Study Groups

(Birchak, et al., 1998; Keller, 2008)

Figure 4. Theory and activities characterizing ideal types of teacher knowledge.

personally interpret and reflect on their unique classroom experiences orahegka
the opportunity to share their experiences in dialogue with others, forging new
understandings and asking new questions.

However, although received knowledge and classroom experience may be parts
of a whole, participant statements also indicated that teacher knowledge senlzes
developing from a complex relationship between received knowledge and classroom

experience that may alternately be described as complementaryddrdgcor
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interactive. Furthermore, this relationship takes on a complexity and nihhat&nerges
from the differences between a personal, individual approach and a collaborative one.
Each of these ideas will be examined further in the following discussion.

Knowledge Types as Complementary. Participant statements indicated that
knowledge types may at times be complementary—one may provide an aspect of teacher
knowledge that another is lacking. For example, Mary appreciated her undergradua
coursework in education, “because they taught you the little things that it wkelgaa
years to pick up—things like proximity,” but lamented the fact that she wasugbit ta
“how to deal with behaviors related to Special Ed students,” and had to “teach myself a
went and . . . ask around the building.” Here, it seems that Type Il knowledge from a
teacher preparation program is complemented by Type | knowledge fronochassr
experience and also by Type Il knowledge from more knowledgeable colleagues.

Furthermore, one knowledge type may help to interpret another. For example,
teacher knowledge formed as Typ@é¢sonal-experientidlis based on personal
teaching experience and seems to rely on an implicit and procedural dyrasnic; i
frequently difficult for teachers to articulate. Type Il knowledger¢onal-received
however, has already been propositionalized because it has been communicated from an
external source. Being exposed to Type Il knowledge that is directlgaeat@aType |
knowledge would seem to strengthen both in a complementary relationship. For example,
a teacher who has developed a keen knowledge of her students’ learning stylesrfrom
teaching experienc@ype | personal-experientjglor from discussion with colleagues
(Type Il collaborative-experientipland who differentiates accordingly but cannot

explain this to a new teacher who is eager to learn, may benefit from rasetagiite on
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multiple intelligences, learning styles, or brain differentiatibypg Il personal-receivéd
in order to use appropriate terms and concepts that will help her share hezrdigberi
knowledge. Likewise, the Type Il and Type IV knowledge that may include geadin
research and theory may be complemented by the Type | and Type Il knowfedge
implementing practices suggested in the literature and either reflectitige process or
sharing experiences with colleagues.

Participants also spoke of instances where received knowledge and classroom
experience interacted to forge a synthesis that may have been a novel instructional
approach but maintained the basic sense of its components. For example, Jasmine wrot
in her questionnaire about how her experience helped her to modify the received
knowledge inherent in the math curriculum:

Experience has taught me for example . . . that students grasp the concept of

probability more readily when they are knowledgeable about fractions. Knowing

this, | change the sequence of topics in the math curriculum when | deem it
necessary to do so. So please don’t expect me to teach it the way you teach it.

Knowledge Types as Discordant. Participant statements also reflected instances
where knowledge types were discordant. The most frequent discordance irativasliat
between Type I-personal experiential and Type ll-personal receivegludntly when
new teachers implement strategies and ideas for organizing instructioveteatither
suggested by university professors or found in educational literaturenthgriee
enough difficulty and tension involved that teachers either lose confidence in thesproce
or cannot visualize the effective translation from theory to practice. Thiseral in a

mildly suspicious “Let me see you do it first” attitude. Ryan reflectedattitside when

he stated,
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| don't like sitting in a professional development seminar and just being told how

to use a strategy. The first time I'm hearing about it | like to seeaittion. |

better understand how to use it in the classroom if | see someone else doing it.

Another source of discordance between received knowledge and classroom
experience may center upon the intricate structure of student-to-stu@éinnstips.
Participants alluded to the idea that received knowledge might not be sensitive enough t
the affective dimensions involved in student interactions that teachers begansené
when they get to know their students. This may give rise to what FeimaseNand
Buchman (1985) have called the “two worlds pitfall” where new teachers expeae
disconnect between what they have been taught in teacher preparation prograimstand w
they now experience in the classroom setting. For example, Pauline rethedisce the
awkwardness of pairing the more competent students with the less competent:

So I remember . . . hearing probably in college or somewhere that it was good to

group kids like that because the higher achiever will really master the skél m

and the lower achiever would learn something. But I tried it but | still didketif

because it was very apparent to the higher achiever that the other kid couldn’t do

it. . . . They felt bad in comparison with the higher achievers.

Moreover, there seemed to be an underlying assumption among most participants
that, when in doubt, experience always trumps received knowledge and that classroom
teachers and educational researchers need to better understand each otter. Pauli
continued,

| have begun to realize that any individual could read or write thousands and

thousands of pages of articles, but never truly understand children until they set

foot in a real classroom. | find the lack of cooperation between research and

teaching to very frustrating, as researchers and teachers each thihkyHatow
best, but rarely take the opportunity to set foot in each others shoes.
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Participant statements also revealed discordance within collegiassiisos
about best practices—especially those involving district guidelines abessasmnt.
Jasmine shared that

The push for data collection and ongoing assessments has reduced the time

teachers have for helping students to gain mastery of concepts. | have disagreed

with colleagues over the idea of getting through the curriculum in order to be
ready for a test.

Another source of discordance between knowledge types was identified when
participants described tensions arising from their responses to direattiostrand
levels of “scriptedness.” That is, teachers may struggle when expecteddly adhere
to scripted lessons, and are not allowed leeway by administrators or by @daicati
program guidelines. However, as reported in Chapter Four, for some like Dadaytser
an ironic counterpoint to her lament about lack of autonomy in that she eventually
admitted to liking the fact that it “simplified” her job by alleviating muchhaf tognitive
demand involved in planning, preparing, and implementing instruction. The foregoing
scenario may be seen as an example of the complex and, at times, tension-ridden
relationship between Type | experiential knowing (reflection on the exyperiaf
teaching) and Type Il received knowledge (scripted lessons).

At times, received knowledge may be completely rejected when consalerabl
tensions arise during its implementation. For example, when Pauline described her
experience with implementing classroom management suggestions froradiarte
preparation coursework, she was unsuccessful; she realized that she would &j@et to r
it in favor of a management system she would have to create herself and thatedas ba

on student characteristics and what she felt confident in doing perceiving deceive

knowledge about classroom management to be “all those little games.”
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Yet another source of discordance described by participants was a situatien whe
theory that was emphasized in teacher preparation programs or graduatewaledol
out to be at odds with what administrators expected. For example, Belinda complained
that after being excited about adopting an approach that reflected constractd/i
multiple intelligence theory, she was then expected to use modeling andrditegattion
as her primary instructional methods. Other participants complained about actanist
expectations leading to lost opportunities for “teachable moments,” because
administrators expected them to adhere strictly to program guidelinesiog aad
content. Several participants struggled with overly “purist” administréitudes about
instructional programs and complained that there was not enough room for adaptive ideas
based on their teaching experience.

Freguency of Occurrence. Participant statements reflected Type | and Type I
knowledge much more frequently than Types Il and IV with Type IV as #st le
indicated. This difference in frequency may indicate that teachers copsifessional
development to be predominately a personal, individual effort. This may be due in part to
the relatively isolated nature of teaching in most school settings (Boreeada§, 2000;
Lortie, 1975) and to the lack of collaborative aspects in professional development
activity. Although considerable theory and research have been focused on the
effectiveness of training teachers in collaborative settings (Cochrath &raytle,
1999; Grossman, 2001), for the most part of most teachers’ days, teaching remains an
individual enterprise that gives rise most frequently to Type I-personattiefh on
experience and/or Type Il- personal reflection on received knowledge | 2002;

Stigler & Hiebart, 1999). In addition, Type lll knowledge may be suspect by
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administrators and professional development leaders because of lowered perceptions
about the teaching enterprise itself due to deskilling and recent emphasigtads
instruction (Kincheloe et al., 2000). Another reason why opportunities for Type Il
collaborative-experiential knowledge seem to be infrequent may have to do withythe wa
that states, districts, and national organizations set firm standards foulaurcontent

and, in the process, neglect teacher input about content and implementation (Apple,
1990). Researchers have also noted that these attempts to “teacher proof, content
instructional approach, and classroom management, relegate practitiosemnget as
pipelines for prepackaged knowledge (Darling-Hammond, 1994; Nelson, 1998).
Research Question #2

What are the underlying contexts that may influence teachers’ experiences and
thought processes when attempting to integrate knowledge about teaching from various
external sources with personal experience?

Socio-Cultural Context. As reported in Chapter Four, data revealed significant
themes and patterns reflecting emergent contexts that may play an irmpmédan the
development of teacher knowledge. For example, data indicated that teacherglfreque
develop Type | personal-experiential knowledge in a socio-cultural context wher
students’ background knowledge and experiences form the framework in which lesson
planning and instructional approaches are chosen, rejected, or created.iathtimt
this kind of teacher knowing was predominately experiential for particgpsetause it
relies on forging student-teacher relationships through authentic classreots #hat
reveal the range and diversity of students’ perceptions about themselves anortldeir

ultimately, it is personal because it requires teachers to enter eflecive space where
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pre-conceived notions about race and ethnicity, for example, are revisited,edyvie
revised, or discarded. Jokes may fall flat, conversations may wither and die, and
instructional strategies may fail because attention has not been pdid tive students
are andvhatthey already know—or more importantlyhat they think they knowhis
may be especially important for new teachers for whom student’s sdtiicatu
backgrounds are unfamiliar, for teachers transferring into a school in whichcsudiziral
dimensions may seem alien, or for teachers who have English languagesleatheir

class.

Similar to the way in which Type | knowledge develops in socio-economic
contexts, Type Il collaborative-experiential knowledge seems torbeefl as teachers
share experiences with what works and what doesn’'t work when teaching students from
diverse backgrounds. Participant statements revealed that this kind of knowledge may
frequently emerge from informal contexts such as “asking around the buildiag¢h®l
room talk,” or “talking over the fence or over email” as opposed to more formatiast
in a professional development atmosphere. Data also suggested that teagttersdto
place more credibility on this kind of consensual knowledge formed in the crucible of
dialogue “from the trenches,” so to speak, rather than on research literaturbdsam t
that may be seen as outsiders, and where “sometimes the theory is so dariglut in r
field.” In fact, there was a general consensus among participants thaeespkri

knowledge—both personal and collaborative—always trumps received knowledge.

In contrast, the influence of socio-cultural context was not as robuddygtesf in
participant statements characterized as Type |l personal-receivecekigewln fact,

participants frequently complained about the lack of detailed suggestions haltere
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sources about how to differentiate for socio-cultural differences in studeoksjrbands.
There seemed to be a consensus among participants that although concertgddly cul
responsive pedagogy may trickle down from supervisory authorities andctebased
teacher development literature, “they never tell us how” and “it's more likieltlas

without the specific strategies.” In a similar fashion, there wele éittho comments

about the influence of socio-cultural issues on the development of Type IV cdliedora
received knowledge—maost probably for same reasons that applied to Type I
knowledge—a general lack of practical suggestions about how to move toward culturally

responsive teaching.

Compliance. Another context inferred from participant statements was that of
compliance with supervisory guidelines. In situations for which there exista@amasis
on compliance, such as required use of scripted lessons, administrators’ expectati
about implementing specific instructional approaches, or the kind of highly controlled
information flow found in some teacher development experiences, the development of
Type I and Type lll knowledge may be stifled or confounded. Because of thecexipér
nature of Type | and Type Il knowledge, teachers may form strong opinionstabout
best way to teach, and because there seems to be a general consensusidmateexper
trumps received knowledge, many participants shared feelings of fruistoatanger
when expected to perform in a way that went against their personally developed
pedagogy forged in the crucible of personal or collaborative experiences. For some
participants administrators were seen as unwilling to demonstrate irstaldirategies,
overbearing with expectations about adherence to scripted lessons, and indertsiive

need for creativity in teachers’ knowledge development. At least one participant
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perceived administrators as those who attempt to replicate their own idiclasli@fs

about teaching through the teachers they supervise. In addition, pressures involved in
receiving satisfactory evaluations from lesson observations were alfsase@nnecessary
stumbling blocks to developing and implementing teacher knowledge formed from

experience.

On the other hand, because Type Il and Type IV ways of knowing are both
centered on received knowledge, they may flourish in compliance contexts. Where
information about teaching practices is provided directly to teachers lyrigyisources,
where “they [teach] you the little things that it would take you years to pick ypuwon
own,” and where teachers are able to take the received knowledge and adapt it to the
needs of their students, effective ways of knowing about teaching may develop. For
example, although many participants complained about the highly controlled intormat
flow and lack of creativity in compliance contexts, there were many whoe aaime
time, seemed to be asking for more input, more strategies, more ways to adtaeve
their principals expected. The question arises then, “What determines wdrether
administrator’s input will restrict the development of teacher knowledgaanurage
it?” Based on participant statements, there seemed to be two basic fapiass iTo
begin with, it may be that as teachers navigate through their professiertedjifctories,
there are moments when received knowledge from authority is not only apfadta
strongly desired—and other moments where it may be suffocating. That rereeadth
little experience may seek out more experienced others to help with lesson planning
implementation, and classroom management while more experienced teaaeesist

being told how to teach and manage a classroom—areas in which they may haye alread
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developed expertise. For example, Belinda, with six years experienceagosdphbout a
lack of guidance, direction, and specific strategy instruction:

They'll say, well, you should present to different cultures in your lesson phans a

you should make sure that you're not expecting for everyone to have the same

cultural value, but they never tell us how. They say, “This is what you need to do
to be a good teacher,” but | feel like there are never workable strategieton’t

feel we ever got, “This is how to be culturally sensitive and this is how to make

sure everyone’s diversity is appreciated in class. It's more like thewdtemsit

the specific strategies.

Della, however, with 28 years’ experience had a different complaintealftghly
rated lesson observation:

Well, it's something that | would normally do, but since | have been here | try to

do it exactly the way that | was told to do it and at that particular time | jus

didn’t, and it was a lesson that | had done for an observation and the people who

observed me said, “That was wonderful! How did you . . .” Well that's normally

what | would do but | stopped doing it because | didn’t think that was what they
wanted. You know to try to do what you think someone else wants you to do
distorts the way that you do things.

On the other hand, the quality and nature of relationship between teachers and
those who attempt to convey information about teaching may be the deciding factor in
whether teachers will listen to or reject this kind of received knowledge. Teagher
have built professional relationships with colleagues and administratorstehniaed by
trust and openness will certainly have a higher probability of being receptigedived
knowledge than teachers who harbor animosity, fear, or awkwardness with those who
come in close professional contact. For example, in one of her school settings, Darla
described how, after a disagreement about using basal readers, her assistpal was
able to “win her over” because of a positive relationship:

She invited me over to her home. | was so impressed. She gave me snacks to help

me plan lessons with these basals. | was like—she got me. | would do anything—

even if | didn’t agree with it just because I liked her. She won me over so to
speak. And then | realized, “Yea, they're right. The kids are more successful
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the basals. They can actually read them.” (laughs) You know like all the things
they said about them were true. So that was really eye-opening for me.

In contrast, Darla expressed resistance to suggestions from her principahyhaave
stemmed from the indelicate nature of her principal’s comment during ahvalkgh:
“I'm sure that there’s learning going on in your room, but | can’t see wisat it
Research Question #3

Under what conditions is using received, academic, research-based knowledge
most usefulParticipants reported several conditions that seemed to facilitate tlessucc
of using Type Il and Type IV received, academic, research-basedddymv First, if
teachers perceived that the received knowledge would save time and shortemithg lea
curve, academic knowledge tended to be more attractive. In that situatior;hrdszesed
knowledge may be seen as a short-cut to learning “little things that it woulgdake
years to pick up.” It may be that this willingness to learn from academicl&dgeis
another reflection of the “practicality ethic” where teachecsgaize the high value of
saving time and effort in learning instructional skills (Doyle & Ponder, 1977)

In addition, it seems that received knowledge may be more attractive vghen it
reinforced by subsequent classroom experience or when it triggers memariegiads
classroom experience. That is, when the information flow of professional development i
followed by opportunities to apply the knowledge, the probability of successful
implementation seems to increase. Several participants shared thatukisceegas very
helpful for them, especially when there was opportunity to debrief with collsadies
initial attempts of implementation—an example of Type IV collaborateeived
knowledge followed by Type | personal-experiential, and then Type IVouoohdive-

experiential knowledge. Furthermore, it seems that when teachers maketicmsne
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between academic, research-based knowledge and previous experienceythey ma
more able to edit, sort, mix, and combine different facets of the received knowdddge t
their specific classroom situation. This connection between experiencecaide
knowledge may also be facilitated when Type Il and Type IV academic kilgsvie
presented in teacher-friendly, accessible formats. When writtenabseses familiar
vignettes, interview data, or comfortable metaphors, teachers as consuméses mmare

apt to be “hooked” and therefore will spend the time to read and reflect on the mcadem
knowledge more deeply.

Another condition that seems to facilitate the success of Type Il and\VT'ype |
received knowledge may have to do with the severity of problems faced in theatass
When solutions to problems are not apparent, teachers may be motivated to seek out help
from academic authority sources. Participants reported that they sowgjhedec
knowledge when plagued with doubts about how to differentiate lessons, when frustrated
with nonresponsive students, or when confused by classroom experiences that did not fit
into their schema about successful teaching. This condition may be espeqaiitaint
as a way for new teachers to formulate lists of “things to try.” As faupgorting the
development of Type IV collaborative-received knowledge, some participariedréiat

participation in study groups had been helpful.

Research Question #4
Under what conditions is learning about teaching from classroom experience most
useful?By far, the most prominent theme involving the usefulness of classroom

experience was that teacher knowledge develops through the process of aggablishi
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relationships with students. Many participants shared that although acadeesaccine
based knowledge was an adequate entry point, the actual, day-to-day saocaliage

with students and the increasing familiarity with their personalities andiihg) styles

were most effective in developing knowledge about teaching. Perhaps Paulinsekpres
this perception the most directly when she stated, “any individual could reader wri
thousands and thousands of pages of articles, but never truly understand children until
they set foot in a real classroom.” This frequently expressed exampl@®f pgrsonal-
experiential knowledge was seen to help teachers differentiate betweeerdig m
attractive and the practically productive. Practically speaking, tieera 0 be certain

kinds of pressing needs that are best addressed through the knowledge that develops
within the matrix of teacher-student relationships: “What do | do on the firstfday
school?” “How can | get this point across to poor readers?” “Why hasn’t cdiopera
learning worked for me?” “How do | get them to listen?” Body languagelfa
expressions, tone, approach, pacing, motivation, manner—these are all aspects of
instructional approach that may only develop when the student-teacher relatiosship ha
passed the initiation stage and is maturing into a two-way, interactive aytiethmay

fuel the formation of Type | personal-experiential knowing about how to teach. gtithou
participants reported that teaching skills also developed from sharingesxqeeriwith
colleagues (Type Il collaborative-experiential), there seemed &n loeerwhelming
preference, respect, and faith in knowledge gleaned from the classroom expefienc
working with students. Pauline gave succinct voice to this perception: “I thirtlallge

more from the kids than | get from the other teachers.” It may be that thempastant
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condition for developing teacher knowledge from classroom experience has tt(vdo wit
building rapport with students and learning about their lives and coréerns.

However, another aspect of learning through experience on which participants
seem to place particular value was the crucible of trial and erroayiben that
instructional approaches that stand the test of time and experience are su&sdme
integrated into what participants metaphorically referred to as the “cdakhat works,”
an “arsenal” of strategies and techniques, or “your bag of tricks.” This highlyle but
somewhat ineffable personal knowledge base may be seen as a storehouse fnom whic
teachers may draw either consciously or intuitively. After a cripeailod of classroom
experience that may vary in length from teacher to teacher, there maydongewhen
this Type | teacher knowledge is accessed immediately and without muchatedibe-
being able to “think on your feet. . . . It will come”—as Michelle explained.
Research Question #5

How might classroom teachers resolve the tensions arising from the frequently
reported disconnect between received knowledge from external authorities and practical
knowledge from classroom experien@#ta lent support for the assertion that some
teacher knowledge may be developed as a result of the dialectic frictioedfarhen
experience does not square with received knowledge or when knowledge types
simultaneously vie for teachers’ attention and approval. For example, Tysohak
experiential knowledge may be in conflict with Type Il personal-received lecoe
when theory or suggested instructional approaches do not agree with teacherstiacquir

know-how from classroom experience. Multiple examples of this discordance were

12 pgain, | feel it is important to note that | anassifying experience with student behaviors andatisse
as personal-experiential knowledge, not collabeeagixperiential, because teachers are experiencing
classroom lifeas teachersstudents are experiencing classroomdsestudents.
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provided in Chapter Four. According to participant statements, one way that $eacher
resolve these tensions is by evaluating received knowledge with theaaoiteri
practicality. When doubt, confusion, or frustration arises from the discord between
received knowledge and classroom experience, teachers may turn to perceived
practicality as mediator where teachers will adopt ideas thakazeiped as
complementary with the classroom environment, that are accompanied bytioiséduc
materials, or that promise a likely and immediate return on teachersaticheffort
(Doyle & Ponder, 1977).

Data also suggested that teachers may resolve tensions associatectwith dis
between received knowledge (Types Il and 1V) and personal experiences(Tgpd 1)
through the process of trial, evaluation, and modification, where the originalaécei
knowledge is transformed and refined by classroom experience. For exateple, af
experiencing difficulties when teaching through a curriculum for thetime, the
sequence of units or lessons may be changed in order to be more responsive to the way
that prerequisite skills accumulate and are automatized. Participantsfedsted that, at
times, highly recommended instructional approaches such as cooperativegl@ahi
heterogeneous grouping strategies may not work for all students in all sebcalse of
variations in classroom climate and student personalities and thereforedwadither
significantly modified or completely discarded. In fact, data indicatgulerground for
asserting that participants frequently rejected, modified or transfioreceived
knowledge even when “it all sounded nice in the text.”

Implications for Practice and Teacher Development
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If, as the data indicated, teacher knowledge may be viewed as reflectindedal
types, then it may be prudent to organize teacher development activitiescired tea
education programs so that practitioners have opportunities to develop knowledge in the
dimensions of all four ideal types. Seen from this viewpoint, practitionersisniand
pre-service teachers should have opportunities to a) individually reflect aachinig
experiences, b) individually read and reflect on received knowledge about teaching, c)
share and discuss teaching experiences with colleagues in collaborditngs sehd d)
discuss theory, research, district guidelines, and any other received knoatexd
teaching with colleagues. My assertion is that these four kinds of teaahentg
opportunities not only reflect current thought about teacher education and professiona
development but take it a step further. For example, Valli and Hawley (2002) have als
suggested the need for a broader scope for teacher development than traditiand} “si
get, one-size-fits-all, quick-fix” approaches where participantpasented with
information and expected to absorb and implement suggested guidelines foepractic
(Valli & Hawley, 2002, p. 86). This kind of “sit and get,” non-interactive approach
neglects the types of knowing represented by ideal types |, Ill, and IV. Fodies the
same authors’ suggestions for a more effective approach to professional developm
coincide with the four ideal types of knowing proposed in this study. For exanyple,| T
personal-experiential knowledge is reflected when the authors suggesttiedr
knowledge formation should “attend to individual stages of development” and embrace
“inquiry skills of data collection, analysis, interpretation, evaluation, ancctiefie

(Valli & Hawley, 2002, p. 94, 95).



150

Type Il personal-received knowledge is also reflected when the authors atgue tha
“outside consultants should be valued sources of information” and “results of hesearc
comprehensible forms, need to be made accessible to teachers” (2002, p. 90, 91). The
authors allude to Type lll and Type IV knowledge with their concept of collabera
problem solving that “when done skillfully . . . . leads to the clarification of learning
needs and the sharing of knowledge and expertise” (2002, p. 90). Type Il collaborative-
experiential and Type IV collaborative-received knowledge has also beartagfie
recent thought on teacher development that encourages teacher researabhand te
study groups (Cochran-Smith, & Lytle, 1990, 1993; Grossman, Wineburg, & Woolworth,
2001; Little, 1999). However, one of the features of the ideal typology that setg it apar
from Valli and Hawley’s work is its potential for providing a template for nigjag
professional development—that is, an answer to the question, “Okay. So how do we get
started?” Simply put, for each desired goal in the professional developroesass,
teachers should have opportunities to develop in each of the four ideal types. For
example, if a faculty wants to incorporate new instructional approaches dlitehatisre
circles (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000) or genuine conversation groups (Lloyd, 2004) into its
reading program to improve students’ reading comprehension, there should be
opportunities to a) independently read and reflect on current research and theory on the
topic (Type | personal-received), b) discuss the literature with coksa@ype IV
collaborative-received, c) implement, try-out, and evaluate the new approachegt
personal experience (Type | personal-experiential), and finally d)stisxperiences
with colleagues (Type Il collaborative-experiential) to further eatd the initiatives and

modify them according to observations and discussions. My assertion is thatdthesin
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four ideal types of teacher knowing, professional development activities can be
specifically organized, that is, each knowledge type will have opportunity to develop and
the resulting teacher knowledge will have more of a chance to emerge in itsshroade
most effective sense.

The ideal typology also shares some facets with the Shulman’s (2004) model
summarized in Chapter Two, but has significant differences. Like the Shulmaaéd, m
the ideal typology encompasses knowledge gleaned from individual and collaborative
practice, from individual and collaborative reflection, and from the received kdgevle
of a propositionalized knowledge base. However, the Shulman’s model does not clearly
differentiate between received and experiential knowledge, and is chaedtayia
scope that may be bulky in its largesse as far as organizing professoe@immnent;
their four levels of analysis may be accurate as an explanatory modélke il est
level of policy is not under the control of teachers or mid-level administratdrs a
therefore, would not be an effective template for bottom-up, participatory plamung a
management of professional development. In contrast, the ideal typology could be use
by teachers, principals, and mid-level administrators regardless of poficgrns
because it is centered on teachers as individual and collaborative reaaiversators of
their knowledge about teaching.

Another similar but significantly different analysis of teacher knowleddght
of professional development was offered by Joyce and Showers (1995). It featiafés a
development governance structure built upon individual, collective, and systemic levels
Joyce and Showers’ model is a nested hierarchy composed of a coaching team of t

faculty, a study group built from three coaching teams, a council that inclelutss s
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principal and study group leaders, a cluster network, and finally a digfrogt for staff
development. The ideal typology detailed in my study shares some featuresywéh J
and Showers’ governance structure, such as opportunity for collaborative study a
received knowledge from academic courses and workshops, but Joyce and Showers’
model gives little or no attention to individual reflection on classroom experiernace o
collaborative efforts to share experiential knowledge. Instead, Joyce and Shooeel
relies heavily on received knowledge in the form of academic courses, workshops, and
coaching from more competent others. Furthermore, the ideal typology that Igropos
usesindividual in the constructivist sense of an autonomous agent and creator of
knowledge, whereas in the governance strugtutieidual is used in an evaluative sense
and denotes the hierarchical level where “the product [knowledge?] is to besteohin
the individual’s clinical competence as an instructor’(p. 31). Likewise, tymelnd
Showers model usewllectiveas a level or component of a system, whereas in my
typology,collaborativeis used to indicate an intentional process of individuals who
choose to share interpretations of experience and received knowledge.

With the foregoing in mind, | suggest that in order to broaden the avenues of
professional development, that it may be increasingly effective to provide opities
for growth in all four ideal types of teacher knowledge. Although the collaborative
contexts needed for types Ill and IV traditionally have been the most infregueotild
seem that teacher development would benefit from a renewed emphasis on these
processes of knowledge development. This means, of course, that when teabkera gat
large numbers for professional development, there must be time and opportunity for

dialogue and reflection in collaborative groups of a feasible size. Thelsaianalied
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that the wisdom acquired from practice must not only be honored to be as valid as
received theory and credible research, but must also be “teased out” in diatang a
colleagues—a process that, aside from lesson study initiatives, may be lookedthpon w
suspicious eyes from administrators who are anxious about their schools’ pedesn
in the arena of high stakes testing. Simply put, my argument is that practitiemad
benefit from opportunities to develop knowledge in all of the four domains represented
by the ideal typology described in this study.
Sequential Trajectories for Knowledge Types

One of my central arguments for the importance of this study centers on its
potential for organizing professional development. If all four types of te&ologving
are to be included in professional development experiences, how then are they to be
organized? What comes first? What would be the most effective sequence? lthoug
these questions may be generative for future research, two general appbzeseteon
the ideal typology are delineated in the following sections. First, | sffiere suggestions
for organizing ideal types of teacher knowledge in sequential trajectioaiesiay be
eitherliterature-initiatedor experience-initiatedAfter that | suggest some organizational
schemes in which ideal types may overlap and occur simultaneously. Bothtappica
are general organizational schemes and entry points—specific detailsdepelad on
the school site, the faculty characteristics, and students’ needs. Thgestgns are not
meant to be exhaustive but to serve as examples of how the ideal typology could be
effectively used to organize teacher development experiences.

Figure 5shows three possibligerature-initiatedsequential trajectories upon

which professional development may be organized according to knowledge types. For
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example, sequendeproceeds as teachers a) are given ample time to read and reflect
individually on research literature (Type Il), b) share reflections abouit¢natlire and
engage in dialogue that may clarify ideas or raise further questions My build
experiential knowledge by implementing the instructional approaches subgdte
research literature and refined by the subsequent collegial discussion ) Tamekd)
share their experiences (Type lll). This sequential trajectoryeissvany of those
suggested, may be transformed into a cycle by returning to the first stage atithgepe
the sequence either in its entirety or in part according to student needs aedsteac
discretion. For instance, after sharing their experiences in the faga st the sequential
TrajectoryA, teachers may read further into related research literature or modify
subsequent instruction according to ideas discuss&d iimal discursive stage.
Sequential trajectorieB andC are also based on received knowledge from research
literature, and each demonstrates a different order of knowledge types higbn w
professional development may be organized. The first step in sedtiemag at first
seem puzzling—that literature can be discussed with colleagues (Typeftre being
read individually (Type Il)—but many staff and professional development se$sgims
with Microsoft PowerPoint technology that summarizes and condenses literatuas i
easily digestible sequence of slides where the audience may discuss thatiofor
presented either simultaneously or shortly after its appearance.

In a similar fashionfigure 6shows three possibéxperience-initiategequential

trajectories upon which professional development may be organized. For example,
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sequenc® develops as teachers a) reflect individually on experience to idergdy af
need, concern, and interest that may serve as entry points for professior@ment|
(Type 1), b) share their reflections and concerns with colleagues in orfilealtze and
prioritize areas and issues to be investigated, and compile a list ofl lékxiature (Type
[l), ¢) read and individually evaluate literature that was identifiethieygroup (Type Il),
and d) discuss literature with colleagues to determine its implicationdotiqe (Type
IV). As with A, sequential trajector® may be continued as a cycle, or edited cycle, by
returning to the first stage. In this case, that would mean after discussiitgriture
that was identified by the group (Type 1V), teachers might then build expatient
knowledge (Type 1) as they implement or modify instructional approaches in order to
address the concerns that were identified in the first step. The remaipagtste
sequential trajectorl may then be repeated as is or in modification.

Sequencé& also begins with teachers identifying areas of need or interest (Type
[1), but instead of doing this individually as in sequebBgét is done collectively and,
also in a collaborative fashion, a list of related literature is compiled Sudysetp
teachers having a chance to individually read and reflect on the literaype I(Y. Next,
the teachers discuss the literature and its implications for practipe (V). Finally,
teachers implement and experiment with ideas from the collaborativeuireerat
discussions (Type I). This sequence may then be re-started, or another seqtiateck ini
In sequencé, teachers collaboratively identify problem areas, as they did in segqdence
but this timeteachers collaboratively generate possible approaches to the identified

problem areas and then move directly to implementation and experimentation with those
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possible solutions (Type I). Next, teachers read and reflect on relatatuliee(Type II)
and finally discuss the literature and its implications on further practiqee(IV).

My notion of sequential trajectories for developing teacher knowledge finds
support from research and theory on professional development but also contributes in
different ways. Research on lesson study, for example, suggests thabpeastiinay
best develop their teacher knowledge by moving through a trajectory that involves a)
meeting together to discuss objectives and previous experiences withtiosaiuc
approaches (Type Il and 1V), b) observing one of their group implement danles
(Type 1), and c) meeting afterwards to discuss and modify the lesson plénrfexi
implementation (Type Ill) (Lewis, 2002; Stigler & Hiebart, 1999). Lesson sisdglly
does not, however, incorporate Type Il personal-received knowledge as arakssenti
element the way in which | have incorporated it.

A complementary image of what | have proposed as literature-based sequential
trajectories may also be found in study groups, where teachers may Gustsdislevant
literature (Type 1V), before attempting new or modified instructioppt@aches in their
own classroom and reflecting on whether or not the approaches were useful (Type 1)
(Keller, 2008; Van DeWeghe, & Varney, 2006). However, in this process, Type llI
collaborative-experiential knowledge may not be involved, especially when the focus on
reading professional literature has been set by administrators; ingggsted
trajectories Type Il is always present.

Another source of support for sequential trajectories of knowledge types as
professional development can be found in the mission of the long-standing National

Writing Project. The NWP encourages daily reflection and writing agjiatiag (Type
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), followed by shared writing in small groups (Type llI, Type IV), individwesdeaarch
projects (Type Il), coaching and critical feedback from veteran Writingg€trteachers

and fellow institute participants (Type II), and finally a published anthologg€gT)

(Wood & Lieberman, 2000). Although components of the NWP’s professional
development program resonate in a positive way with the ideal typology | have ghopose
the sequential trajectories | have suggested do not necessarily have tiochesady to

written language goals.

Some research in professional development appears to support the ideal types of
teacher knowledge as elements of sequential trajectories but leaves opantithéar
ways that the elements may be programmatically combined. For example, the
“Consensus” model for professional development as detailed by Hawley an¢1 988
includes essential design principles such as collaborative problem solvpes(ITy 1V),
theoretical understanding (Types I, IV), multiple sources of informatigpd&d 11, 111,

IVV), and teacher involvement in identifying needs (Types |, lll). The authmrs
however, acknowledge that “to be sure, there could be (and should be) a variety of
specific ways to implement the strategies implicit in these princigesl'44). | offer the
sequential trajectories illustrated in the previous section as a contributimseo t
“specific ways” for implementing effective professional development.

When considering the sequential trajectories for ideal knowledge tyges it i
important to keep in mind that the sequences | propose here are offered asséaristi
arriving at solutions for problems and concerns involved in professional development;
they are not to seen as set rules or rigid structures. In fact, teaclyarson@back and

forth between types or even skip types completely.
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Anticipated Critiques from Alternative Viewpoints

The sequential trajectories for organizing professional development submeste
this section are based, of course, on an ideal typology that rests heavily on thentiewpoi
that considers teacher knowledge as developing from the interplay among personal
collaborative, received, and experiential factors and the resulting knowledgte a
teaching that an individual practitioner may possess. The underpinning episteaiologic
stance is an eclectic one: schema theory is based on a cognitivistic viesv whe
knowledge is seen as developing and residing in mental functions of individual minds
acting independently or in concert with others but is ultimately personal and
individualistic; received knowledge is a concept borrowed from feministriviiaey
Belenky (1986) and colleagues; and the way that | have incorporated persensl ve
collaborative distinctions embraces aspects of both psychological and social theor
There are, of course, alternative and less eclectic viewpoints from whiehitkos/ed
in education have viewed and continue to view teacher knowledge—namely,
behaviorism/neobehavioristh socio-culturalism, and critical pedagdgyAlthough |
have attempted to make the case that the ideal typology promises to be a useful one not
only for better understanding how cognitive and socio-cultural forces ihterac
knowledge production but also for planning effective teacher development, other
viewpoints, such as those resting upon behavioral, socio-cultural, or criticaleggdag
orientations may certainly pose different ways to think about teacher knowletige tha

would not be compatible with the typology | have proposed. In the following settions

31n order to facilitate an easier read, | shakred both behaviorism and neobehaviorism as
“behaviorism.”

%1 use the term “critical pedagogy” to include theand research that challenges and critiques
contemporary educational practices with speciahditin given to issues of power, domination, aatust
guo maintenance.



161

summarize what might be considered as probable arguments from alterratigeiats
and offer my response.

A Behavioral View. Seen from this viewpoint, knowledge, or learning, is identical
with changes in behavior that arise as a result of changes in stimulus-re§p&)se (
connections; these changes may be brought about by conditioning, reinforcemewt, or a
other result of interacting with environmental stimuli (Skinner, 1938, 1961; Watson,
1930). Behaviorists may especially object to ideal Types Il (persoraireel} and 1V
(collaborative-received) both of which rely heavily on the concept of received
knowledge—Iearning from others through processes and with materials thaémay b
characterized as linguistic, formal, propositionalized, and codified—not basedl on re
experiences within an educational environment. Behaviorists may also objaotldss
rigorous, objective observation can be conducted in order to determine if behavior
changes have occurred, it is meaningless to talk about any kind of knowledge producti
at all (Bigge & Shermis, 1999; Lefrancois, 1995). Behaviorists may denle#raing
can develop merely from exposure to discourse in the form of research, theory, tecture
discussion—activities within the parameters of Types Il and IV. In additine who
espouses the behaviorist viewpoint may also object to Type IlI (collaborative-
experiential) knowledge maintaining that it is not until an individual evidencesibedla
change as a result of interactions with environmental stimuli (i.e., stubbssisns,
classroom management) that knowledge is developed. Behaviorists may fontieeidc
that although sharing experiences with colleagues may be considered aehegien
the abstract, it is not until the individual teacher interacts with the clasgoanonment

that learning to teach is possible.
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On the other hand, it is for this reason that behaviorists may support the notion of
Ideal Type | (personal-experiential) that relies on teachers’rolassexperiences. In a
similar fashion as behaviorists have done, | have emphasized the importance of
experience in my description of Types | and Ill. | do, however, contend that valid
learning may occur from sharing about experiences with colleagues—¢henaarning
may be characterized as vicarious. As reported in Chapter Four, magippat$ related
how they learned various aspects of teaching after discussions with ceiedmnut
classroom experiences. Furthermore, although some behaviorists may tadt®mextoe
the notion that learning occurs through observation, lecture, discussion, or exposure to
theory and research (Types Il, llI, 1V), the history of behavioral rekatself provides
evidence that there have always been rumblings—even in their own camp—about
subjective and cognitivist notions such as “latent learning” (Tolman & Honzik, 1930)
“insight” (Tolman, Ritchie, & Kalish, 1946), and “expectations” (Tinklepaugh, 1928).

A Socio-Cultural View. Although | have allowed for socio-cultural influences on
teachers’ knowledge development in the proposed ideal typology, the ideal types of
teacher knowledge therein remain principally as reflections of individual lihangl
experience. In contrast, socio-culturalists may argue that the basisnirfideand growth
is to be found only within the ways that humans interact within a cultural context and that
the meaning-making process occurs within groups—not individuals (Bronfenbrenner,
1979; Cole, 1996; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978, 1987). Dewey (1958)
emphasized this point: “The conception of mind as a purely isolated possession of the self
is at the very antipodes of the truth . . . the self is not a separate mind building up

knowledge anew on its own account” (p. 344). Likewise, Sfard (1998) has argued that
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knowledge cannot be acquired or possessed by an individual but only through shared
socio-cultural understandings. Seen from the socio-cultural viewpoint, Ideall Ty
(personal-experiential knowledge) may appear to rely too heavily on personal and
individualistic notions. In fact, those espousing a socio-cultural view may catyplet
reject Type | knowledge, as | have defined it, and argue that although indsvidual
interpret their experiences, they do so through filters of language, custom, andns
shared beliefs—in a word—culture.

| acknowledge the filtering effect of socio-cultural factors but maintehType
| knowledge, as | have presented it, would involve individual teachers’ interpnstaf
classroom experiences—a necessarily personal affair—and would therefohe@rar
one individual to another according to personal idiosyncrasy and the uniqueness of
individual experience itself. If it were true that socio-cultural fackmd therefore
experiential filters were the primary elements of constructing te&ciosvledge from
experience, it seems then that there would be considerably more uniformity and
agreement on instructional approaches, assessment practices, and classnagement
especially for teachers operating in similar or almost exact-sodioral environments—
that is, if socio-cultural forces are indeed the dominant factors in teauhwledge
development. However, that is not the case: instructional approaches rangjieasem
that are direct and teacher-centered to those that are discovery-orightedraer-
centered; assessment practices range from objectively scored, stzettiasdiected
response tests to performance-based, constructed response approaches invailedg de
rubrics that necessitate subjective interpretation; classroom managgpsydches

range from those that are teacher-centered and described as “assefpositime”
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(Canter, 1986; Jones & Miller, 1974) to those that are student-centered and considered to
be “cooperative” (Albert, 1989). Although individuals may interpret experience throug
social and cultural filters, the wide variety of resulting interpretaforogides evidence
for the uniqueness and individualistic nature of the interpretive process itkelfise,
participant statements gave ample evidence that teachers inteegrexperiences in
widely varying ways.
Similar to the foregoing critique of Type | knowledge (personal-expéalgra
socio-cultural critique of Type Il knowledge (personal-received) maycentthe notion
that although an individual is receiving and interpreting knowledge from a source
external to and independent of their own experience, the received knowledgeethey ar
confronted with is based on
bodies of knowledge that have been built up in history or science, or the literary
canon . . . [and] are all social products in the sense that researchers, writers, and
philosophers have contributed to the construction of these bodies of knowledge
over long periods of time, using such social processes as discussion, argument or
debate, criticism, publication or public demonstration and dissemination,
collaboration or teamwork, and adjudication or refereeing of disputes. (Phillips &
Soltis, 2004, p. 54)
| would agree that received knowledge may go through a long, socially titerac
process, but that does not preclude the possibility for Type Il knowledge as being
personal and received. Participant statements clearly demonstrateddhet tea
knowledge may be received without critique or interpretation—received and lbelieve
or it may go through intense personal interpretation—involving both personal,

idiosyncratic modification and socio-cultural filtering. Whether acakpitighout further

thought, or reflected upon and modified, interview data also suggested that the idea of
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Type Il (personal-received) knowledge remains as a valid way to obiazaadne aspect
of learning how to teach.

In contrast, Ideal Types Il (collaborative-experiential) anddMlaborative-
received) appear to be complementary with a socio-cultural viewpoint. Wderets
collaborate in the form of sharing experiences (Type Ill) or discusssaarch and
theory (Type IV), they are constructing knowledge in the context of a commdinity o
practice as discussed earlier in this chapter. The ideal typology das lafivever, in
allowing for the possibility that although individuals may be participatingllalcorative
activities, there nonetheless remain opportunities for personal, idiosyncratic
interpretations of what transpires in the collaborative context—teachersameyaway
with widely varying notions about issues discussed with colleagues.

A View from Critical-Pedagogy. Those who espouse viewpoints associated
with critical pedagogy may have mixed feelings about ideal Type i$dpal-received)
knowledge. On the one hand, critical pedagogues may object to any positiveticonce
of received knowledge because it may support “the centralization of decia&mgn
power in the hands of educational experts [and] reduce teachers to mere exethéors of
expert’s conceptualization of the teaching act” (Kincheloe, et al., 2000, p. p. 231).
Researchers and theorists espousing critical pedagogy may contend thiatirece
knowledge in the form of selected excerpts from research and theory, teachdsmanua
district guidelines, in-service courses, and administrator-controlled piafies
development activities tend to be characterized by control-oriented views of kigewle
that view learning to teach as mere adherence to teaching methods that hatewaen s

by empirical and statistical research methods to be successful in rasiag en
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standardized tests rather than promoting independence, intellectual developohent, a
social consciousness in practitioners (Giroux, 1988; Wirth, 1983). In the same way,
critical pedagogues may look askance at Type IV knowledge (collaberatesed)
unless it provides an opportunity for teachers to collaboratively analyze i@ceive
knowledge in light of social, political, and economic elements so that possible
domination by educational “experts” can be challenged and resisted (Apple, 1982, 1986;
Giroux, 1988, 1992). On the other hand, those who espouse a critical stance may want
teachers to highly prioritize the reading of literature from critical,mpodernist, and
feminist authors, otherwise, how would they get their points across? In this ¢eessery
emphasis on Type Il and Type IV knowledge, gleaned from an extensive raading
discussion of literature that reveals and elaborates upon postmodern themes, may b
strongly recommended by authors espousing critical pedagogy.

| tend to agree with those who caution against an over-emphasis on received
knowledge (Types Il and 1V). When accepted blindly without close examinatiorhesr w
used as the only source for teacher education, it may prevent teachers fropidgve
more personal, practical knowledge from classroom experience. Danharaents about
a trained monkey being able to do what she does, along with her perceived loss of
autonomy exemplify this notion. However, when used in complementary conjunction
with Types | and lll, | would argue that received knowledge from educatierpefts”
(i.e., researchers, professors, theorists, veteran practitioners) mayeneedx useful, not
only as possible instructional approaches to examine and consider, but also as a

counterbalance to awkward or errant notions that may arise from the “pitfalls of
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experience” discussed earlier in this chapter. Mary’s comments aboutgeekideas
from research and theory to add to her experience emphasized this point.

Viewpoints from critical pedagogy may strongly support my notion of knowledge
types | and lll—both based on classroom experience. Types | and Il may be
opportunities for teachers to develop knowledge independently through interpreiting the
own experiences—ifree from domination by educational experts or administraiors
aspect of knowledge production in strong accord with ideas held by critical
pedagogues—as illustrated earlier in this chapter by the exclamatorafteacher in the
Compass Point Practices Project about not believing in “bringing in expertddgr’a
Types | and Il knowledge are also congruent with the approach and underlying
philosophy of action research, often associated with the critical stance, edrers
design, conduct, and evaluate classroom- or school-based research forl g@aiscdat
they establish themselves.

Although valid arguments may be anticipated from alternative episteroalogi
and theoretical viewpoints, the inclusive, eclectic nature of the ideal typologhanea
the potential of incorporating and honoring the principal tenets of alternative.viéwe
central idea underpinning the typology is that teacher knowledge may develop in four
basic ways formed by mapping the loci of received-versus-experiential dehgevbnto
that of personal-versus-collaborative processes. In fact, the ideal typodglye seen as
compatible with—not identical to—ideas from behavioral, cognitive, socio-cylamdl
critical viewpoints; it is not intended to be seen as a rival conception but as an
organizational scheme into which other viewpoints may be seen as complementary

elements or subsets.
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Summary and Concluding Thoughts

An ideal typology for teacher knowledge was developed from qualitative data
consisting of interview and questionnaire statements made by classroomddiache
elementary, middle, and high school levels. The idea typology grew out of an initial
conceptual framework formed by possible roles for classroom experienceaivede
knowledge. Four ideal types were developed by mapping a locus of source (experientia
vs. received) onto a locus of process (personal vs. collabordthefour emergent ideal
types were a) personal-experiential, b) personal-received, c) callaieeexperiential,
and d) collaborative-received. Most participant statements were chienedttas one of
the four ideal types; other statements reflected complexity and impliddpaad
interdependence among ideal types. Finally, suggestions for sequentiabtiageof
knowledge types for professional development were presented along with anticipated
critiques from alternative viewpoints.

The ideal typology is offered as a contribution to theory on teacher knowledge in
the form of a lens through which current theory and research may be seen, and upon
which suggestions relating to specific sequential trajectories for piaiaks
development may be considered. The four types of teacher knowledge, alsul efexs
teachers’ ways of knowing, may also be seen as an initial attempt to cbastruc
inclusive organizational scheme—a gestalt—that may integrate and subsungdrtimaor
psychological and social stances into a workable template for professeweddpment.
This template, to my knowledge, is a new one, and when teachers are provided
opportunities to develop knowledge in all four quadrants of the typology, characterized

by a balance among received, experiential, personal, and collaborative slahmeay
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allow for practitioners to learn their craft within broader, more expansivendiores, and
therefore foster higher levels of instruction and learning.
Limitations

Several limitations of this study need to be mentioned. First, while the saa®le si
of 12 participants and their purposive selection were appropriate procedures for
gualitative study (Maxwell, 1996; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 1990),
generalizations to a larger teacher population cannot be supported; all gatiereli
were made to current thought on teacher knowledge—not to a larger population. The
notion that there may be four ideal types of teacher knowledge is one that ndgnbroa
and amend theory on teacher learning, that is, it may provide a novel lens through which
we may re-view long-held ideas about learning such as constructivism, schema
formation, and social cognition.

Second, although | had no reason to doubt the trustworthiness of participants’
disclosures, | was dealing with reports of experiences, interpretationseargptions—
not empirical observations. However, it may be argued that even when direettyiofs
teacher behavior, one must still infer teacher knowledge; one cannot direclynesal
phenomenon such as teacher knowledge, received knowledge, or accumulated
experience, but these constructs were examined carefully and infiéydrdia teachers’
self-reports.

Third, | assumed that every participant’'s perception of the relationshwedret
received knowledge and classroom experience is f@lithat participantregardless of
how oppositional it may be to others’ perceptions or emerging theoretical miodels

attempted to maintain a stance of what philosopher Daniel Dennett (1991) hak terme
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“heterophenomenology” and the “intentional stance,” namely, one in which pantgipa
are assumed to be conscious agentsimiemdto say what they say and whay what
they mearto the best of their abilities, and who genuinely believe that their unique
perceptions of their own lived experiences are honest and accurate as far gsamhes
accuracy are humanly possible.

Finally, there were limitations related to the nature of the sampleylbma
argued that because there were only two men involved in the study that the findings
reflect more of a women'’s viewpoint, and that had there been a balance betweenmen a
women one or more of the ideal types may have been reflected more or less fyequentl
more or less robustly. Furthermore, because all of the participants were@&méhe
findings may be limited by country and culture. For example, in country and culture
where teacher preparation programs and schools are strictly controlled yngente
guidelines, such as China, received knowledge may take on a much more predominate
role—becoming what might be described as “officially received knowle@din,
personal communication, April 1, 2009). Also, because middle school teachers frequently
have elementary level certification, there may have been a bias t@lemntary level
approaches in areas such as teacher preparation, classroom managesnangstyl
instructional approach. Teachers with secondary level certificatiorpossibly hold
received knowledge in greater esteem because they are requireddaalegraes in
content areas whereas elementary teachers are not.
Complexity of Knowledge: Overlap and I ntermingling

As stated in Chapter Four, an ideal typology consists of pure types that serve as

standards against which natural phenomena may be compared; they cannot bd &xpecte
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represent all of the complexity and nuance found in naturally occurring events—
especially those events within the panorama of human experience. Thus, thees may b
and probably will be, one or more of the ideal knowledge types intermingled,
interspersed, and overlapped with one or more of the other ideal types. For example,
when teachers participate in book study (Type V), they necessardgsapaor

experiential knowledge (Type 1) to interpret the text in question, and prior exiurie
knowledge may have been formulated under the influence of district guidelinesl{Type

or sharing experiences with colleagues in the faculty room (Type lllxdvitention is

that although the knowledge types in this scenario intermingle and overlap, they
nonetheless can be teased out and used as standards or prototypes with which we may
analyze how teacher knowledge develops. That is, issues of complexity and nuance do
not diminish the usefulness of the proposed ideal typology for teacher knowledge,
instead, they may be seen as opportunities to apply it in increasingly refinedmidngs
same fashion, recent attempts to typify thinking skills have been succedsélping to
organize instruction and assessment even when considering the enormous conmalexity a
nuance involved in human cognition (see, for example, Krathwohl, 2002; Ennis, 1987;
Quellmalz & Hoskyn, 1997). It may be that participant statements charactes
expressions of ineffability in Chapter Four that referred to teacher kdgevkes “a bag of
tricks,” “an arsenal of strategies,” and “the realm of what workséceteachers’

attempts to understand and express the complexity inherent in the continuing process of
learning to teach. Thus, although teacher knowledge may be characteripetpéexc

and nuanced, the four ideal types may still be considered as convenient standards for

analysis, and the central focus, purpose, and contribution of the proposed ideal typology
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for teacher knowledge remains unaffected—to improve professional development and
serve as an organizational scheme for theory and practice in the fieldledrtea
development.
Lingering Questions--Further Research

There are several issues uncovered in this study that bear further comsiderat
and may be entry points for further research in the area of teacher knowledge and how
develops. In light of the ideal typology for teacher knowledge | have presented; ie
fruitful to look more closely at teacher preferences for one or more of tHeydes.
Why do some teachers passionately espouse Type | experiential knoahedgaim
that “all the basics | learned from being in front of a classroom,” whetbass
emphasize the importance of Type Il received knowledge gained by reaskagate
literature that can “teach you the little things that it would take yowsyearick up?”
What factors may be involved in a teacher’s preference for a certain kigenhgpe?
How might it be influenced by relationships with students, teacher preparatioamsygr
student teaching experiences, teachers’ personalities and cognieg® styaddition, it
may be enlightening to explore the question of whether the infrequent occurrences of
Types lll and IV are due to individual preferences, as some of the datadé
indicate, or whether the imbalance is systemic. In other words, might thereebent
biases in professional development infra-structures that limit opportunitiégges Il
(collaborative-experiential) and IV (collaborative-received) knowlgdgievelop? Do
most administrators and professional development planners support the use of’teacher
shared classroom experiences to facilitate on-site professional devetppms it

possible that those in supervisory positions continue to hold beliefs about the necessity to
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produce “teacher proof” lessons, programs, and curricula. Are most study groups and
lesson study organized in a top-down, administrator-overseen fashion, or are they
structured in a bottom-up, participatory way that honors teachers as practitdmeare
able to set goals, identify problems, and implement solutions? In addition, the data
suggested a further and more detailed examination of exactly how and whéiopesst

are most able to reflect on their experiences in the fast-paced, ongoanrg sfre
decision-making demanded by classroom life—how and when can opportunities for
reflection on and integration of experiences and received knowledge be scheduled into
the school day? It may also be revealing to pursue questions about teacheratiexgect
about received knowledge; that is, to what degree do teachers expect to be provided with
specific strategies as opposed to “figuring it out on their own?” Finallyayt be

revealing to ask questions about the best ways to provide opportunities for teachers to
dialogue with colleagues about their classroom experiences and to collalprative

critique received knowledge about teaching from texts and authorities.
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Appendix A: Interest Survey

| will be conducting a research study for the purpose of better understanding how
classroom practitioners develop their knowledge about teaching as my dissertati
research at the University of Maryland, College Park. The study will involve
approximately 12-14 classroom teachers and take place between September 2005 and
May 2006. Each participant will complete a brief one-page questionnaire arghtake
two individual interviews. All interviews will take place after school hours.

Participants will be involved in the study for one academic semester only. All
participants and schools will be referred to with pseudonyms in order to maintain
confidentiality. Participants will be chosen in a way to maximize diffeeaceording to
teaching experience, gender, race/ethnicity, public vs. private schooks |evel
subject areas taught, location of schools, and teacher preparation.

Participants will benefit from the opportunity to reflect on their professional
practice, gain first-hand knowledge about aspects of qualitative researctloinge and
be given a letter of participation for their professional folder.

If you are interested in participating in the study described above, pieasee
the information requested on the following page and send it back to me as soon as
possible along with a signed Informed Consent Form (attached).

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY TEACHERS — send via interoffice mail to “Gordon
Michaloski, Colgate Elementary”

FOR LOYOLA COLLEGE STUDENTS — submit at front desk of Timonium Graduate
Center

FOR ALL OTHERS — mail to G. Michaloski, 2 Hyacinth Rd. Baltimore, MD 21234

Thank you for your consideration and interest,
Gordon Michaloski

Doctoral Candidate, University of Maryland, Colldgark

Classroom Teacher®&Grade, Colgate elementary School
Baltimore County Public Schools

Adjunct Instructor, Loyola College in Maryland
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form

Identification of Project/ Title
Teachers’ Ways of Knowing: Received Knowledge and Classroom ExperiencEanrtiation
of Personal Knowledge about Teaching

Statement of Age of Subject

You are stating that that you are over 18 years of age and wish to particigafgogram of
research being conducted by Dr. Linda Valli in the Department of Education¢Glum and
Instruction at the University of Maryland, College Park.

Purpose The purpose of this research is to better understand the relationshipdretaceived
knowledge and classroom experience in the development of teacher knowledge.

Procedures

The procedures involve completing a one-page questionnaire, two audio-taped individual
interviews, and sharing documents related to a recently taught lesson. Indiviguraiews will
last approximately 60-90 minutes. These procedures will take place over tee obone
academic semester. Questions for individual interviews will include:

What are some of the most important ways that you have been helped by

theory, research, or knowledge from others in your development as a
teacher?

In what ways have you changed or modified these ideas about teaching

that have come from others?

What are some of the most important aspects of learning how to teach that

you developed on your own—from your classroom experience?

Have you made any significant changes over the course of an academic

year based on your reflection about you teaching?

Confidentiality

All information collected in this study is confidential to the extenhjieed by

law. The data you provide will be grouped with that of others for reporting and presentati
Your name will not be used, but a pseudonym will substitute for your name. All ddte will
stored in a locked cabinet in the basement of the home of Gordon Michaloski, the student
investigator, and he will be the only one with direct access to the data. At or tiefore
conclusion of the project on 6/30/05 all audio tapes will be erased and documébis wil
returned to participants in order to ensure ongoing confidentiality.

Risks
There are no known risks associated with participating in this research.
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Page 2 of 2

Benefits, Freedom to Withdraw, & Ability to Ask Questions

Although you may benefit from reflecting about your professional practice, thepongiose of
the investigation is to gather data about teacher knowledge and how it develops.|Yeunei
to ask questions or to withdraw from participation at any time and without geivalt may
refuse to answer any specific question or questions.

Contact Information of Investigators
o Principal Investigator: Dr. Linda Valli, Associate Professor, Departndr@urriculum
& Instruction, 2311 Benjamin Building, University of Maryland, College Park, MD
20742. Phone 301-405-7924. Fax: 301-314-9055. erna@umd.edu
e Student Investigator: Gordon Michaloski, doctoral student, University oflslad,
College Park. 2 Hyacinth Rd. Baltimore, MD, 21234. Phone: 410-668-8346.
email: gmichalsoki@loyola.edu

Contact Information of Institutional Review Board

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wegiotba
research-related injury, please contact: Institutional ReviewdB0D#&ice,
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland, 20742;
(e-mail)irbo@deans.umd.edtelephone) 301-405-4212

NAME OF SUBJECT

SIGNATURE OF SUBJECT

DATE -
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Appendix C: Questionnaire for Teachers’ Way¥abwing

> Please answer each question as accurately and honestly as you canbbisle dfi¢his
paper if needed. If responding on a word processor, continue onto the next page if
needed.

1. How have you been influenced by theory and research on teaching and how did you
come to be familiar with it? What part has it played in your teaching? Please give an
example.

2. What part has your classroom teaching experience played in the development of your
knowledge about teaching and learning? Please give an example.

3. Has there ever been a time when you disagreed with administrators, colleagues, or
professors about what successful teaching is? Please give an example.
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol

Interview questions were developed from research questions stated in Chapter
One and organized according to aspects of teaching that are most relevant to an
investigation of the relationship between received knowledge and classroonemcger
in the formation of personal knowledge about teaching. In Part One of the interview,
Shulman’s (1987a) categories for teacher knowledge and Grossman’s (1995) domains of
teacher knowledge were used as a reference for generating topics for. imgBart
Two, teacher development is investigated. The focus in Part Three isioefi@mout a
specific lesson. Finally, an opportunity to add and summarize is provided.

Because there will probably be some overlap and repetition from the
guestionnaire, some of the interview questions may be phrased differentlyticppats
according to what they may have already shared in order to further peble&are
topics in the least repetitive manner.

FIRST INTERVIEW: Current Nature of Personal Knowledge about Teaching
General Pedagogical Knowledge
What are some of the most important ways that you have been helped by
theory, research, or knowledge from others in your development as a

teacher?

In what ways have you changed or modified these ideas about teaching
that have come from others?

What are some of the most important aspects of learning how to teach that
you developed on your own—from your classroom experience?

Have you made any significant changes over the course of an academic
year based on your reflection about you teaching?

Curriculum Knowledge
I'd like to explore that idea a bit further as far as some specific categories
of teaching knowledge. For example, your knowledge of the curriculum;
does it come from your own experience or other sources?

Content Knowledge/Pedagogical Content Knowledge
(For Elementary Teachers)
Let's start with reading. What part has theory, research, or knowledge
from othersplayed in what you know about successful reading instruction,

and what have you developed on your own from your teaching
experience?
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[Repeat questioning process for other subjects taught]
(For Secondary Teachers)
How did you develop your background knowledge of ?
As far as your particular way of teaching , What part has theory,
research, or knowledge from othgaayed, and what part has been
developed on your own from your teaching experience?

Knowledge of Learners and their Characteristics
I'd like you to consider what you know about how students learn. What
part, if any, has theory, research, or knowledge from others played and
what part has your teaching experience played?

Knowledge of Educational Contexts

How do you group students for instruction? Have you developed that from
experience or was it suggested by another source?

How much do you think about cultural diversity or gender differences
when you plan or teach a lesson? What kind of information have you
received about those topics and how does it compare to your experiences
in the classroom?

Knowledge of Educational Ends, Purposes and Values, and their Philosophical
and Historical Grounds

Take a moment to reflect about the purpose of all this—education,
schooling--what kinds of things have influenced the way you feel about the
purpose of education?

Knowledge of Self as Teacher
How much of what you are today as a teacher is the result of previous role
models or suggestions from others? Have you patterned yourself after
someone you knew or something you might have read?

Teacher Education and Professional Development

Teacher Education
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Now that you have been teaching, how do you view your teacher
preparation coursework as far how much it has helped you in learning
how to teach?

Has your teaching experience confirmed or contradicted what you were
taught in teacher education courses?

Student Teaching

How did what you were learning from experience relate to what you were
taught or what your cooperating teacher demonstrated?

First Year(s)

In your first years of teaching, do you think that you relied more on
theory, research and knowledge from otherspn what you were
discovering through your experience in the classroom?

Later Year(s)

In what ways, if any, do you feel that you still rely on information and
suggestions about teaching from others?

What types of professional development opportunities have been the most
helpful? Least helpful?

Relationship between Received Knowledge and Classroom Experience

You responded on the questionnaire about situations where you disagreed
with administrators, colleagues, or professors about what successful
teaching consists of. Take a moment to reflect on a time when you might
have been asked to teach a certain way, or apply a certain theory, or use
techniques suggested by a colleague or found in a research study that you
may not have felt connected with, or perhaps simply seemed wrong to you.
Would you share an example?

On the other hand, has there has ever been a time when your experience
in the classroom supported and agreed with suggestions from others or
with ideas that came from theory and research on teaching? Would you
share an example?

Closing

Is there anything else that you might want to add about how you learned
to teach, how you work on improving your teachmgabout how theory
and research on teaching relates to your classroom experience?
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SECOND INTERVIEW: Specific Example of Personal Knowledge abouthiegc
Lesson Plan

Tell me how you went about developing this lesson. . . .What were the
sources of influence?

Lesson Implementation

Were there any specific instructions about how to implement the lesson?
And how closely do you follow them?

During the course of this lesson, did you decide to do something not
included in the lesson plan or to make a change? How did you go about
making that decision?
Are there any aspects of the lesson plan itself that you would like to
change? Do you base that decision on your classroom experience or on
something you were taught or might have read?

Assessment of Instruction

What part, if any, do you have in deciding how to assess student learning
for this lesson?

Other questions will be directed to the kind of documents presented. For example,
Tell me how you go about using this curriculum guide.

How would you evaluate the usefulness of these district guidelines for
organizing reading instruction?

CLOSING

Is there anything else you would like to add? Anything you thought of
during the interview but didn’t get a chance to express about how your
experience as a classroom teacher relates to what others have said and
written about teaching?
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Appendix E: Representative Statements Illustraliiegl-Type |
Personal-Experiential Knowledge

Knowledge is personally constructed from teaching experience in tisecdas It may
be implicit, or explicit; intuitional or reflective.

Participant

Participant Statement

Pauline

There were a lot of things that | learned
about that | was never taught.

| think that it comes from my experience
teaching. | don't think it came from
anything that | ever read.

| don’t know how to describe that proces
(learning to teach).

| think | get a lot more from the kids than
get from the other teachers.

| think there’s like a realm of what works
and so when you’re writing a lesson you
think about those things.

| think it’s intuitive. It just seems like

automatic like “Oh, that would be a good
way to do that.” And then if it doesn’t, the
you learn from it.

| feel that | have gained the most through
my experience in the classroom. It is not
until you are in a classroom that you real
what it truly means to teach to all student
regardless of ability levels, interests, etc.
An example of this which comes to mind
the issue of children who are diagnosed
with ADHD. As | sat in my college course
learning how to best help students with
ADHD, everything was very textbook-
driven, based on research findings. For
example these students should have the
least amount of visual stimuli possible, ef
Though it all sounded nice in the text,
when | entered a classroom with 20
students, | learned on my own how to be

n
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n
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help the students diagnosed with ADHA.
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also realized that the proposed ideas frof
the textbook as | once thought. | think
much of the teaching comes from
experience and a passion for the job.

Mary

This has helped me distinguish between

what sounds good and what really works|.

They had research that proved it worked
hadn’t read the research that proved it
worked. | had done it and knew that it

worked. | tried it and knew that it worked.

| didn’t know why it worked.

Amanda

All of my management techniques have
been learned through experience. | see
what works and what doesn’t. For teachi
| think part of my skill is just the ability to
know what | want to accomplish and | ge
myself there without a lesson plan writter,
and | am successfully able to teach the
skill. Most often | relate my skills to
personal experiences of the student.

a lot of the college classes | don’t really
think prepared you for the classroom ang
think when you get into the classroom a
of it is management and organization. O
you have the class organized, then
“What are we supposed to do on the first
day of school?” We learned how to teach
reading, we learned how to teach social
studies and science and all these things-
writing—but what do we do on the first
day of school? Where do we--How do we
set up our desk? How do we do all of thg
things?

I've always been told that | have this
natural ability and that’s the one thing thé
I think | had on my own | know what |
what to get taught —I know what | want tg
each and | know how to get there so | ha
just | think that | have a lesson plan goin
one way and then | realize that listen to 1
kids and | se what they need and then | j
take off and get to where | need them to
like that. And | don’t necessarily have to

ot
nce

ny
ust
be

stop and look up things in a book or othe
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lesson plans | just able to very quickly
think on my toes and then just keep goin
.and | don’t think | ever learned that in
school or from any theory.

It comes out of my knowledge. | think it
just comes out and | just do it and if it
doesn’t work | try something else but it's
not something that | actually think | think
about what the kids are saying and how
they’re interpreting what I'm asking and
then | guide my questions to make sure that
I’'m getting to the point that | want them to
understand but it's not something that |
really think about | happens like that. And
I'll even say after my observation I'll say
some thing like, “Well, | really didn’t now
how | was going to end the lesson and then
right when | was sitting there | realized
“Oh, well we did this” and it was like a
light bulb went off in my head and boom
that’'s how | took them there but sometimes
it just comes to me out of nowhere and |
just do it.

(@]

So | think that there’s always room for
learning. | think because every year is
different and every class is different that
everybody always has to be on your toes.
You always have to ready to modify and
try something new with the kids

Jasmine When I'm planning a lesson I'm thinking,
“Where do these students come from?
What was their life like before they got
here? What is the education level in their
home? Do they have parents there to help
them?

Della My experience drives everything. My
students read poorly and those that read
well still lack critical reading skills. | must
often edit and otherwise modify curriculum
materials and activities for my students.
Sometimes that means editing a document
and only providing part of the document,
developing a graphic organizer, and/or
glossary to use with a document.
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I may have taught something two or thre
times but darn I’'m gonna look at it again

and I'm not gonna just toughitout ... I'M

always gonna find a way to fine tune or
find a better way of doing something
You know sometimes I'm not really sure
experience is what really makes things
work because | can plan things and | can
reason out why I’'m doing things the way
that I'm doing them but darn it sometime
think | put a lot of time into developing

11°}

=N

a lesson and it bombs and then other times

| do something in 5 minutes and it’s
wonderful. There are so many variables.
| try to generally mix things up. I try to do

a little bit of both so that the kids who may

be part of | would say an experientially

disadvantaged group whether that kid is
poor white kid or an African American Kic
or a Hispanic kid, | can give them
something to grab onto that they can relg
to. And if | can’t think of something, | may
give an example and ask them if they co
come up with more examples. So in a s

they help me understand

ite
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Lou Ellen

As you become more experienced you ¢
look at a new idea and know how to pick
and choose those parts that best fit your
style and comfort level.

I've developed a lot of body language an
facial expressions. I'm not much on
checklists. ...I've learned to control with
body language, facial expression,
proximity . . .not necessarily conferences
but phone calls, emails. . . . | let the kids
self-correct in math as much as possible
save time. ... I'm not going walk around
with a stopwatch hanging around my neg
You have to know your weaknesses. . . .
I’'m too busy working my kids to stop and
put a check on the board. | can't do it

I’'m analytical when there’s something
there that I'm not comfortable with. .
.When I'm working with the kids | think
I’'m more intuitive.
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Taisha

Coming from my experience | had to ad
some things for my English language

learners so they would have some words to

pull—words they could comprehend.
In teaching you learn on the job.

Belinda

So | try to still stick to what | think the
right thing to do because personally whe
see kids learning like that | see that they
more excited and they’re more engaged
I'll go the extra mile on my own and try
out things see how they fit in.

What am | suppose to be doing on a day
day basis, like what is the reading time
supposed to spent doing? | felt like all of
that | just picked on my own. ... Alll
learned was theory and not the practical
things to do. ...

| had to start thinking about trying to get
into his head and figure out what would
work for? What things would want to cau
him to behave? These were just things t
| thought of.

| feel like I just know what a good teache
should be. I don’t think my ideal comes
from any teachers | have seen or maybe
like a blend of different things | see
teachers doing. . . . I don’'t know if my
ideal comes from any specific person or
place.

nl
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Darla

You have this guy Hirsch who writes a
book, “Everything you should know iri"4
Grade” and it's in a book (laughs). You
know? It worries me because and | think
that’'s why you have a teacher.

Ryan

Being a teacher whose never taught cer
parts of the curriculum before I've had to
come up with a lot of things on my own

where | felt it might have been nice to hal
a curriculum guide that has a lesson plar
laid out for you—there’s a part of me that
would like to have that but | don’t know if

tain

I'd be willing to relinquish the freedom th
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I have now for that.

it's very stressful to me and it consumes
me because | put a lot of pressure on
myself to come up with lesson plans and

the delivery of lesson plans to really make
the students get it and when they don't get
it, | take it personally whereas | need to .|.

.I'm getting better at that maybe not
looking at it like it's my fault just try to

have a more positive view —not that it's my

fault but “What do you need to do to
change it?”

| feel that | am furthering myself as a
teacher with an arsenal of strategies—I |

to call it—than | was the past three years.
When | had al GT students | didn’t have to

do these sorts of things, whereas now,
especially with students who can read on
grade level, | have to do those sorts of
thing.

Even though my student teaching

experience was fantastic, on my very firg
day of school, my first year of teaching, |
was terrified because there are so many
things that a teacher education program
cannot train you for. And it'd not the fault|

of any teacher education program; it's nat

the fault of any university—it's the nature
of the profession. No teacher education
program is going to prepare you for
orientation week where are slapped with
of this information—bombarded and
overwhelmed with paperwork—piles of
paperwork—everything you need to do
before the very first day of school and on
the very first day you never learn what to

do the very first week of school. And if yoqu

do it's through a professional developme
day where it's all crammed into a couple
hours.

My first year of teaching it was really on
the job training.
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| think teaching in some respect comes
naturally to me which is why I've always
wanted to do it so a lot of the things that
do, a lot of the interactions I have with ki
it just comes automatically for me. | don't
really have to think—"This is how | need
to do it.” I think a lot of it is intuitive for
me.

Michelle

Before | would have to write it all out, no
it's more of a—on my feet | just kind of
know instinctively and that’'s what my
cooperating teacher said, “You'll be able
think on your feet. You Know? It will
come.” Whereas before when | was a
student teacher it was more like a script
needed.

| just kind of regurgitated things that | wa
already doing based on something | foun
myself or suggestions from another
teacher. A few have been helpful but mo
of them | feel like, “I'm already doing
that,” or “I'm already doing a piece of
that.”

When I'm driving home, when I'm gradin
their papers | see a bigger picture—I thin
of how it didn’t really work, but when I'm
up there teaching | think. “This is great.
This is going fine, or this is not happenin
What am | going to do to fix it? And
sometimes there isn’t much | can do to fi
it right then. | have to just muddle throug
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until the next subject.
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Appendix F: Representative Statements lllustrataiegl-Type Il
Personal/Received Knowledge

Knowledge is personally constructed after being received from souotkés)than self.
Received knowledge may remain same or be modified.

Participant

Participant Statement

Pauline

So | guess in the public school was wher
lot of my knowledge of curriculum was
from—what | was taught in college.
When we came back to school one year
was the big thing to make sure you had
posters on your wall that had students frg
different ethnic backgrounds or cultural
backgrounds and we had a person who \
called multicultural coordinator or
something who started coming through
each classroom once a month. She’d
schedule a time and she would talk to thg
kids about Kwanzaa and explained it to
them —things like that.

There was this huge emphasis in college
try to reach all kinds of learners and use
different formats of instruction—you knoy
visual things and tactile things—using
multiple forms of instruction—and | think
along with reaching different kinds of
learners you need to make learning fun,
| think that was the thing that stood out fc
me the most because throughout all of o
education courses we really had to learr
how to teach in different ways or write
lessons using XYZ and | learned how to
make lessons interesting and how to
motivate a kid who wasn’t necessarily
motivated. So | think the idea that there’s
not one way to teach really sunk in with
me.

| think teachers have a busy life and | do
think they’re inspired to go out and find

articles in their spare time. But at the san
time | think that somehow that research—
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mean there are a million articles out ther
that don’t come into the school until
they're made into the new trend of the ye
So if there are all these articles that build
up this new idea for the year then you he
about it, but it seems like there should be
some connection on current, up-to-date
educational research in another format t
what appears to be for that year as a trer

1%
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Mary

I’'m learning through reading more as
opposed to | think when | first started | ju
thought, “Oh if I divide them into groups
that’s cooperative group work. Yea!” You
know what | mean? | didn’t take it to the
next step. And I'm still working on that.
Like I'm still figuring out what is the best
way. | haven't figured it out yet.

Every time, | don’t care if it's your

principal who tells you, you still want to be

thinking about, okay, does this make
sense? What do they have to back it up?
She said, you should try it—definitely—

who knows? But you never want to jump|i

feet first only to find out that it's a disaste
You know?

Because they taught you the little things
that it would take you years to pick up—
things like proximity. You know? And
little cues that you can give them to makg¢
them focus or make them stop whatever
they’re doing without distracting the whol
class. That was great.

“You know what? This is a weakness for
me. | need to take a course on how to dg
this better.” Blah, blah, blah. But that’s
something that you have to do.

What makes me, | guess, that I'll take
everybody else’s ideas though and put
them together to create something else |
a little bit different but it's not like | came
up with it. Like I literally beg, borrow, and
steal ideas and | put them together and |

“Okay. How'’s this going to work when we

st
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kind of mix a little bit of this with a little
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bit of that and sometimes it works and
sometimes it doesn't.

My first year | focused on more of the
what Then | started thinking more about
thehowdo I teach it? And finally I'm
getting into, “Okay, who am | teaching?”
That'’s just as important as thdatand the
howyou know, iswho. So that came out
from a central office memo. It came out
with this framework for learning and it
wasn’'t until | saw it that | thought, “You
know what? You're right. | should pay a
little more attention to this

Every other summer I've gone to in-
services or workshops the whole summer
through. I just do them back-to-back. | ga
them just to increase my knowledge
because that's what | need, and like | said |
don’t pick it up as quick so | may need to
hear it two or three times

S

They gave you research to back it up ang
we had other stuff that we just happen to
have read and we went, “Oh! That totally,
goes with Marzano. It totally meshes with
Marzano—all the things they're saying

*| liked being in this program because it
did force me—even though | didn’t want to
do the readings all the time—it forced me
to keep reading, and then if I'm reading
naturally I'm going to start thinking that
way.

Thinking analytically about it but because |
just read it especially in the days to come
I'll think about it. Now in the months to
come, chances are | will have read
something else and I'll remember it.

Amanda I think I learned to teach from watching my
mother, watching other people teach,
reading, and sometimes it's not simply
reading about someone teaching but
sometimes you read about a character who




192

Is has done something that’s formal
teaching but really it is teaching And | pu
that from there and add it to whatever els
know. So it comes from all over.
Sometimes it's not a teacher but it may b
grandmother doing something.

So along the way all the things I've read,
heard, and seen, you kind of modify then
and put your own stamgn them.

Della

| think it's helpful to have hands-on thing
that you can just grab and use those triet
and tested materials.

| went to the teacher who, looked like shg
knew what she was doing and | said they

say | can’'t give up my lunch so can | come

sit in with my lunch? And she said yes.

And in graduate school the same thing wi

the professor that was my advisor . . . an
English teacher . . . they were really goo
teachers. ..

Lou Ellen

Demonstration lessons are really great.

nice to go around and see other teachers

and pick up from them things that work.
We're always stealing from other teachet
but it’s nice to see it. Sometimes the theg
Is so darn out in right field that you want
them to come in and show you how to dg
it.

| didn’t know where to start. It was trial
and error. . .That's when | learned that y¢
can steal from other teachers. What's
working for them. Keep your eyes out.
What's working here; What's working

there?

(Professional development leader) She’s|
been in the trenches. . . .she takes the

theory-- she takes the practicality. She
puts it together and still centers it around
the MSA.
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Taisha

I learned a lot from working with my
Special Ed teacher. She showed me how
make changes to the lesson plan accord
to what the kids had in their IEP and mak
accommodations according to that.

If I notice a problem in the classroom |
immediately read the literature to find out

to

ng
e

what has been done to help in the past. |. .

(Il after problem is identified from 1) For

example. | noticed that students were not

using the feedback | was spending hourg
providing for them on their writing. After
reading several articles | realized that
perhaps students did not understand the
language | was using on their feedback ¢
even what they were supposed to do wit
the information | was providing them. |
began to explain orally through
conferences and kept writing portfolios fq
each student to monitor how they were
progressing and using the feedback.

=

=

Belinda

(Becoming familiar with research) Pretty
much through my school, through grad
school and my undergrad work and | don
read educational journals home or anyth
like that so it's pretty much in staff
development that we get that you can us
the strategic learning model is really big
now that the county’s brought in (formal
The research | see as trickling on down i
the PBIS program for our behavior
program that’s a lot of research they've
been gathering collecting as they started
approach and they’re trying to find suppd
for it.

Ryan

Usually what I'll do is—I'll take a reading
strategy and by this time I've already got
know my kids for over half a year so |
already have the ability to kind of adapt if
to my specific students. Things that | use
the beginning of the year, when | really
didn’t know my students that well I try jus
like textbook Okay, this is what it says to
do so this is how I'm going to do it.

at
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(Influence)There was a high school Civic
teacher that | had in figrade . . . .l had
wanted to become a teacher before . . .b
he solidified what I’'m going to become. |
lived the way that he taught. We were
talking before about having rapport with
students? Every single class he would st
at the doorway and greet you as you can
in and he would stand in the doorway an
say goodbye to you as you left. Just that
remember that. It's something very small
and you're not going to read about you
have to do that in any textbook. It's just
something that stuck with me. The kids
respected him. We all respected him.

The courses that I've taken for the
Curriculum an Instruction program in
graduate school has either given me mot
of an arsenal of techniques to use and
definitely to reflect on how | teach what |
teach or think about ways to do it
differently. I'm getting a lot more from my
graduate program than | did from my
undergraduate program. Maybe that’s th
way it's supposed to be.

and
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Brandon

If I had a fuller knowledge of the theory
behind education | might be more effecti
at implementing learning strategies and
evaluating student growth and progress.

Darla

You know, | always used to reflect. | use
keep journals. | found some of them. Ang
tried to do it pretty much when it happend
so | could—it would be fresh in my mind
but | would be writing every day about

to
1|
2d

what | was reflecting upon my teaching and

what was going on and what | would war
to change about it you know with kids

saying things and what that meant to me
and what | should because to (inaudible)

can honestly say that this year—well sin¢

I've been doing this stuff—I don’t reflect :
all...because | don’'t need to think about

—+

(laughs) Even at the beginning of the yed
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when in was doing it—like | had them do
journals—you know and | was trying to
think of ways—Iike the word wall—I was
really thinking of ways—reflecting upon
ways based on what happened in the

classroom—what | would do the next day.

But once | started doing these little
programs | didn’t have to do that
anymore...thinking about teaching.

Well it [ideal teacher] comes from | guess$

my people that I've had. I'm sure, people
that | know that are teachers and then |
guess ideas from books, you know,
theorists, research. | mostly want to be li

Ke

teachers that use their teaching as research.

When | think about it, that's what | think i

ideal teaching because then you're always

reflecting to change it.

U

Michelle

| became familiar with it through education

classes and reading texts. —somewhat
influenced—always in the back of my
mind.

Well, Think it helped me to have a gener
understanding of what to expect when |

come in how students learn. What methads

are tried and true that are going to work
then that general background.

It reinforced things that I instinctively
knew and then it also gave me some ide
of how | should present (inaudible) and
what works —best practices that have be
tested and researched.

It was even better when we got to the

classes where the actual strategies, you
know—these are things you can try in yo
classrooms. And it was taught by teache
who had been teaching for years and no
their teaching at college level and they're
saying these are strategies that I've used
my classroom. This works. Here’s resear
that shows that this works.
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Yes | think it did prepare me to go into
teaching. It didn’t prepare me for the
behavior aspect but it definitely prepared
me to be able to plan lessons—know wh
to find resources—present the material i
an effective way

My first year | was pretty much by the
book. | would follow lessons. | would plar
my teaching partners who had been
teaching for 8-10 years. | would take thei
suggestions. | kept all my notes and
information from my teaching




197
Appendix G: Representative Statements Illustralilegl-Type IlI:
Collaborative-Experiential Knowledge

Knowledge is collaboratively constructed by interactive sharing a$rdam teaching
experiences.

Participant Participant Statement

Mary Where they fell short was teaching me hpw
to deal with behaviors related to special ed
students. That | was not prepared for and |
had to teach myself as | went and it was
you know just ask around the building, you
know, prior to that it was just through basic
like lunch room talk. Someone would tell
you something and you don’t even know |if
it's true! Like the color red you shouldn’t
use because it offends certain cultures.
Those kinds of things | would not think of
but it’s just through basic teacher talk tha
pick up on that stuff.

—

Well, I work in a team. So in a team it’s the
way it's set up you’re constantly—anytime
your finished a (indistinguishable) you're
all there. And so it’s there and it’s in the
lunch room that you get the most teacher
talk.

And then there’s others who they punch the
ticket, you know. And it's not through

talking to them, but you can, but they loo
at you like you're retarded because why
you care? Although if you invite the same
people to something over the summer like,
“This great workshop is going on. It's
totally free. You get to go. You're going to
learn all this great stuff.” Their response |s,
“I have to give up two weeks of my
summer?” But look at what you're getting.
And they don’t see it. And | don’t know if
that’s just a personality difference? A value
difference?

o X

each other, but they have to work as a
group. They can't just divide and conquer.

These roles have to be interdependent Of
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It's got to be, “All right, you're leading the

group through this stuff, but you must get

input from each person to guide your

whatever,” because otherwise | found that
they would just “This is my part and I'll go
and do it.” And then that’s not cooperative.

That'’s just each as an individual. You've
got find a way to make it like “you’re in

charge of leading this or the process but|i

not just you doing it.” Does that make
sense? There’s this program at the teach
curriculum institute called (inaudible)
Alive and there they do a lot of what's
called problem-solving group work, and
it's a lot of what I'm talking about. Like
they totally embody all of that which is
why | love the program.

ers
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Ryan | try to make it fun for them—add some
humor, crack some jokes. | like to do gro
work presentations—none of that | can s
IS my own it's just something that teache
do.

Darla They used a writing workshop format for|

us to conduct action research in our
classrooms, write about it, and they put U
with copartners and we read it and share
and published it—that kind of stuff. So ag
part of that group, that really influenced n

thinking about teaching. | saw all teaching

then as being teacher researcher.

We were using writing workshop in that v
had to write, we got partners, and | thoug
| was a good writer. It was so powerful fo
me. | thought | was a good writer—I had
this partner—she said, “I don’t know wha
you’re writing about. | don’t understand
what you’re writing.” And | said, “You
don’t?” (laughs) “It's not clear?” You
know really it just helps so much to have
peer responder.

| got to actually experience what being in
writing workshop was really like. And

then, at Kenwood High School | was able

ny
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to team teach a class of writing workshoy
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with another teacher who also must have
read the book or knew something about
from what | was telling her—you know, a
the components to it—who really helped
Well, we taught together so she really
helped me.

They kind of worked together and they
both worked with me. And they got me—|
and I'll never forget this--1 remember it
like yesterday--J.R. who is now an A.P.
somewhere, was a mentor here. She inv

me over to her home. | was so impressed.

She gave me shacks to help me plan

lessons with these basals. | was like—she

got me. | would do anything—even if |

didn’t agree with it just because | liked her.

She won me over so to speak. And then
realized, “Yea, they're right. The kids are
more successful with the basals. They cé
actually read them.” (laughs) You know
like all the things they said about them
were true. So that was really eye-openin
for me.

What | would want to change about it you
know with kids saying things and what th
meant to me and what | should because
(inaudible). | can honestly say that this
year—well since I've been doing this
stuff—I don’t reflect at all. ...because |
don’t need to think about it. (laughs) Eve
at the beginning of the year when in was
doing it—like | had them do journals—yo
know and | was trying to think of ways—
like the word wall—I was really thinking
of ways—reflecting upon ways based on
what happened in the classroom—what
would do the next day. But once | started
doing these little programs | didn’t have
do that anymore...thinking about teachin
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Jasmine

The push for data collection and ongoing

assessments has reduced the time teach
have for helping students to gain mastery
of concepts. | have disagreed with
colleagues over the idea of hurrying

ers
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through the curriculum in order to be ready
for a test. If two days are allotted for the
teaching of a concept and students are slow
to grasp it. | do not move ahead until |
think they are secure in the knowledge of
what has been taught.

You're really supposed to plan as a team
and teams are supposed to for example
you are visiting the school and you walk
into my classroom in%grade you should
see the same thing of information
happening in the othef"4rades. We
should all be on the same page. Well, | had
a problem with that because all of the
students are not on the same page on th
same day. So yes we would teach the same
information but maybe doing it at differen
times and of course I'm different. | have :
different background so I'm going to do it
differently. So please don’t expect me to
teach it the way you teach it . . . because
have to put my own stamp on it because
it's just me. And someone else will just d
it according to who they are.

=
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We have a team meeting every Tuesday
and each week we are discussing planning
for instruction . .. so we are constantly
talking and even when you’re not meeting
in a team meeting you're talking over the
fence over email with each other. “What
would you do about this.

Michelle

And it wasn't just doing it on a day-to-day
basis, it was seeing the successes, seeing
the failures, and deciding why did this not
work and how can | fix it—getting the
feedback from administrators and other
teachers and parents.
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Appendix H: Representative Statements lllustrakitegl-Type IV
Collaborative-Received Knowledge

Knowledge is collaboratively constructed after being received from e@)rather than
selves. May remain unchanged or be modified through collaborative interaction.

Participant

Participant Statement

Mary

We took a lot of their theories—we took i
lot of theories that we had read about an
we took it all we said all right this is what
we can do . .. It was really easy. All it wa
us sitting down and tossing out ideas. W
about this? What about this? And he'd sa

well where were you going with that idea:

I hadn’t thought of it that way. Why that?
And as long as | could say, remember th
article about blah blah blah and blah blak
blah? But sometimes he would say well |
think the intent of that was more . . . and
think it was just having that intellectual

discussion. Working with him pushes me
have to go Okay let’s take all that abstra
theory that | read about in class how do |
relate that to—you know? And that’s wha
I love. ...

The content’s the easy part. [discusses €
of identifying what is to be taught but
difficulty in choosing texts that are
accessible to kids]

Exactly. And the teacher with the same
people that you find, like some people ar
very into like, “Oh. | read this article. It
was so cool. Check this out.”

There is! Usually it's like someone says,
saw this article | put it in your mailbox.”
And then maybe later you'll touch base
with them like, “Yea. This part is so
(indistinguishable) or is so this person. A
then you might talk about it a little but yo
know how you have teachable moments
the classroom? Kind of like that. It's like
that teachable hallway moment like you'r
there, “Oh my gosh! Did you see . ..?" B
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I’'m finding now that I’'m going school to
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school that it's very much like it's a certain
environment that’s conducive to it and
certain that aren’t. Maybe it's some have|a
bunch of people that have that personality
S0 you see more of it and some don’t or

maybe | just don’t hear it there. But | king
of get a vibe in each place, you know, fol
the energy level as far as like are they open
and ready for these new ideas?

Lou Ellen

D

The best (staff development session) I'v
had was when the math department was
doing quarterly math inservice for us. They
would walk you through a unit and give
you manipulatives. They would give you
background —new vocabulary, new
terminology, whatever. We worked in
groups of 4 or 5 even though they talked
you but then they would stop and you
would do an activity lots of hands on—that
was the best. | came back here ready to [go.
| knew | could teach that. ... Now they
don’t do that—only for new teachers. We
have a new teacher, so she goes to the new
training and brings it back.

—
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Michelle

And it wasn't just doing it on a day-to-day
basis, it was seeing the successes, seeing
the failures, and deciding why did this not
work and how can | fix it—getting the
feedback from administrators and other
teachers and parents.
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