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ABSTRACT

In the field of education, teaching practice is the space-time where/when learning-teaching theory

becomes tangible, observable. In research on teacher educators, empirical methods such as self-

study, case study, enquiry into practice, action research and formative interventions have been

used to embody, enact or bridge the ‘gap’ between theory and practice. Today, while the literature

continues to highlight the problematic relationship between theory and practice, and show innovative

approaches to address it, it often does not present the voice of teacher educators in search of possible

solutions. This study sought to remedy this dissonance by allowing four teacher educators from

a teacher education programme in Colombia to address contradictions in their theoretical and

practical understanding of conceptual tools and to propose how to align them. They did this

through a formative intervention that used an adapted version of the change laboratory proposed

by Engeström (1987).

Applying a multi-layered abductive approach, the analysis of the actions and activities that the

teacher educators collectively carried out during the intervention yielded an overarching conclusion.

The actions triggered an expansive pedagogical learning cycle, which led the teacher educators to

redefine the object of the activity of teaching about teaching in their activity system. The findings

indicate that three main conditions are essential for teacher educators to redefine this activity. The

first is intentional and guided reflective thinking, the second is shared meaning and understanding

of the conceptual tools under investigation, and the third is the existence of conditions of social

participation in learning.

The significance of this study can be seen in three broad themes that underlie this research. A

new perspective and adaptations of Yrjö Engeström’s (1987) concept of expansive learning. A

theo-practical understanding of teacher educators’ learning, and a proposal to look at the unit of

analysis of Vygotsky’s (1987) cultural-historical theory and cultural-historical activity theory from

a different perspective.
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We’ll observe how the burdens braved by humankind
Are also the moments that make us humans kind;
Let every dawn find us courageous, brought closer;
Heeding the light before the fight is over.

When this ends, we’ll smile sweetly, finally seeing

In testing times, we became the best of beings.
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Chapter 1

The Roots of the Study

1.1 Identifying The Problem

This research explored what happened when four teacher educators collectively investigated their

theoretical and practical understandings of formal concepts of learning/teaching in a formative

intervention based on (Engeström, 1987; Engeström & Sannino, 2010). We need to investigate

teacher educators’ practices, because past research has linked this issue to the continuing problem of

quality teaching in today’s classrooms and the ongoing need to support students’ learning (Cochran-

Smith & Lytle, 1999b; Fang, 1996; Korthagen, Loughran, & Russell, 2006; Lieberman, 1995). With

regard to pedagogical practices, the purported gap between theory and practice, as agreed to by a

number of authors (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; Korthagen et al., 2006; Russell, 2005), still exists

today and it is the underlying concern addressed in this study.

A body of knowledge has highlighted why it remains important to interrogate the ‘gap’ between

theory and practice. First, the insightful study by M. Adler, Rougle, Kaiser, and Caughlan (2003)

has highlighted that because of this purported gap there a disconnect between what learning entails

and the teaching methods used in the classroom. Second, another study in 2008 by Richards (2008)

linked this issue with ineffective teaching/ learning processes. Third, a barrier to the improvement

in teacher’s teaching was also connected to this gap (Shaharabani & Yarden, 2019).

Research to date has addressed the task of narrowing the purported gap between theory and prac-

tice through the use of various experimental approaches. For example, in 1994 the exemplary

collaborative study conducted by P. Adler and Adler (1994) demonstrated how teachers’ profes-

sional development is a partnership between the instructor, teachers, and their students. This was

followed by an emphasis on teacher educators’ self-study and the need for reflection on their own

practices (J. Loughran & Russell, 2004; Berry, 2007). Additional examples of reflective practice

were added to the theory-practice gap discussion by Lampert-Shepel (2008) and Salter and Kothari
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(2016). Shaharabani and Yarden (2019) urged teachers to openly self-examine and question their

day-to-day teaching practices. An additional multi-method study by Thorgeirsdottir (2015) com-

bined change laboratory, action research, and case study, as further example that deserved con-

sideration. To contribute to the search for a method to help further understand and address this

theory-practice problem, this study approached it through a formative intervention using a change

laboratory.

To the above examples of how this issue has been investigated, we must add the contribution of

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999b) who promoted a further school of thought that urges us to think

about what must be investigated in teachers’ practices. These authors argue that what needs to

be made explicit is not so much the knowledge a teacher brings to the classroom, rather, it is their

conceptions of learning and teaching, and their ideas of the relation between knowledge and their

practices. Using a formative intervention as the context, this study builds on this argument and is

grounded in the understanding that for teacher educators to learn from and for their practices, as

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999b) argue, they must also investigate their theoretical and practical

understandings of the conceptual tools they use to teach about teaching, that is, formal pedagogical

concepts of learning.

It was with this clear purpose in mind that this research sought to explore what happened when

four teacher educators of an English teaching programme in Colombia addressed the purported gap

between their theoretical and practical understanding of formal concepts of learning. This research

is the case study of their formative intervention. The study is grounded in A. Leontiev’s (1978)

theory of Cultural Historical Activity System (CHAT) and Engeström’s (1987) theory of Expansive

Learning, that educational research uses because it conceives learning as a cultural and historical

process that leads to the transformation of practices. The intervention was the space/time for

the four teacher educators to engage the surfaced contradictions in their theoretical and practical

understandings of concepts of learning/teaching they use for teaching prospective English language

teachers.

The three informed assumptions of learning that ground this study are based on the Vygotskyan

cultural- historical tradition of human development and CHAT. The first assumption is that under-

standing learning/teaching concepts and teaching practices is a learning activity. This learning is a

cultural-historical activity in which contradictions are likely to exist. The second assumption is that

teacher educators can collectively find answers to contradictory situations in their understanding of

learning/teaching concepts and teaching practices when involved in purposefully oriented activities.

The third and final assumption is that answers to contradictions are grounded in the improvement

of the psychological signs1 that mediate the learning processes of learning/teaching concepts and

1To be consistent with Vygotsky’s distinction between tools and signs, for this study I choose to make the
distinction between conceptual tools and psychological signs, The conceptual tools are the concepts, theories, ideas
that teachers use to carry out their work of teaching to teach whereas psychological signs refer to the mediating
internal action they exert in the teacher educator’s mind. See explanation on Subsection 2.2.1
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teaching practices.

Along with seeking to understand what happened when teacher educators collectively investigated

their contradictions in theoretical and practical understandings of concepts of learning, another aim

of this thesis is to contribute to the discussion of developing a conceptual framework to support

the novice teacher educator’s entry path to the profession, and the ongoing learning process of

teacher educators in teacher preparation schools/departments. This is a subject that only recently

is becoming more present in different countries (Hadar & Brody, 2016). Teacher educators must

be acknowledged as life-long learners of their own pedagogical practices; as learners who learn

best as a research community immersed in their culturally and historically accumulated contexts.

This learning ought to be systematised and recognised as knowledge production for a profession as

complex, demanding, and context bounded as teaching about teaching.

Since the story that drove my decision to conduct this research is too close to home to be told in

an impersonal tone, I will use the term ‘we’ to refer to teacher educators.

1.2 The Story Behind the Study

As a teacher educator in Colombia, I saw first hand the lack of support for the ongoing learning for

novice teachers and teacher educators. All too often, teaching programmes do not have any official

guideline, established pathway, or even a training course to prepare you for what is to come in your

new professional role; your preparation seems to be taken for granted. This was my experience, and

as the participants of this study confirmed, novice teacher educators are too often thrown into their

classrooms with no other tools than their prior and perhaps individually constructed understandings

of learning about teaching and teaching about teaching. Because of this reality, there are questions

about my pedagogical practices I have always pondered, but never empirically investigated. How do

I know that what I know about language teaching-learning is what I am truly doing in my lessons?

How do I know what I am doing in the classroom is the most effective manner to prompt effective

learning in my students?

Now that I am not just an English as a foreign language (EFL) teacher but a language teacher

educator, my job is much more complex. Not only do I have to cater for what my student teachers

learn (the content), but also what they learn about teaching and how they learn it. It is common

knowledge that teachers are influenced by their daily experiences in the classroom (M. Adler et al.,

2003; Berry, 2007; Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; Korthagen et al., 2006). This adds an extra level

of concern about my professional practices as I know that what I do will have an impact on those

I teach about teaching English. An issue which, recent reports about the policy of bilingualism

has linked to the slow development of foreign language learning in Colombia (Sánchez-Jabba &

Sánchez-Jabba, 2013).
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Based on a study about bilingualism in Colombia by Sánchez-Jabba and Sánchez-Jabba (2013)

language proficiency is a great challenge. The need to improve in-service English teachers’ method-

ologies, invest in their professional learning, and improve their teaching methods is a staggering

reality (Council, 2015; Sánchez-Jabba & Sánchez-Jabba, 2013; Urrea Cortés et al., 2018). The

British Council, which has worked in partnership with the Colombian Ministry of Education, has

also noted that English teachers in Colombia face serious difficulties when teaching the language

(Council, 2015). However, despite the efforts of the Colombian government to tackle the issue of

English teachers’ methodologies, the approach for their training and professional development has

been repeatedly criticised (Fandiño Parra, 2014; Sierra Ospina, 2016, 2020).

By opting to focus on English teachers’ methods and teaching practices, I am not suggesting that

other factors identified as causes of the foreign language learning problems in Colombia are less

important. This issue demands to be addressed through a holistic approach. However, to conduct

this research I have chosen to focus on the aspect closest to my professional experience as an EFL

teacher and teacher educator. The initiative to give a platform for these four teacher educators to

investigate their pedagogical practices originally stemmed from two basic assumptions: 1) Teacher

educators’ awareness of their methods, methodologies and understanding of formal concepts of

learning will qualitatively improve their teaching practices; and 2) Improving their teaching practices

may have the double effect of better learning of language and development of teaching practices in

their future language teachers.

To elaborate on the rationale behind this study, I have used the first-plural subject pronoun ‘we’

to refer to teacher educators, to show that I am one of them and to acknowledge the value of my

experiences as a teacher educator. I use ‘we’ to show that during this research it was not only the

participants who gained a better understanding of their practices, I did as well. This study pushed

me to surface my own personal pedagogical theories and has shown me new ways to approach it.

1.3 Rationale

There are four key arguments to justify conducting this research, aligned with the three previ-

ously outlined understandings of learning. First, teacher educators are learners and the learning

activity embedded in teaching must be considered an integral part of our continuing education.

The recognition of this premise can lead to a conceptual framework for our education and support

our continuous learning (also called professional development in this thesis) to prepare us for the

complexity of our work. Second, it is critical to acknowledge that as learners, we have our own

personal pedagogical theories, Korthagen and Kessels (1999) referred to these as the theories with

a ‘small’ t. In contrast, they chose to call the formal pedagogical theories, the theories with a ‘big’

T. The bottom line is, these ‘small-t’ theories may challenge the presence of ‘big-T’ theories of
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teaching that dominate academic pedagogy. Third, to understand the complexity of teaching about

teaching, it is necessary to problematise it. Defining a problem is essential to understanding and

addressing it. Fourth, researching our pedagogical practices is modelling inquiry teaching practices

for new teachers.

Each of these arguments are more fully considered in the following four subsections.

1.3.1 Teacher educators will always be learners.

Being a teacher educator requires an understanding of teaching that goes beyond being a good
teacher. There is a need to be able to theorize practice in such a way as to know what and be
able to articulate the what, how and why of teaching and to do so through the very experiences
of teaching and learning about teaching. This matters because students of teaching need to be
able to see into practice in ways that go beyond their initial expectations of learning the script,
or developing a recipe for how to teach. It also matters in terms of the expectations of the work
of academia (creating, researching, disseminating and using new knowledge). (J. Loughran,
2006, p. 14)

A teacher educator is always learning from the activity of teaching. Therefore we should be consid-

ered knowledge producers of a pedagogy of teaching about teaching. Our practices are the primary

source of learning, but also become the reason for our learning, as Lounghran (2006) claims, it is

in teaching practices that we must integrate a theory of what, how and why we do what we do

in our classrooms. Yet, as Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999b) noted, in general, neither teachers

nor practitioners are considered knowledge producers of formulating theory of classroom practice

(257). Coupled with this misconception is the absence of an entry pathway to the professional

career of teacher education in many contexts (Berry, 2007; Cochran-Smith, 2003; Kosnik et al.,

2011). Besides, lack of consensus on what is understood by the professional development of teacher

educators (Davey, 2013) would appear to indicate that to teach about teaching does not need to

be learned. Denouncing this problem, J. Loughran and Menter (2019) point out that even though

teaching about teaching is “sophisticated work...it is often viewed simplistically” (p. 216).

What appears to be taken for granted is that arriving in a new learning community automatically

grants the novice teacher educator their membership to feel part of it. It is as though the novice

teacher educator is in no need of mentoring or a pathway to guide their arrival into the teacher

educators’ learning community. Nonetheless, as Lave and Wenger (1991) insist, membership is

something the new arrival earns through a process of practice learning and co-construction with

the rest of the community. In support of this argument, Edwards (2010b) states, when learning

concerns, for instance, taking forward “new practices in the workplace” externalisation is more

evident and includes questions around the rules of that new activity that the novice is trying to

figure out.

Perhaps in other jobs and/or professions, those rules Edwards mentions may be self-explanatory, or
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the novice worker may ask a colleague who will give them clues to get the hang of things. However,

teaching about teaching is far too complex a job to take the same approach. If, as Edwards (2010b)

warns us, novice teachers need special support when starting their jobs, it would make sense to

assume that novice teacher educators do too. The novice teacher educator needs that new learning

community where a shared language about the challenging activity of teaching about teaching

can be co-constructed. It is in practice where (while actually teaching about teaching) that the

unsettling - sometimes even unanswerable - questions about the job could be asked. However, in

many teaching contexts the novice teacher does not have this opportunity.

A stronger reason to insist that the teacher educator must be treated as a lifelong learner is be-

cause the final aim of learning is development and growth, as Vygotsky (1987) states. These two

processes contribute to teachers’ construction of their identities, and thereby that of their students

(Korthagen, 2005). In the same line of thought, J. Loughran (2014) points out that the focus of

teacher educators’ professional development should be on “teachers learning about pedagogy and

the alignment of teaching intents and learning outcomes as a major driver for growth” (p. 271).

Student teachers would be far better equipped if shown that teaching is a continuous process of

learning to become a teacher. If, as teacher educators, we did this in practice, not just talked about,

it would show our student teachers that our professional development and growth is unavoidably

achieved through and with them, and theirs with their students. Allowing our student teachers to

experience this in the classroom would be a step towards achieving that as teachers they would

treat their teaching practices as a learning arena too.

As teacher educators, we will never stop asking questions like mine or the ones J. Loughran (2006)

mentions in the initial quote for this section. It is because of these unsettling questions that we

are encouraged to do research, keep learning and re-signifying our roles and identities as teacher

educators. These activities should be considered the source of updated knowledge that our job

demands. These are the underlying effects of ongoing learning, and the reason why this process

should be given the highest priority at the institutional level. Also, as Korthagen (2005) states,

making big changes in a teaching programme to impact how our student teachers may teach in the

future demands that we look at ourselves as teacher educators to first exert those changes in us.

1.3.2 Teacher educators’ personal pedagogical theories may challenge

formal pedagogical Theories.

The previous segment has considered the importance of treating the teacher educator as a learner.

Behind this line of thought is the assumption that accepting this reality may prompt teaching

faculties to create/support the conditions for teacher educators to investigate core questions of

our profession. To acknowledge that part of the job of teaching about teaching is learning about
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how to do that job. This may lead to teaching faculties seriously considering the same questions

we teacher educators normally ask in connection with our student teachers. Restating the three

questions in Loughran’s quotation of the previous section, what, how and why teacher educators

need to learn teaching about teaching? And another very relevant one, what does it mean to be a

teacher educator?

Investigating how we learn to teach about teaching is bound to lead to a better understanding of our

most visible working tools: our pedagogical practices. There are two well known contributions to

unpacking how pedagogical practices are accumulated or acquired. First Bruner (1996) coined the

term ‘folk pedagogies’ to name the theories of teaching-learning we have formed through our lives in

classrooms. He claims that any ideas teachers may want to introduce will have to “compete, replace,

or otherwise modify the folk theories that already guide both teachers and pupils.” (Bruner, 1996,

p. 46). In the same line of thought, a few years later (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999) also referred to

the theories we build which they called “theory with [a] small t” (originally in quotes) (Korthagen &

Kessels, 1999, p. 7). The reason why the small-t theories are so strong is because they are grounded

in the experiences we have lived as students in a classroom, so they are subjectively constructed

(Korthagen & Kessels, 1999).

The other type of theory is what Korthagen and Kessels (1999) call Theory with a big T. They

describe it as the theory teachers use to show their students the bigger picture. Though important,

they claim that how it is introduced and what students are expected to do with it is where the

problem of the ‘gap’ between theory and practice may be. The bottom line is that these folk theories,

small ‘t’ theories, or preconceptions students bring to the classroom, need explicitly to be engaged.

Students need to be aware of them, as they may otherwise not learn new or factual concepts but

rather accommodate new information into existing understanding (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999;

Brandsford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Russell, 2005).

Now, in view of the arguments put forward in this section about why the small ‘t’ theories of

the student teachers must be explicitly engaged, and if we accept the premise that we, teacher

educators, will always be learners, then we need to consider a few implications. First, our histories

as students are usually longer than those of our student teachers. Therefore, it is likely that we

might have more small ‘t’ theories about learning/teaching than one should feel. This would suggest

that our ongoing learning must explicitly engage the historically accumulated small ‘t’ theories in

our teaching practices. Secondly, perhaps the professional development of teacher educators should

consist in attempting to reconcile our historically accumulated pedagogical theories with the formal

theories that, are normally ‘given’ to us. Finally, if the premise that we are permanent learners

is acknowledged then this implies that learning is an ongoing process that happens while we do

our teaching jobs. The question to consider is what should happen in the workplace to make this

learning explicit.



9
Perhaps, instead of asking why there is a gap between theory and practice, the question should be:

what are our small ‘t’ (theories) / folk pedagogies / personal pedagogies that challenge the presence

of big ‘T’ (Theories)/ formal theories/ academic pedagogy in our classrooms? What must we do to

engage them, and what does it take to synchronise them with the big ‘T’ (Theories) that research

promotes?

1.3.3 Problematising teaching-learning about teaching.

If the quality of teaching in schools is determined in large part by who teachers are, and how,
and what, they teach, then the quality of teacher education is also likely to be similarly affected
by who teacher educators are, and how, and what, they teach. (Davey, 2013, p. 5)

Learning to teach is not an easy undertaking, teaching about teaching is even a more complex

ongoing learning enterprise. According to Hammerness, Darling-Hammond, and Bransford (2005)

there are three main problems teacher educators will encounter while teaching about teaching; in

summary they are: 1) student teachers must learn and understand teaching in a different way to

what they have experienced as students; 2) student teachers need not only to learn the theory of

learning/teaching, but also enact it; and 3) dealing with the complexity of doing teaching about

teaching, as, while teaching may appear to be orderly and routinised, it is full of changing and

demanding circumstances on a daily basis (Hammerness et al., 2005).

Addressing teaching about teaching for what it is, that is, something uncertain, or more complex

than may be assumed, is a step towards acknowledging its problematic nature and highlights why

it needs to be investigated. Berry (2007) warns that because of what student teachers experience

(a smoothly carried out lesson), a pedagogical meaning of this could be the deceptive image that

teaching is simple. Maybe, if we opened the door to the backstage of teaching to our student teach-

ers, we would allow them to experience “the constant undercurrent of choices, decisions, competing

concerns, dilemmas and tensions” that we teacher educators wrestle with (J. Loughran, 2006).

Chances are, this will prepare them better for the difficulties and challenges they will have to solve

as teachers.

In the same line of thought, being honest about the challenges we face with our peers is necessary

as this may lead to collective efforts of practice enquiry. If we give visibility to the challenges we

encounter in our jobs, we may find there are similar problematic issues that we share. Discover-

ing ‘partners in crime’ could give birth to a much-needed research community in our workplace.

Collectively enquiring about problematic issues of our profession, appears to be what J. Loughran

(2014) suggests by noting that this activity should 1) seriously focus on pedagogy, 2) conceptualise

about the intricacy of teaching, 3) bring the implicit nature of practice into the open (for oneself

and others—especially students of teaching), 4) build a common teaching and learning discourse,

and 5) be able “to articulate principles of practice” (J. Loughran, 2014).
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In Colombia the lack of consensus about teacher educators’ ongoing professional development,

and the absence of an entry pathway for those who choose to become one may be contributing

to making teaching about teaching an even harder endeavour. However, the issues discussed in

this subsection suggest both are needed to support teacher educators’ ongoing learning. Thus,

what is left to consider is how to move towards supporting the teacher educator’s professional

development. Drawing on what research claims, inquiring, researching, investigating our practices

within our learning communities would put us on the right path to a most needed pedagogy of

teacher education.

This subsection has argued that problematising the profession of teacher educators is not only

necessary, but an honest thing to do with our peers, our student teachers and ourselves. Acknowl-

edging this complexity could be the first step to take collective and even institutional decisions that

promote the inquiry of our practices. Investigating our practices will most likely deepen our ped-

agogical knowledge, improve our teaching practices and in turn contribute to a better preparation

of future teachers.

1.3.4 Researching pedagogical practices.

Critiques of teacher education in terms of tensions between theory and practice have not
disappeared, nor have they been resolved. Structural links between theory and practice are
often missing from the practicum experiences in most preservice teacher education programs.
(Russell, 2005, p. 135)

The literature reviewed in this rationale suggests that researching our pedagogical practices is

contributing to a robust pedagogy of teaching about teaching. This emerging research should

tackle the main problematic issues of teaching about teaching. Also, the studies considered indicate

that this research should be done within our learning community, that is to say, with our peers

and student teachers. Investigating our practices may lead not only to improving them, but also

positively impacting our student teachers’ teaching practices, as they would be experiencing and

learning how to approach their pedagogical theories too. If this were to be accepted, the main

implication would be that every single classroom where teaching about teaching happens should be

a research site rather than a place for instruction in the traditional sense of teaching. To state my

case, I will now present three points that support this argument.

First, researching our teaching practices appears to be not only necessary, but a way to enact

what empirical studies suggest could be an approach to exert changes in practices. Examples that

back up this argument are abundant, just to mention a few: (P. Adler & Adler, 1994; Berry, 2007;

Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999b; Ellis, Gower, Frederick, & Childs, 2015; P. Grossman & Dean, 2019;

Hadar & Brody, 2010; Kosnik et al., 2011; A. Sannino, Engeström, & Lemos, 2016; Shaharabani &

Yarden, 2019). A common feature worth noticing from these studies was that the practice inquiry

was approached within, with and for a community of practice. Even in Berry and Shaharabani’s
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self-studies, they could not have done their research without involving their student teachers from

whom they received feedback. Incidentally, their student teachers were, in the first place, the

motive of their teaching practices inquiry, and also resulted benefiting from their teacher educators’

learning.

Second, Russell’s quote highlights precisely an assumption that seems to be made in teaching

programmes: prompting student teachers make the link between theory and practice appears to be

the exclusive responsibility of the practicum subject, as the quote implies. However, if all teaching

classrooms were treated as a research site of teacher educators’ practices, they could address the

problematic issue of reconciling their students’ personal pedagogical theories with the formal ones,

while investigating their own pedagogical theories. Thus allowing student teachers to experience,

not just talk about, what a link between theory and practice entails.

Third, it has long been established that what the student teachers experience in their journey

of learning about teaching will most likely shape their teaching practices (P. L. Grossman, 1991;

Hargreaves, 2010; Lortie, 1977). Studies have questioned the effectiveness of professional develop-

ment courses and even teaching programmes design, for instance, P. L. Grossman (1991) questions

whether professional coursework indeed allows for reversing the effect of what Lortie called the “ap-

prenticeship of observation” [Originally in quotations]. In the same vein of thought, J. Loughran

(2006) posits that though much has been said in literature about teacher educator’s professional

knowledge, in reality, this does not urge teacher educators to unpack what they know. P. Gross-

man and Dean (2019) and J. Loughran’s (2019) questions appear even more justified in light of

Edwards’ (2010) definition of practices. Edwards states that “our practices are historically accu-

mulated, knowledge-laden, emotionally frightened and given direction by what is valued by those

who inhabit them” (Edwards, 2019).

Let us consider the implications of Edwards’ definition further. It is clear that our practices as

teacher educators are imbued with our histories, primarily, as students, hence our teachers’ practices

have impacted ours. Our own practices as teacher educators are bound to impact our student

teachers’ practices too. Hence, some questions we would need to ask ourselves are: how do we as

teacher educators know that what we have inherited from our teachers is not based solely on those

folk pedagogies that Bruner (1996) talks about? How do we know what our student-teachers are

inheriting from our practices, unless we ask them? Is modelling sufficient to assert that our student

teachers are learning about learning/teaching? The answer, based on some empirical evidence i.e

Lortie’s theory, Berry’s self study, would appear to be no. However, as shown at the beginning of

this subsection, researching teaching practices within our community of practices appears to be a

good alternative.

In light of what has been discussed in this subsection, it could be implied that whether we intend

it or not, our practices become a model for student teachers, thus, the question we should ask
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ourselves is what kind of practices we would like them to undertake when they become teachers.

The next point to consider is that as research and experience has shown, not even good modelling

is enough to fully enable learning about teaching. Student teachers may simply appreciate this as

an indication of how good their teacher educators are, but they need to consciously recognise their

intentions (Swennen, Shagrir, & Cooper, 2009). Hence, modelling has to be accompanied by many

other processes, such as prompting student teachers to draw on their experiences as learners and

reflect upon their folk pedagogies of learning and teaching (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; J. Loughran,

2006; Russell, 2005). In short, modelling will not suffice in the absence of practice inquiry.

I would like to return to the situation of foreign language development in Colombia, as the topic

discussed here may shed light on a way to address it. As stated in Section 1.2, official reports claim

that school English teachers’ practices need improving methods and methodologies. If we accept

what some authors state about how our teachers’ practices impact our teaching practices (See Bruner

1996, Lortie,1977), then it could be implied that language teacher educators’ practices impact their

student teachers’ practices. Thus, perhaps investigating out practices (language teacher educators’)

is also critical for us, as doing so may lead to uncovering if our own practices have historically

inherited features of traditional approaches to language teaching.

Teaching language faculties in Colombia have both a golden opportunity and the tools needed for

educating prospective language teachers with different perceptions, methods and methodologies

to teach English as a foreign language. A necessary place to start could be supporting and/or

encouraging their teacher educators (the best conceptual tool they could have) to continue re-

signifying their teaching practices.

In chapter two, I elaborate further on the complexity of our doing when teaching student teachers.

This complexity also applies to the learning process of our own pedagogical practices. Loughran is

right to highlight the questions teacher educators must grapple with are the what to teach and how

and why to teach it. However, teaching-learning about teaching requires also the consideration of

the who – as in those involved in the dialogic act of teaching-learning – the when and where our

actions or practices should happen. It is while answering these questions that we can become aware

of any assumptions we may have and realise how they influence our pedagogical practices.

1.4 Philosophical Approach and Research Questions

Having presented an overview of the topic and main concerns of this research, I now briefly introduce

the philosophical approach of the study. Given the nature of the inquiry of this research, the study

draws on the tradition of qualitative research. This paradigm acknowledges contextual meaning,

hence demands the use of instruments for data collection and interpretation that respect that prin-

ciple (Merriam, 1988). The case study offers significant understanding of educational practices and
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informed educational policies (Merriam, 1988). These insights are combined with developmental

work research (DWR), a formative intervention grounded in the theoretical foundations of cultural

historical activity theory (CHAT). These two approaches complemented each other providing ana-

lytical tools to investigate the teaching practices of participants in conditions that aligned with the

socio-cultural perspectives of learning.

This study rests on the ontological foundations of the socio-constructivist paradigm. Within this

paradigm, knowledge is both an individual and a collective construction, and is achieved through

consensus (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). That is, through social interactions, the subjective becomes

objective (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Consistent with this premise is the epistemological position

that knowledge or realities are co-constructed in the social relations individuals engage in, making

possible that exchange of their subjective and objective worlds. These realities, per (Denzin &

Lincoln, 2011) are local, specific and co-constructed by human consciousness.

As noted previously, this study explores what happens when four teacher educators engage in

a formative intervention to investigate their theoretical and practical understanding of learning

concepts in teaching practices. The study was guided by a main question and two sub-questions:

1. What happens when teacher educators collectively investigate the perceived tensions between

their theoretical and practical understandings of formal learning-teaching concepts?

(a) What do teacher educators learn from engaging in this activity?

(b) What are the conditions that enable this learning?

1.5 The Language of the Study

43. For a large class of cases - though not for all - in which we employ the word “meaning” it
can be explained thus: the meaning of the word is its use in the language. And the meaning
of a name is sometimes explained by pointing to its bearer” (Wittgenstein & Anscombe, 1953,
p.p. 20e- 21e)

Co-constructing meaning is crucial to co-constructing understanding. In defining the following

words, I am sharing the meaning I have given to them in this study. These meanings have been

co-constructed and redefined in the many contexts I have been their bearer. They merge formal

definitions in dictionaries, meaning given by researchers, and their re-signification throughout my

professional experiences.

Action: in its most common definition, action is movement, or something that you do. For Leon-

tiev (2009), action is what gives existence to human activity. Without it, he claims, activity cannot

exist. It is goal-oriented and a chain of them make an activity (A. N. Leontiev, 2009). This is the

meaning given to action in this study.
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Activity: for Leontiev, it is in human activity that the circle of internal mental processes can be

unlocked (A. N. Leontiev, 2009). He claimed that “the activity of the human individual is a system

that obeys the system of relations of society” (A. N. Leontiev, 2009, p. 3). Leontiev saw the flows of

the old psychology in investigating only the internal processes (consciousness) and ignoring the ex-

ternal processes (A. N. Leontiev, 2009). By shifting to activity in social interactions, he attempted

to remedy that situation.

Mirror evidence: is a term used in DWR or formative interventions. It is evidence of what peo-

ple do in practice. It becomes a very important piece of data in which participants may identify

contradictions between their thinking and doing. In this study, teacher educators collected mirror

evidence via video and writing.

Pedagogical practices: a teacher educator’ pedagogical practice is an amalgam of activities they

do with what they have accumulated through experiences, their knowledge and what they value.

It encompasses a visible and in-visible plane. On the top visible plane surface observable activities

through their planning, assessing and evaluating, mentoring and the actual teaching. In the in-

visible plane belong the elements not seen at first sight such as the teacher educator’s experience,

knowledge, and their system of values. These elements emerge in the visible plane with differenti-

ated strength.

Student teachers: undergraduate or graduate students studying to become teachers of a specific

subject.

Teacher educator: the professional who teaches about teaching any content. This professional is

expected to “be able to theorize practice in such a way as to know and be able to articulate the

what, how and why of teaching and to do so through the very experiences of teaching and learning

about teaching (J. Loughran, 2006, p. 14).

Teaching practices: in this context refers to teacher educators teaching about teaching, not to be

mistaken by the standard definition of the practice student teachers have at schools before graduat-

ing. It is less broad than the term pedagogical practices which integrates several other dimensions

apart from teaching.

Teaching faculties: refers to the departments or schools of education that run teaching pro-

grammes at university level.

To mirror: when used in expressions like mirroring practices, this ‘mirroring’ was borrowed from

the philosopher Spinoza. Spinoza’s rejected the separation of thought and body or the subordina-

tion of the body to the mind. Instead, he claimed one is the extension of the other (Spinoza, God

and Immanence, 2013). His explanation helped me exit the black hole I was trapped in when ap-

proaching the topic of this research from the Cartesian dualistic viewpoint. Spinoza’s perspectives

came to me via Vygotsky through whom I started to debunk the dualistic understanding of theory

and practice in this study. Mirroring theory, thus, in the context of this thesis, means extending

theory in practice.
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1.6 The Structure of The Thesis

The overall structure of the study takes the form of four parts containing nine chapters.

Part 1- The research grounding.

Part 1 is about the origins of the research and contains chapters 1 and 2.

Chapter 1. The roots of the study, has presented a short introduction to the impetus behind the

study, the definition of the problem and provided a general background of the rationale of the topic

researched.

Chapter 2. The conceptual basis of the research is presented, and the the theoretical dimensions

of the research delineated. The chapter develops three aspects: what teacher educators learn, how

they learn and considers the main tenets socio-cultural theories of learning upon which grounds the

understanding of learning for this study.

Part 2- The methodological foundations.

Part 2 is concerned with the methodology used for this study. It consists only of Chapter 3, which

describes the methodological design of the study. This comprises the philosophical underpinning of

the study, the research design and analytical approach followed. I finish part 2 by addressing the

ethical commitment and measures taken to ensure the quality of research.

Part 3- Layers of analysis and emerging findings.

Part 3 of the thesis presents the results of the analysis of the data collected during the formative

intervention. I used the metaphor of the Amazon rainforest which helped me to organise, analyse

and represent the complex process of analysis, interpretation and writing up of the findings of this

case study. Aligned with the four levels of the rainforest, there were four layers of analysis in this

study, presented from chapter 5 to chapter 8. An outline of chapters 4 to 8 is presented below.

Chapter 4. In search of a metaphor, explains the story behind choosing the layers of the Amazon

rainforest and introduces a road map to help with the reading and understanding of the findings.

Chapter 5. The intervention floor is the first layer of analysis. This chapter elaborates on the

situations brought about in the initiating phase of the formative intervention when the participants

were investigating their theoretical and practical understandings of the concept of ‘prior knowledge’.

The main finding of this layer is the place of the conditions of social participation in the activity of

redefining the object of teaching about teaching.

Chapter 6. The understory layer covers the second layer of analysis. This chapter presents a rich
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description of the 35 actions the teacher educators carried out to investigate their theoretical and

practical understanding of the concept of ‘metacognition’ during the development phase of the

formative intervention. The emerging finding of this layer suggests that teacher educators turned

this task into the activity of their activity system.

Chapter 7. The canopy layer presents a deeper layer of analysis of the 35 actions to conclude

that co-construction of meaning and shared understanding of the concept investigated is critical for

redefining teaching about teaching.

Chapter 8. The emergent layer builds upon the previous three layers of findings to conclude that

while investigating their theoretical and practical understanding of formal concepts of learning the

teacher educators were redefining the activity of teaching about teaching. This activity expanded

the teacher educators’ pedagogical learning.

Part 4- Closing or opening ?

Although part 4 marks the ending of the study, it also plants the seeds for possible new beginnings.

This part consists of Chapter 9. Discussion and conclusions. The chapter begins by pulling out the

conclusions of the four layers of findings, discussing implications to reach the overarching conclusions

of the study. The chapter also discusses the limitations of the study and recommendations for further

research.
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Chapter 2

The Conceptual Basis of the Research

The conceptual framework of this research brings together the examination of empirical research

on education, theoretically and conceptually oriented literature about learning and language, and

my learning from experiences as a language teacher, teacher educator and a teaching programme

designer. Regarding the literature reviewed, the topics included teachers and teacher educators’

knowledge base, teacher educators’ ongoing learning, theory and practice, and socio cultural per-

spectives of learning. Research examined included the studies of teacher educators’ inquiry about

their practices and investigations about how teachers and teacher educators learn.

I also draw from the enlightening experience of being the language teaching preparation programme

main designer at Fundación de Estudios Superiores (FUNDES), a small private Colombian univer-

sity, from 2013 to 2015. This experience was the turning point in my career and the reason to

pursue this PhD, as it drove me to question, more than ever, my teaching practices, knowledge of

teaching-learning, and the assumptions I had about them. Together, these aspects made up the

conceptual framework which became the road map that informed my decisions about the design

of the study, including selecting a formative intervention, the analytical approach to data and my

interpretation of the findings.

The chapter has three sections. Section 2.1 presents the first theme, and contains two sub-themes:

What teacher educators learn and how they learn. Section 2.2 presents the second theme focusing

on three theories of learning that guided this study, a) a cultural-historical perspective of learning

based on Lev Vygotsky’s theory of the development of mental functions; b) the theory of expansive

learning from cultural historical activity theory; c)and the theory of situated learning from which

the place of the community of practice in learning is borrowed. Section 2.3 discusses the third theme

with the purpose of explicitly defining conceptually what ‘understanding’ means in the context of

this study. The chapter closes with a synthesis and discussion.
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2.1 Teacher Educators Learn for/from Teaching

about Teaching

Over two decades ago Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999b) put forward three conceptions of teacher

learning around which this section is framed. The first, ‘knowledge-for-practice’ refers to the formal

“knowledge and theory” used to improve practices. The second, ‘knowledge-in-practice’ refers to

what teachers learn from teaching and reflecting about their practices. The third, ‘knowledge-of-

practice’, is the knowledge teachers generate when they triangulate what they learn from investi-

gating their practices and compare it to the formal theory of learning. In other words, “teachers

learn when they generate local knowledge of practice...to theorize and construct their work and to

connect it to larger social, cultural, and political issues” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999b, p. 250).

These conceptions of knowledge and learning help identify the assumptions made about them in

this study. Generally speaking, the teacher educator learns for teaching or doing their job. This

knowledge includes the formal theory acquired through the teacher preparation programme, but

as stated in chapter 1, this knowledge is historically accumulated and started with the teacher

educator’s own stories as a learner. The second assumption is that the teacher educator learns from

their teaching practices too. This knowledge, however, requires a different form of learning, and

as Cochran-Smith and Lytle argue, it demands investigating what they do in their practices. This

leads to the question, exactly what and how teacher educators learn?

This section addresses these two questions of what and how. Although research shows there is

no consensus about what teacher educators ought to know to teach student teachers about teach-

ing (Goodwin et al., 2014; J. Loughran, 2019), the literature reviewed can be grouped into four

sub-themes. Namely, identity, conceptual tools, methods and pedagogy and the philosophical rea-

sons/ purposes that underlie the profession of teaching about teaching. Regarding the question on

‘how’ teacher educators learn, I present five examples of empirical studies where teacher educators

engaged in investigating their practices. I examined the studies to identify the purposes of the

learning/teaching initiatives, the methods used, and the learning teacher educators acquired from

participating in them.

Although answers to ‘what’ and ‘how’ teacher educators learn are primarily based on the literature

review, my previous background as a student, language student teacher, English teacher, and teacher

educator has also guided and contributed to this search. I make this remark to underscore the fact

that my answers may be selective, as there is a history that underlies them.
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2.1.1 What teacher educators learn.

The purpose of this section is to show that what teacher educators must learn to teach about

teaching goes beyond the content base that they are expected to master. Besides, since teaching

about teaching is an organic process that is context-based, it would be wrong to assume there is a

single answer to this question. This section, therefore, presents a panorama of what it may take to

answer this question. My intent is not to provide a prescriptive answer, rather, I am showing an

avenue to approach the question, based on the experience I gained while helping design the EFL

teaching preparation programme at FUNDES and my professional experience as a teacher educator.

In relation to what language teachers must learn Freeman and Johnson (1998) put forward a strong

argument to reconceptualise the knowledge-base of ESOL (English for speakers of other languages)

teachers. The premise behind the proposal was that the profession of language teaching needed

to be re-framed to be coherent with the principles of socio-cultural activities of learning to teach

(Freeman & Johnson, 1998). They argued that the question about the knowledge base for Second

Language (SL) teachers answers to “Who teaches what to whom, where?” (Freeman & Johnson,

1998, p. 405). In their proposal we can see that the ‘what’ question goes beyond the content subjects

to be taught/learnt, it includes the two actors of the teaching-learning process, and it focuses on

the activity and the learning settings where teaching-learning happens.

However, when designing and planning a teaching preparation programme, there are many tensions

and demands from the ‘supra curriculum’ level of the curriculum, or the international teacher

education trends the language programme adheres to (van den Akker, 2003). These tensions are

translated to the teacher educator who has to address them in their teaching practices. In other

words, the decision of what should be part of the EFL teacher’s knowledge base becomes, up to

a certain point, an imposition. Like Freeman and Johnson (1998), and later on (Edwards, 2015)

warns, the decision about the ‘what is to be learnt’ in the preparation programme is both a political

and epistemological decision.

The remaining of this section elaborates on the four sub-themes emerging from the literature re-

viewed about what language teacher and teacher educators learn. First, the literature clearly indi-

cates that teachers have to grapple with the issue of identity (the process of becoming a teacher/

teacher educator). Second, teachers must acquire a set of tools to do their job (the conceptual

tools of the teacher educator). Third, they must learn how to teach what they know (the methods

and pedagogy of teaching about teaching). Fourth, there is an ethical dimension of the profes-

sion that demands, from both a teaching programme and a teacher educator, a declaration of the

philosophical reasons-purposes underlying what teachers do when teaching about teaching.

The four sub-themes operate in a dialogical relationship, they are interwoven and their answers

provide an understanding of what underpins a language teaching preparation programme, but also

show the fundamental matters a teacher educator grapples with at an individual level. This dialogic
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characteristic makes it difficult, sometimes, to distinguish which question is being foregrounded. The

order of the questions does not signpost an order of importance.

Identity: becoming a teacher.

Before Freeman and Johnson’s (1998) warning about what, the question of what teachers must

learn should consider, it is important to highlight the role learning in the context of Lave’ (1992)

theory of situated learning. In her view, the formal settings of learning give too much relevance to

knowledge, knowing, solving problem and the person (p. 150). Instead, she argues for a vision of

learning as a ‘socially situated activity’; that is, learning is conceived as “a process of coming to be,

of forging identities in activity in the world” (Lave, 1992, p. 150). This learning, as per Lave and

Wenger (1991) involves the whole person in social practice, not because of the activities they do

there, but because through them they become a new person; one whom that community embraces

(p. 53). From this perspective, learning is a matter of becoming a different person. Learning, thus,

‘involves the construction of identities’ (Lave, 1991, p. 56).

In light of this definition of learning, Lave and Wenger’s (1991) conceptualisation of identity can

be understood as a process that can not be separated from learning, nor from authentic peripheral

participation where it is forged (pp. 52-54). This implies identity is not something that happens to

us, it is a process achieved through our activity in the world, as Lave (1992) argues.

The implication is this definition of identity for the context of the student teacher is vast. To

begin with, this implies that for the student teacher and the teacher educator the learning setting

is a place where they develop their respective identities. Hence, the community of practice is not

the place where teachers go to pick up a practice. Rather, it is the place where they co-construct

those practices that entitle them to become members of a given community. It is while teaching-

learning about teaching that teacher educators, in this light, develop their multiple identities. The

same would hold for the prospective teacher. It is through membership in the community that

each member forges their respective identities in relationship to one another. In this case, teacher

educator to student teacher.

In light of Lave’s socio cultural understanding of learning we can explicitly see how the two actors

of the teaching programme are in a dialectical relationship which should be acknowledged in ped-

agogical practices. In other words, as much as student teachers ‘depend’ on teacher educators to

forge their identities as teachers, teacher educators ‘depend’ on their student teachers to continue

to develop their identities. This understanding of identity development as dialectical is the under-

lying argument for re-thinking the what, how, where-when of teaching and learning about teaching.

In particular, how the learning environment where teacher educators meet the most important

members of their learning community: their student teachers.
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Although re-signifying the learning environment is critical, research suggests that when teacher

educators engage in researching their practices that process of identity becomes explicit. For in-

stance, in (Samaras, 2002)’s self-study about her teaching practices she argues that the histories

of student teachers as students need to be acknowledged. The interesting thing was that while

her students were writing their histories as learners, she ended up writing her own. This journey,

she claims, made her explicitly realised how she had come to be the educator she is (Samaras,

2002, p.p 41-55). Another clear example of how purposefully investigating her thinking led to her

growth and confidence as teacher educator was shared by Berry, (2007). She illustrates how by

sharing the journal entry when she was trying to understand her thinking about the pedagogical

decisions with her students, she learnt more about her practices, as writing her thoughts made her

be explicit about her pedagogical decisions (Berry, 2007, p.p 72-80). Not only these examples of

the dialectical relation of identity development between student teacher and educator, but of how

important reflection is for teacher educator learning.

Thus far the literature reviewed has focused mainly on the teacher educator’s identity, let us now

focus on what research says more specifically about the student teacher’s identity. The extensive

body of literature about teachers’ identity is an indication of the place this question should have

in the discussions of the teaching programme and the ongoing learning of teacher educators. The

shift in research from initially paying attention merely to teachers’ behaviours in the classroom

to focusing on how the sense of identity of being a teacher develops (Wright, 2010) was another

indication that limiting the understanding of a teacher to how they responded to situations in the

classroom may not be enough. This shift is evidenced in (Pennington & Richards, 2016), who

identify a change towards a social perspective that has elevated the role identity plays in how we

understand the “nature of teaching and teacher learning” (p. 47). Correspondingly, at a personal

level, a teacher educator, must ponder what to do regarding this identity formation when teaching

their student teachers.

For (Singh & Richards, 2006) when student teachers are learning about teaching, they develop more

than a new identity. They acquire a new language or discourse grounded in the teaching profession

which helps them to conceptualise and make meaning of the professional meanings of the language

learnt. In line with this view of the development of teachers’ identity, they argue, the classroom

should be an ecological setting where the student teacher ought to be encouraged to play the roles

they might later have in their professional lives, whether as mentors, coordinators, teachers, or other

similar roles Singh and Richards (2006).

Coming back to Lave (1992), we can see her argument about identity as reflecting a process of

legitimate participation which Singh and Richards suggest should happen in the student teacher’s

learning classroom. In fact, Lave and Wenger (1991) highlight that for a newcomer it is within

a community of practice that they learn not from talk but to talk “in legitimate peripheral par-

ticipation” about what they are learning (p. 109). This new professional language is needed to
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participate and take up the identity of teachers.

As claimed earlier, revisiting the history of the teacher educator as a learner contributes to the

development of their identities as educators, therefore, it is not surprising to hear that the prior

histories of the student teachers need to be explicitly engaged (Johnson, 2006). After conduct-

ing a review of research on re-conceptualising the knowledge base of second language (SL) teacher

education, Wright (2010) concluded that student teachers’ prior beliefs are an impediment to ac-

quiring the new pedagogical methods that contradict the ones they bring with them to the teaching

classroom. Before Wright’s argument, Freeman and Johnson(1998) had pointed out that learning

to teach is affected by the person’s prior experiences as learners, and before them Lortie made

the same observation in 1975. It is no coincidence that around the same time, Bruner (1996) and

Korthagen and Kessels (1999) put forward ideas in the same direction, as discussed in chapter 1.

It is important to further examine these ideas in order to grapple with the interplay of the who, what

and how in the making of the identity of the EFL teacher. From what Wright, Bruner, Korthagen

and Kessels are saying we can assert that in order to help student teachers transition from student

to teacher, what is being learnt matters equally with the design of how it is learnt. Explicitly

helping student teachers to reckon with the folk pedagogies they have constructed as learners will

put them on the solid foundation to see themselves as the future teachers they may become if those

historically engraved assumptions are challenged.

What Wright (2010) concluded in his study about EFL student teachers’ prior beliefs is very similar

to research in teacher education in general. However, some researchers question whether the teaching

programmes’ weakness is because they do not address the student teacher’s prior beliefs or because of

their use of traditional teaching methods (Wright, 2010, p. 268). Without intending to overlook this

argument, what is clear is that the teaching programme must take actions to explicitly contribute

to the development of the student teacher’s identity, which if we look at from the cultural-historical

perspective is an accumulated process of the past histories of the learner. This process is also an

emotional journey the teacher undergoes throughout their lives (Edwards, 2010b).

If developing an identity as a teacher is a foundational component for learning about teaching,

then revisiting the histories of student teachers as learners needs to be taken seriously, as in those

histories we may find the answers to how student teachers previous identities as students have come

to exist. As (Freeman & Johnson, 1998) remind us, what perceptions and representations student

teachers have of learning and teaching are two important components of their knowledge base, and

they certainly play a role in how they see themselves as teachers too.

From what has been revised in this section about teachers’ identity, the question of how to create

learning environments where interaction and linguistic exchanges make visible student teachers’

folk pedagogies of learning/teaching a second/foreign language is critical. Doing this appears to

support the transition from being a language student teacher to becoming a language teacher. It
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supports that identity development and transitional process. Therefore, if supporting this process

of becoming a teacher is so important, then it follows that a teacher educator must learn and know

about the concept of identity and have knowledge how it forms, and how to enable that formation

when teaching their student teachers.

The Conceptual tools.

The question of ‘what’ should be taught refers to the subject knowledge, that is to say, the concepts,

theories, and methods that combined make the conceptual tool kit that the student teacher ought

to construct and posses to be an EFL teacher. Thus, it follows, that these tools should also be part

of the teacher educator’s repertoire when teaching their student teachers. Besides this, other ‘what’

questions are, for example, what interests will engage my student teachers? What do they already

know about the content I will teach them? What do I have to do to guide my student teachers

to develop key understanding of the theories, concepts, ideas that I am teaching? These questions

bring about issues that the teacher educator needs to consider before walking into their classrooms.

For the purposes of my argument, I focus here mainly on the question of what the student teacher

and the teacher educator must learn/teach about teaching.

Freeman and Johnson (1998) consider that all second language teaching education programmes

should focus on three interdependent domains within the curriculum: 1) The teacher as a learner

of teaching; 2) schools and schooling as social contexts of teacher learning; and 3) the pedagogical

process – of language teaching and learning (Freeman & Johnson, 1998, p. 406).

By focusing on these three domains, perhaps the classroom will turn into the “complex ecological

site” Singh and Richards (2006), consider would be ideal for the “teacher-learner and teacher-

educators”(p. 170). This is a new classroom in which the learner must be given the opportunity to

transition from their status of student teacher to that of a teacher, where they will have the chance to

understand the most crucial matters of being a teacher. These features are essential to put together

all the pieces that shape their identities as teachers, e.g. the acquisition of a professional discourse

and making their own pedagogical theory (Singh & Richards, 2006). However, this may not be

enough, as Singh and Richards (2006) warn us, the danger of focusing too much on the content (the

what) of the course means that programmes are disregarding that learning “is emergent through

social interactions, where context and identity play crucial mediating roles” (Singh & Richards,

2006, p. 151).

Singh and Richards’ (2006) warning, is also a reminder of the important place of the ‘where’ and

‘when’ of learning about teaching, which may be critical in the process of becoming a teacher. For if

this process requires, as Lave and Wenger (1991) claim, owning a discourse that demands authentic

peripheral participation in the community of practice, we need to acknowledge the community of

practice of a student teacher extends beyond that of the four walls of the teaching classroom.
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As seen, the set of conceptual tools of the language teacher is an essential piece of the whole picture

of second language teaching education. The tools provide the language teacher with a sound basis

of the discipline they should master at one point in time, and they account for the content the

teaching programme should cover. These are the conceptual tools of the language teacher, thereby

the tools that teacher educators must know about and know how to enact in order to be able to

teach them.

In considering the question of ‘learning site’ as a conceptual tool it is important to first reflect

upon the word ‘classroom’. A comparison of its definition in the Oxford, Cambridge, and Merriam

Webster electronic dictionaries show great similarity. A classroom is defined as a room where a class

or group of students are taught. In this definition, though, learning is felt as a passive act. Students

are the receivers of knowledge, a very traditional way of conceiving teaching-learning. However, in

this chapter, learning and teaching have persistently been portrayed as a dynamic process when

student teachers and teacher educators appear to be negotiating, constructing, challenging prior

beliefs, and so forth.

Because this is how learning and teaching are understood for my research study, learning environ-

ment is used henceforth to refer to the space-time teacher educators create to prompt learning and

teaching about teaching. For this research, a ‘learning environment’ refers to the “diverse physical

locations, contexts, and cultures in which students learn” (The Glossary of Education Reform, n.d.).

Instead of the static characteristics of something already finished as it is a classroom, the learning

environment is seen as the space-time the teacher educator creates for the process of learning and

teaching about teaching.

For Singh and Richards (2006) the language teacher’s course room “cannot simply be taken as

a given”. They emphasise how what happens there “shapes the way participants think, feel and

act.” (Singh & Richards, 2006, p. 151). Hence, the need to change that traditional perception

of the classroom. This environment should open doors for the roles student teachers are bound

to play when they become teachers. Better said, teacher educators should turn the learning site

to make student teachers feel as part of that community the student teacher will be part of as

a professional, as (Lave & Wenger, 1991) propose a novice should. This view is also supported

by Singh & Richards, who highlight how teacher educators should “view the course room as a

site where participants are encouraged to try out new identities, for example, as mentor, action

researcher, curriculum developer, rather than simply sitting back and being a passive learner”

(Singh & Richards, 2006, p. 115).

Wright (2010) insists that lack of exploitation of the classroom as a place for the SL student teacher

to learn about teaching resulted in them not being properly prepared for the realities of the future

learning site. The teacher educator’s learning environment, however, must be in line with how the

teaching programme considers its objectives can be achieved, how they understand learning, and an



25
epistemological proposal that is consistent with it. For instance, if the teaching programme and the

teacher educator agree learning is a an inclusive and student–centred endeavour, that would mean

the learning environment should be : “culturally responsive,” “culturally appropriate,” “culturally

compatible,” and “culturally relevant” (Ladson-Billings as cited in Bransford, Brown, Cocking, et

al. 2000).

A learning site with features of a social learning environment will open room for what Lave and

Wenger (1991), call “situated learning”, a view which encompasses knowledge and learning in the

reality of the context where it happens. Similarly, this type of environment would embrace an

understanding “about the negotiated character of meaning” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 50) and

the social and cultural nature of learning of the activity. Clearly, learning here is viewed as a

socio-cultural process, something that requires a bit of flexibility in the lesson planning domain. It

appears, then, that what both the programme and the teacher educator should need to consider is

the extent to which research and socio cultural theories perspectives are reflected in their learning

sites and if this is how they conceive learning about teaching.

Methods and pedagogy of teaching about teaching.

Having considered matters of identity and conceptual tools, I turn now to the question of how the

language teacher educator can contribute to the forging of the language teacher’s identities, and

how they should use their conceptual tools to teach about teaching. In other words, this question

of how fundamentally asks for a consideration of the pedagogy of teaching about teaching. Thus, to

answer this question the ontological dimension underlying the answers to the ‘who’ (i.e. identity)

and ‘what’ (i.e conceptual tools) ought to be made explicit, as whatever the teaching programme and

the teacher educator decides in terms of methods, approaches and any other pedagogical practices

needed to teach about teaching ought to be aligned with that understanding.

Making these two philosophical dimensions clear may lead to avoiding contradictions between the

what and the how since, “any understanding of teaching must be anchored in examinations of

learning and learners” (Freeman & Johnson, 1998, p. 409). And this understanding ought to impact

the methodological route traced by the teacher educator to achieve learning about teaching in the

teaching programme. Approaching the question of pedagogy in this manner could be a way to avoid

the alleged theory (contained in the knowledge base) and practice (presented in the teaching) gap

that may present in teacher educators’ teaching sites.

I now draw on a particular example of a study where the researchers explicitly sought to understand

what it took to align the what and the how questions of a teaching programme. To that end, his was

a case study that inservice EFL teachers conducted in China aiming to engage teacher educators

in approaching their teaching by using reflective teaching in their practices (Liu & Zhang, 2014).

To get answers to their research question they needed deeper understanding of what exactly the
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reflective model entailed for which they used Barlett’s (as cited in Liu and Zhang (2014)) eight

principles of reflective teaching and summarised them as follows: a) problems being reflected must

be closely associated with social environment, b) the teacher must be interested in the problems

to be solved, c) problems must be raised by the teacher himself, that is, they must come from the

teacher’s own practice, d) reflection on the problems should encompass the teacher’s solution in his

own environment, e) the ownership of setting the problems and solving them goes to the teacher, f)

the information of the problems should come from the teacher’s teaching experience, g) the teacher’s

view point should be tested in teaching practice, h) once the teacher´s view proves to have stood

the test of practice, it must be put into effect. Barlett’s principles of reflective teaching, (as cited

in Liu and Zhang, 2014, p. 2396).

Although, Barlett’s principles provided a road-map for the researchers to walk, and all teachers

appear to know what the reflective model implies, it is difficult not to wonder whether this under-

standing was enough to warrant that all the teacher educators of Liu and Zhang’s case study did

share an understanding of how a foreign language is learnt or acquired. That is to say, the decision

of the pedagogy that supports the running of a teaching preparation programme cannot be reduced

to choosing the best method to develop it.

To reach an understanding of a pedagogy of teaching about teaching requires an explicit understand-

ing of what learning about teaching implies. This task should not be taken by individual teacher

educators, but as a collective that seeks to contribute to the formation of prospective teachers. As

Darling-Hammond, Hammerness, Grossman, Rust, and Shulman (2005) point out, the vast number

of existing pedagogies demonstrate those different perceptions. This only reinforces the idea of the

complexity of the task of approaching this question and why it should be explicitly and collectively

addressed.

The purpose of teaching about teaching.

In the previous subsections it has been stated that the considerations and worries of the language

teaching preparation programme, while at a macro scale, are the same teacher educators deal with

at a more personal level. These are the issues they learn for and from; yet, another important aspect

that makes part of what teacher educators learn, a more intricate and perhaps more debatable issue

to discuss, is the ‘why’ questions. The most important being, why teach about teaching, what is

the purpose of teaching about teaching? This why question seeks to make explicit the underlying

goals and reasons of the teaching programme and/or the teacher educators motivations.

In this final subsection, I engage with the difficulty one can encounter when approaching the question

of the purpose of teaching about teaching, as the answer is not that straightforward. Nonetheless,

Fenstermacher’s take on the matter is a good start. He classifies teacher educators’ answers to this

question by allocating them into four families...
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...one is concerned with preparing teachers who will impart their content efficiently and ex-
pertly, accompanied by high levels of acquisition by the students. Another family believes that
teachers must know how to assist students to develop a critical understanding of society, so
that they do not merely reproduce the given culture. A third family contends that the con-
struction of meaning is the essence of teaching and of learning; members of this family prepare
teachers to assist students in becoming makers of meaning. Still another family consists of
those who believe that the essence of teaching is in reflecting on experience and reconstructing
practice following reflection. (Fenstermacher, 1997, p. viii)

What is clear from Fenstermacher’s quote is that the purpose of teaching about teaching is most

likely dictated by the demands of the context in which it is delivered, by the passions and interests of

those who design the teaching programme, and primarily by those who teach it. Therefore, it would

make sense to assume that this purpose needs to be made visible, co-constructed and resignified

as the teaching programme develops. Another reason for making the purpose of learning/teaching

about teaching visible is because the why question forces both the teaching programme and the

teacher educator to ponder those hidden assumptions behind decisions taken about teaching about

teaching. Another reason is because decisions of matters previously discussed in this subsection

like the conceptual tools, the issue of identity, and the teaching site(s) ought to be aligned with the

underlying purpose of the programme.

The purpose question also aims at seeking for the justification for all the answers the teaching

programme and teacher educator may have given to the questions of who, what, how, when and

where of teaching about teaching. Answering the why question is about seeking coherence among

all the aspects the teaching programme and what the teacher educator will have to handle while

teaching-learning about teaching. In short, the why question encompasses the ontological stance of

the theory of learning upon which answers to these questions are grounded.

A strong argument for seeking coherence between the ontological and epistemological understanding

of learning is addressed by Lave (1992) which brings us back to the aspect of identity. Lave

claims that theories of learning have traditionally been explained from the epistemological rather

than the ontological nature of learning, that is, “on conceptions of the knowing, contemplating,

(representing, problem solving...) person.” (Lave, 1992, p. 2). If instead, the discussion were about

what learning means for the teaching programme and for the teacher educator, perhaps the answers

to the questions addressed in this section would be totally different.

In this section I have provided a brief summary of the literature about what teacher educators learn

for and from their teaching practices about teaching which has been enriched by my experience as a

teaching programme designer. The central argument was put forward that what teacher educators

learn for and from teaching about teaching goes beyond the conceptual tools, methods and pedagogy

of teaching about teaching. Teaching about teaching is an intricate and problematic endeavour that

needs to be understood as such by both the student teacher and teacher educator. What the student

teacher needs to learn about teaching, the knowledge base, is not an easy question to answer and
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it is filled with internal and external tensions to the teaching programme. Those tensions, are

issues that teacher educators have to deal with in their day-to-day practices, adding to the already

demanding task of teaching.

The major aspects to conclude from this literature review is that both the content of teaching

and how that content is taught are equally important and should be explicitly addressed with

the student teacher. A proposed manner to avoid further tensions in a teaching programme and

for teacher educators is to make explicit the ontological and epistemological underpinnings of the

understanding of learning about teaching. The following subsection addresses the question of how

teacher educators learn to teach about teaching. It will focus on a collection of examples of teacher

educators who have purposefully and empirically investigated their pedagogical practices.

2.1.2 How teacher educators learn.

As discussed in the previous section, there are many facets that need to be considered to answer

the question of what the knowledge base of the teacher educator should be. This condition not

only shows why there is a lack of consensus in the field on this issue, but also warns us that

the parallel task of answering the question of how teacher educators learn may be even more

fraught. Bearing this in mind, my approach to start tackling this question consisted in collecting and

closely examining five examples of teacher educators investigating their own pedagogical practices.

The selection of these examples was based on the following criteria: a) I excluded the traditional

professional development type of coursework, that is, short and instructional courses rather than

research based approach; b) I looked for studies driven by the same interest of my study; c) I included

studies I wanted to learn more indepth, for instance, Berry’s (2007) and Meijer, Kuijpers, Boei,

Vrieling, and Geijsel’s (2017) comprehensive collaborative study; d) I chose studies that represented

different geographic locations. I conclude this section with a discussion of the common elements

among the examples that provide insights into the question of how teacher educators learn.

The first example is a training course the teacher educators of the IVLOS Institute of Education at

Utrecht University in the Netherlands carried out in the 1990s by (Korthagen, 2001). This training

came about when the Institute opted for a drastic switch in their approach to educating their

student teachers called the ‘realistic approach’ and in essence consisted of a shift from following

the typical ‘theory first then practice’ approach, to start from practice to then link to theory (see

chapters 3 and 13 in Korthagen, 2001).

The training aimed at making IVLOS teacher educators competent in the new model they would

have to use when teaching their student teachers. They called it ALACT which stands for the five

phases of the model: Action, Looking back on the action, Awareness of essential aspects, Creating

alternative methods of action, and trial (Korthagen, 2001, p. 44). The main idea behind the model
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was to prompt teacher educators to reflect upon their teaching experiences, by looking back at what

they had intended with a certain action so they became aware of the causes, consequences of that

action, and could then create an alternative method (Korthagen, 2001). The course also aimed

at allowing teacher educators to realise that by using this approach they would be enabling their

prospective students to develop reflection as a tool to handle the everyday, changing challenges of

teaching. The underlying assumption of this model was that we, teacher educators, cannot fully

prepare our student teachers for everything they will encounter in a classroom, but by prompting

them to reflect about their actions, they may “develop an attitude of willingness to learn from

their” practices (Korthagen, 2001, p. 47).

The second example is based on research by Cochran-Smith and Lytle in 1999, in which they used

inquiry as a stance. They defined this approach as the opportunity given to teacher educators and

their students to take a position about “knowledge and its relationship to practice” (Cochran-Smith,

2003). This approach aims to have these two actors of the teaching-learning about teaching process

engage as a community in order to generate “local knowledge, envision and theorize their practice,

and interpret and interrogate the theory and research of others” (Cochran-Smith, 2003, p. 8). The

underlying premise of the approach is that the inquiry community’s job is a political and social

task which involves problematising the school organisation and how they do learning, teaching, and

evaluation, while thinking about the roles teachers play in that (Cochran-Smith, 2003).

This approach, was the result of over 20 years of her experience working with teacher educators

(Cochran-Smith, 2003). Throughout those years, she has participated in many varieties of inquiry

communities’ experiences, from which she claims to have learnt that more than an approach, the

initiative “is an intellectual perspective – a way of questioning, making sense of, and connecting

one’s day-to-day work to the work of others and to a larger social, historical, cultural, and political

contexts” (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1999a, as cited in Cochran-Smith, 2003). Most of the projects

undertaken using this approach are lengthy ones, and involved researchers, teacher educators, and

student teachers, showing the coherence with the underlying premise of the approach.

The third example comes from a more recent study carried out by Meijer et al. (2017) in which

they evaluated the outcomes of several professional development interventions aimed at enhanc-

ing teacher educators’ “transformative learning towards stimulating the inquiry-based attitude of

students” (p. 819). These professional development interventions were designed following three

“principles: ‘learning with and from peers’; ‘studying one’s own practice’; and ‘supporting trans-

formative learning’ ” (Meijer et al., 2017, p. 824). The interventions lasted for nine months and

teacher educators were allocated 30 hours of professionalisation time (Meijer et al., 2017). This

time was split between peer meetings and the sessions guided by a trained facilitator. Again, as in

approaches 1 and 2, these professional development interventions stemmed from the need to prepare

teacher educators to do what was stated by the Dutch Education Council.
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The analysis of research conducted through these professional development interventions showed

that all of the teacher educator groups found it was very supportive to learn with and from a peer

(Meijer et al., 2017). The participants claimed that their reflections had become stronger and they

felt encouraged by their peers to question their practices and knowledge of concepts (Meijer et

al., 2017). Regarding the self-study of their practices, teacher educators felt that making explicit

their beliefs had worked because it had helped adjust their “own beliefs and/or behaviour” (Meijer

et al., 2017). This comment may be interpreted as adjusting theory and practice. Participants

claimed the intervention helped them see things about their practices for the first time (Meijer et

al., 2017). The researchers, on the other hand, explained that this transformative learning may

have happened because of the combination of methods used during the intervention, including the

presence of trained facilitators, video analysis that supported the educators’ self-study of what they

call “professional beliefs and behaviour”, and the discussions of findings in a safe peer group (Meijer

et al., 2017, p.p. 835-836).

The fourth example puts forward the idea of the creation of a professional community of learning

for teacher educators. The aim in this instance, was to encourage teacher educators who were com-

mitted to “infuse thinking into the curriculum” to advance their professional development (Hadar

& Brody, 2010). This is another example of the need to provide professional support to teacher

educators in a changing professional context. This time, a new policy related to teaching was being

introduced by official stakeholders who “lacked understanding of the field” (Hadar & Brody, 2010).

The premise of this community of learning approach are based on the socio-cultural understanding

of learning, the idea that people learn when in a community of practice, as well as arguing for the

need to break the traditional view of teaching as an isolated, individual role. (Hadar & Brody,

2010).

This professional development project assumed, just as Korthagen’s example did, that educating

their “students to infuse thinking into future teaching requires college instructors to teach in ways

that develop higher-order thinking and performance” (Hadar & Brody, 2010, p. 1643). The pro-

cedure in this project was to allow the participants to explore their understanding of developing

higher-order thinking and performance, and get them to propose methods in which they could show

their understanding. To this end, the teacher educators were initially prompted to explore current

theories of teaching thinking. Next, the instructors would share their expertise and experiences

with them. Then, the teacher educators would have the chance to create and try out their pro-

posals with their colleagues. They would then teach their student teachers and collect evidence

of their practices to share with colleagues for peer feedback. The final phase consisted in a “joint

investigation of the pedagogy and practice of teaching thinking through group reflection” (Hadar

& Brody, 2010, p. 1643).

Although the previous four examples included teacher educators engaging in reflection on their

practices, the fifth example is what is known formally in the field as self-study research. It is
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an inquiry approach that attracts teacher educators as it focuses on teaching and learning about

teaching as the driving force of one’s research (J. Loughran, 2014). This approach has been used by

many teacher educators, and is one of the largest special interest research groups in the American

Education Research Association (AERA) (J. Loughran, 2014, p. 278). The Castle conference is a

very well-established research event for teacher educators using this approach meet every two years.

While there are a considerable number of studies using this approach, I have selected two which are

well-known and cited in this thesis, Samaras’ (2002) and Berry’s (2007).

In Berry’s self-study, she describes it as a method that shares features with reflection and action

research through which teacher educators seek to identify and clarify problems of practice, to

understand them better, and to exert changes in practices as a result (Berry, 2007). She claims

they achieve this by going from a personal reflection to turning it into knowledge for the public

domain. In her book, she describes how the method consisted of a compilation of her conversations,

questioning, and dialogues with her student teachers, and colleagues. The analysis included the

identification of six tensions in her practice which led to her proposal of a conceptual framework to

do and understand her research about her teaching practices (Berry, 2007, p. 154).

Like Berry, Samaras’ motivation to conduct her self-study was to help her student teachers improve

their learning about teaching. She thought it was necessary that she practiced and modeled the

theory of self-study through which she was investigating her own practices (Samaras, 2002). Samara

wanted to get her student teachers to reflect about their learning, in doing so, she also started

narrating her own history of learning about teaching (Samaras, 2002). The final outcome was that

her reflective writing helped her shape her identity as a teacher educator, and redefine the roles she

plays as a teacher educator. What is interesting in her account is how by unearthing her personal

history, she got to understand the whys of her inclination to teaching the way she does (Samaras,

2002, p. 147), and she was able to empirically corroborate that underneath her teaching practices

lied an understanding of learning she had gained as a student, which she refers as the model of

teaching she had experienced or been exposed to. To put these findings in Bruner’s (1996) words,

would be to say that both Samaras and Berry surfaced their ‘folk’ pedagogy.

Although the studies were born out of different needs and contexts, the consideration of these five

examples of teacher educators engaging in learning activities about their teaching practices has

offered key insights into understanding how teacher educators learn about teaching. First, the five

examples clearly show that learning for teacher educators is a purpose-oriented activity. It is an

activity that requires a significant level of consciousness to make explicit the beliefs, assumptions,

knowledge, and understandings which ground their teaching practices. Second, another common

feature in all the studies was the use of empirical methods that aided the teachers define the

problematic issues in their assumptions or actions. Third, the most visible common strategy across

these studies was to scrutinise practices either by reflecting or critically thinking about what the

identified problematic issues meant. Fourth, the mix of collaborative and individual work was
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present in all five examples. Even when the study was tagged under the category of self-study,

teacher educators were interacting with their student teachers and asking for their feedback about

their practices.

The common features identified in these five examples have long been part of the literature about

learning about teaching. However, what is most clearly highlighted is the decisive role reflection and

critical thinking play in these studies, which seems to indicate that it is through such conscious action

that educators learn. This conscious action appears to take learning about teaching to another level

of awareness, particularly, about learning through practice, which resembles the practice inquiry

method proposed by Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s (1999b). While pondering the place of reflective

thinking in learning, it would also suit to consider how this thinking may be pivotal in dealing

with the teacher educators’ prior knowledge and the impact it has in their practices. Perhaps, it is

through reflectively thinking upon any practical knowledge of teaching that there can be place for

changes in teaching practices.

This far, I have elaborated on two sub-themes that showed the intricacy of learning to become a

teacher educator illustrating a possible avenue to understand what teacher educators learn and how

they build that knowledge. In concluding this subsection it can be said that coming to a consensus

on what and how teacher educators should learn to teach about teaching is a difficult undertaking.

However, to fully answer the question of how teacher educators learn demands considering the

broader picture of learning and the role language plays in it. In the following section I present the

theories and perspectives of learning and language that ground the conception of learning for the

thesis.

2.2 Theories and Perspectives of Learning and Language

The literature about learning is copious and supported by several perspectives and theories that have

impacted how this process is approached in formal educational settings. However, current research

and literature appears to be supported by a more cultural hence social approach to learning. To

comprehend the place of learning for this study, I have drawn on perspectives and theories that

are grounded on this approach. This is why I start this section by elaborating on Vygotsky’s

cultural- historical theory of human development and two theories that expanded my understanding

of learning. Those two theories are Cultural Historical Theory (CHAT) and Situated Learning.

In addition, because it is through language that social interaction and learning happens I look

at language from different authors’ viewpoints. I do this seeking to expand my understanding of

language as a mediator but also as an outcome of learning, and to comprehend its instrumental place

in teacher educators’ learning. For this reason, this section also includes the perspectives of language

in the works of three renown authors: Dewey’s philosophy, Habermas’ theory of communicative
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action, and Vanderveken’s theory of speech acts.

The purpose of the subsection below is to bring together the background and key assumptions that

shape my understanding of learning for this thesis, as teacher educator learning is the backbone

of this case study. To that end, I start by highlighting the tenets of the cultural-historical theory

proposed by Vygotsky, a theory that has greatly influenced other fields and illustrated how to

apply psychology in education (Cole, 2004). The section then moves to explicate two socio-cultural

perspectives of learning that have gained their place in formal learning settings, expansive learning

and situated learning. Grounded in the cultural-historical theory of human development put forward

by Lev Vygotsky, Luria and Leontiev in the 1930’s, these perspectives highlight that learning is born

in social interaction, and have each influenced how we approach learning in the field of education.

Taken together, these theories provide a perspective of learning which shape the conceptual tools

that have informed decisions regarding the methodological design, analysis and interpretation of

data in this research study.

2.2.1 Learning from a Cultural-Historical Perspective

Lev Semyonovich Vygotsky did not specifically write a theory of learning (Stetsenko, 1999). How-

ever, the “most heuristic idea of his theory is the idea that learning can lead to developmental

processes” (Stetsenko, 1999, p. 235). Per Blunden (2015b), for Vygotsky “there are two distinct

principles of development, biological-evolutionary and cultural-historical” (Blunden, 2015b, p. 3).

The cultural-historical dimension refers to the development of tools and signs, and was initially

subordinated by the biological principle which changed when the historical development of human

society took precedence (Blunden, 2015b, p. 3). In other words, when the relationship of historical

development of human society with human development was introduced, the explanation of human

development exclusively from a biological stance started to be questioned. The third dimension Vy-

gotsky added to explain human development as Blunden states is “the ontogenesis of the individual

person.” (Blunden, 2015b, p. 2).

Hence, Vygotsky conceived human development as an intricate process that demanded the dialogue

of these three dimensions- biological- historical and individual. He sought to overcome the separation

of these dimensions as promoted by natural science and the ideological perspectives of human

development (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 2002). Veresov (2020) points to Vygotsky’s contribution to

the field, arguing that what he meant by the dialogic nature of these dimensions is that when tracing

a child’s development, the person’s history, the history of the society, and the history of the species

need to be accounted for, Veresov (2020).

However, some scholars would claim Vygotsky’s most significant contribution resided not only in

seeing development as a cultural-historical process, but in highlighting what he considered to be
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the end goal of development. Both Stetsenko and Arievitch (2002) and Daniels (2008) agree that

Vygotsky saw human development as the one road for social transformation, “an instrument for

social change” (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 2002). For Stetsenko and Arievitch this is how learning

should be understood and used in the educational field, yet they argue Vygotsky’s legacy has not

fully been exploited in this way.

To attempt to explain Vygotsky’s theory in a few pages would risk minimising his extensive theoret-

ical works. For this reason, I have chosen to focus on six concepts that enabled me to envision and

comprehend the issue investigated in this study. They are: 1. The concept of concept formation;

2. The concept of word meaning; 3. The concept of tools and signs; 4. The concept of mediation;

5. The concept of zone of proximal development;and 6. The concept of social interaction. These

concepts intertwine, interrelate, complement each other, and coexist as pieces of the whole picture

Vygotsky gave of human development. They are all implicated in the question of how people learn,

and thus foundational to my study.

The concept of concept formation.

When Vygotsky and Shif conducted their comparative experiment of everyday concepts and sci-

entific concepts in the child, their main purpose was to verify their hypothesis of the path of the

development of the scientific concept (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 239). Their underlying reason, however,

was to solve the problem of the relationship between formal schooling and the child’s development

(Vygotsky, 1987). The outcome of this research, and its implication for the educational field, is the

reason this subsection starts here. In this subsection, I argue that in Vygotsky’s concept of concept

formation we find the clues to investigate the relation between personal and formal pedagogical the-

ories of teacher educators, or what is the same, theoretical and practical understandings of formal

concepts of learning.

To understand how Vygotsky’s concept advances our understanding about teacher educators’ learn-

ing, we start by considering the hypothesis he and his colleague were trying to prove. There were

four assumptions that motivated their research1. First, “in general terms, concepts or word mean-

ings develop”; second, “scientific concepts are not learnt in a final form”, because they also develop;

third, “findings based on the study of everyday concepts cannot be generalised to scientific con-

cepts”; and fourth, “the problem as a whole must be studied experimentally” (Vygotsky, 1987,

p. 167).

The main findings of their research presented in Table 2.1 synthesises the emerging differences

in the formation of everyday 2 and scientific concepts. As can be seen, the differences are worth

1The research was primarily carried out by Shif, a Soviet psychologist and student of Vygotsky. See footnote in
the original article.

2In Vygotsky’s original text he referred to ‘spontaneous concepts’, the editor of the text adapted it to everyday
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highlighting. In the first place, while the everyday concept originates from a more sensual experience

(syncretic) in the child, the scientific concept is more abstract. Second, the everyday concept allows

for judgement, whereas the scientific demands analysis and awareness.

Table 2.1: Formation of Everyday and Scientific Concepts

Everyday Concepts Scientific Concepts
Are extrasystemic Are systemic
Base on judgments Base on synthesis
Come from syncretic schemes Come from analysis
Thought is not sufficiently deductive Come from conscious awareness

Note. Table created based on (Vygotsky, 1987, pp. 234-241).

Looking at these findings, it is reasonable to draw a comparison between the formation of everyday

concepts and Bruner’s (1996) folk pedagogies or Korthagen and Kessels’s (1999) small ‘t’ theories

of teacher educators. If both follow the same path, the conclusions reached by Vygotsky and

his colleagues in their experiment must be considered, as they provide some broader insights into

learning.

The first conclusion is that both the everyday and the scientific concepts have weaknesses. However,

while the everyday concept lacks in abstraction, the scientific is not sufficiently saturated with the

concrete (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 169). The danger of this, Vygotsky claims, is that the child can not

voluntarily use it, that is, the concept is not ready for action (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 169).

Vygotsky’s second conclusion is even more insightful. He argued that the manner in which scientific

concepts are taught in school appears to assume that concepts do not develop, as they are given to

the child in “completed form from the domain of adult thinking” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 169). However,

Vygotsky stresses that a concept is not a “collection of associative connections” the child learns by

heart,..“it is a complex act of thinking... at any stage of its development, the concept is an act of

generalization” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 169). It is because of all these attributes that a scientific concept

can not be adopted, Vygotsky insists they can not be inserted into the consciousness of the child

from the exterior world (Vygotsky, 1987). In other words, concepts have a different relationship to

what they refer to (the object) when they are out of the system they belong to, which is the case

of everyday concepts. However, when in the system, relationships between concepts start to form

(Vygotsky, 1987); this is the role generalisation plays in scientific concept formation.

Although, by his own admission, Vygotsky and colleague’s research could not give a conclusive

answer to all their questions (Vygotsky, 1987, p.p. 239-241), what they categorically concluded

was “that spontaneous and scientific concepts have complex internal connections” (Vygotsky, 1987,

p. 238). If this line of analysis were pursued, they add, both everyday and scientific concepts could be

studied with a single research framework. As Vygotsky states, teaching does not begin at the formal

concept as that was Vygotsky’s intended meaning
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level of school (Vygotsky, 1987), which would imply that the origin of folk pedagogical theories have

a long history to unearth, as their origin very much resemble the formation of spontaneous concepts.

In light of this understanding, Bruner’s (1996) invitation to investigate teacher educators’ folk

pedagogies makes more sense. Because teacher educators’ learning about teaching did not start at

the teaching programme, in fact, following Vygotsky’s remark, this learning very likely started from

home, or at least, in their own school experiences.

Hence, a pertinent line of inquiry when investigating understandings of formal concepts would be

to examine the questions of how the historical development of formal concepts of our profession

relates to our pedagogical practices, and how aware teacher educators are of this development.

About the importance of the history of concepts Blunden (2015a) states no concept is meaningful

separated from the story that made it. This is particular meaningful in the profession of teacher

educators because concepts are the primary cultural tools we use to do our jobs. Learning about

teaching is not about getting our student teachers to ‘recite’ pedagogical concepts, but to get them

to understand them well enough to use them in practice.

This suggests that a good place to begin any research on teacher educator learning should be by

investigating what concepts they may have ‘collected’ throughout their professional lives. What are

the stories behind those concepts, or better said, what gave them form. This would be congruent

with Ach’s suggestion that research should “study the development of concepts and not its finished

products” (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1991, p. 259), as Vygotsky also insists.

The concept of word meaning.

In this section I focus on another important conclusion Vygotsky and his colleague drew at the

end of the experiment of concept formation. They claim that the development of a corresponding

concept does not end, rather, it begins when a “new word is learnt” (Vygotsky, 1987). Words

also mature as their meanings gradually develop (Vygotsky, 1987). Vygotsky’s explanation of this

intricate relation between meaning, word, and concepts is taken up in this section to further expand

our understanding of how teacher educators learn.

First, the issue of word meaning surfaced when Vygotsky and Shif were investigating the relation

between thought and word. What they said about meaning is that “in essence, generalization and

word meaning are synonyms. Any generalization – any formation of a concept – is unquestionably a

specific and true act of thought” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 244). For them, the meaning of the word is the

link between thinking and speech, which cannot be assumed as separate from each other (Vygotsky,

1987). And because this cannot be decomposed any further, for Vygotsky, word meaning is the

unit of analysis when investigating human development.

Vygotsky’s explanation of the connection between thought and word shows an inherent dialectical
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relationship between word meaning and thought. Word meaning is an occurrence of thinking only if

thought is “connected with the word and embodied in it” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 244). Said otherwise,

thought needs word meaning as much as word meaning needs thought. However, Vygotsky warns

that “thought does not immediately coincide with verbal expression” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 281).

The reason being, a thought is much more than a collection of words, unlike speech (Vygotsky,

1987). This finding led Vygotsky and colleagues to conclude that the path from thought to speech

is a complex one, and there is always a “hidden subtext in our speech” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 281).

Also, the only way to travel the path from thought to speech is through word meaning (Vygotsky,

1987). As Vygotsky’s explained: “understanding the words of others also requires understanding

their thoughts” (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 283). However, to fully understand thought the motives that

propelled it must also be revealed (Vygotsky, 1987).

Given that even when we talk there is an underlying thought that does not emerge, making explicit

the meaning that teacher educators have of the concepts of learning and teaching would seem to

be a condition of any research about their learning. Specially, because meaning is a condition for

understanding. As Vygotsky insists the external mediation of thought is the signs, but thought is

internally mediated by meaning (Vygotsky, 1987). The meaning given to the words and concepts

develop, therefore, we must not assume others understand exactly what we mean when we use them.

The concept of tools and signs.

The concept of tools and signs is Vygotsky’s most valuable medium to ground his cultural-historical

theory. For Vygotsky, tools and signs are the means by which humankind produces, reproduces,

maintains, and develops their social world (Stetsenko, 2004, p. 505) . The tools and signs Vygotsky

and colleagues conceived are instrumental in keeping the social world alive, and therefore the child

must learn about them to be a participant in that social life. However, in Stetsenko’s view, the

concept of tools and signs are the means Vygotsky used to put forward his most outstanding

theoretical contribution, that is, through the tools and signs humans, unlike animals, overcome

“the dictates and constraints of nature and environment” (Stetsenko, 2004, p. 504). An implication

of this interpretation is that Vygotsky saw in tools and signs the instruments through which humans

grow and develop, and how they act in and on the world around them. It is true the child needs to

learn about them to become part of the social fabric, but those same tools and signs give them the

means to develop and grow by enabling them to improve upon those tools as well.

Regarding the distinction Vygotsky and colleagues made between tools and signs there have been

several interpretations. For instance, Miller (2011), highlights that Vygotsky argued while tools are

material and can be used for solving a task, signs, on the other hand take the form of speech when

solving that task (Miller, 2011). Miller claims both tools and signs are “mediational means that

form part of the action and can be rolled together to constitute cultural tools (Miller, 2011, p. 375).
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Other authors would agree with this view. For example, Rubtsova (2019) explains the difference

between tools and signs from a functional point of view. For her, while tools operate in the outer

world and transform it, signs operate at an internal level and transform or affect the inner world of

human beings (Rubtsova, 2019).

Miller’s and Rubtsova’s arguments show that Vygotsky purposefully addressed the relationship be-

tween the objective and subjective realms and avoided treating them as two separate and unrelated

worlds. Both tools and signs are important mediating forces necessary for learning and develop-

ment that coexist in the objective and subjective realms of people. Put in Blunden’s words, the

psychological signs emerge from the technical tools and are directed inwards, whereas tools have

an outward direction at nature (Blunden, 2015b). Vygotsky did not state one was more important

than the other, and this understanding is appreciated in this thesis. However, the distinction made

by Vygotsky between tools and sings is also acknowledged in this thesis. That is, when talking

about internal mediation the word psychological sign will be used, whereas conceptual tool is used

to refer to the teacher educators’ use of concepts, ideas, knowledge to teach about teaching (in the

outer world).

The concept of mediation.

As we have seen in the previous section, talking about tools and signs without mediation and vice

versa is an impossible task. For Vygotsky, what tied these two concepts together was precisely

the function they play for human development. However, this well-known concept was originally

mentioned by Hegel while attempting “to resolve a number of problems in the legacy of Kant”

(Blunden, 2012, p. 105). For Hegel, two of the three forms of mediation humans use to construct

the universal, that is, the cultural result of labour, are “the making and use of tools and the use of

language” (Blunden, 2012, p. 106).

Looking more carefully at what Hegel implied by this premise, tools were the bridge that connected

the inner and outer world of practices, or as Blunden (2012) would say, in the act of making and

using tools, awareness and objectification of practices took form. Hegel also stated that the task

of the improvement of tools is a condition brought about by the needs of the context which rest in

the hands of the community that produces and uses them (Blunden, 2012).

To recognise the origin of the concept of mediation allows us to see more clearly Vygotsky’s con-

tribution to the theory of human development. While Hegel may have laid the foundations for

bridging the gap between the subjective and the objective through the concept of mediation, it is

Vygotsky who explains how these tools (the labour tools ) turn into signs once they become part

of what he called the inner speech (Blunden, 2012). Though for Hegel language was “the tools of

reason” (Blunden, 2012), Vygotsky furthers this idea and elaborates on its mediating role in higher

mental functions.
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From the above explanations three important insights from the concept of mediation are drawn and

used for this study. The first is that tools and signs are complementary, although they present in

two different realms, one turns into the other or improve the other. The second is that they are

needed to mediate development and growth in human beings. The third is that language is the key

cultural tool without which mediation could not be achieved.

What follows is the explanation Vygotsky gave about how those cultural tools should be used to

prompt the development of a child. Most importantly, he explains why cultural tools must be used

in prompting a child’s development.

The concept of zone of proximal development.

The zone of proximal development (ZPD) is perhaps the most popular concept of Vygotsky’s theory

in the realm of education. However, there are authors who claim it has been misinterpreted or

wrongly applied in the field. In this section, I address some of the authors’ critiques in order to

clarify the origin of ZDP, how Vygotsky elaborated on the concept, and present an alternative to

how ZPD should be used in the educational field.

The most common view on the origin of the ZPD is that it was Vygotsky’s answer to a school

problem in Russia regarding the best age to start schooling (Newman & Holzman, 1993). Vygotsky

used ZPD to demonstrate the difference between maturing and matured processes and, “what seems

...the relationship between what the child can do independently and in collaboration with others”

(Newman & Holzman, 1993, p. 58). A similar definition was presented by Van der Veer and Valsiner

(1991), while they also list other features of the ZPD that offer a more robust understanding of the

concept. For instance, Vygotsky’s discussion of the significant part that the ‘social other’ plays in

the cognitive development of children is of critical importance. Also, the notion of the ‘ideal form’,

which hints at that cognitive function, which is not yet there, but may come if the social component

is provided for (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1991).

As for the function of ZPD, in Bruner’s (1987) insightful prologue to one of Vygotsky’s texts, he

argues that in conceptualising the ZPD, Vygotsky illustrated better than anyone else the “moving

inward of speech” (Bruner, 1987). He claims through ZPD, Vygotsky managed to connect a large

number of his thoughts regarding learning and development, and highlights the role of dialogue

between “a more expert teacher and a less expert learner” as its greatest feature (Bruner, 1987,

p. 4). According to Vygotsky, this dialogue is the precursor of inner speech, and the learner uses it

to reflect and make the connections to reshape his thoughts (Bruner, 1987).

In a more recent consideration of the application of this concept in the school context, Miller (2011)

explains why ZPD has been misused at an instructional level. In his view the problem derives from

a contradiction in practice of how Vygotsky understood human development. Miller asserts that
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while “research on instruction has been based on assessing the child’s level of development, or what

is referred to as readiness for instruction”, an appropriate approach should include the assessment

of the ZPD of the child, as Vygotsky proposed (Miller, 2011, p. 120). That is, the school should

assess the child’s maturing functions, not exclusively the matured ones.

In the same line of thought and referring to the ‘ideal form’, Van der Veer and Valsiner (1991) claim

there is a danger in how the concept of ZPD has been misunderstood in education. ZPD is not about

seeing the child’s development as a ‘stage’ where he/she needs to be in order to access instruction,

nor is it the case of predicting where he will get, which is a misinterpretation of the concept of

the ‘ideal form’. Rather, ZPD should be understood as the appropriate conditions needed for the

child’s development to progress. This view resonates with Álvarez and Àlvarez’s (2007) definition

of ZPD: a context-based environment, and the job of the school is to create the conditions “that

grant the child access to functions new to him and placed within his reach by culture and society”

(Álvarez & Àlvarez, 2007, p. 280).

In summary, this review of this tenet of Vygotsky’s theory highlights the importance of the ‘social

other’ in the life and development of a learner. From a socio-cultural perspective of learning, it

would be legitimate to claim this tenet is equally important in the lives of adult teacher educators,

who do a job which centres around learning/teaching. It is a job that is complex, demanding, in

flux, and, as shown, filled with clusters of uncertainty. The implications of Vygotsky’s theory with

regard to the educator’s learning process could be summed up in a simple conclusion: The learning

community for teacher educators should be their ZPD. That is to say, adhering to Álvarez and

Àlvarez (2007), the teacher educators’ workplace should promote their learning by ‘placing within

their reach’ the required level of awareness about their job creating the context and conditions

necessary.

The concept of social interaction.

As discussed in the previous subsection about ZPD, for Vygotsky one of the flaws of formal schooling

is that it measures “the child’s function as they have matured”, yet he asserted that functions should

be measured while “they are in the process of maturing”. In other words, the functions should be

assessed while in the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 208). He also was

of the view that the only way to measure the process of maturing of functions would be while the

child was engaged in collaborative activity (Vygotsky, 1987), or what is to say, while engaged in

social interaction.

Minick (1987) explains Vygotsky’s reason for this claim was that he viewed social interaction as a

generative space, the fertile soil, the arena where all the conceptual tools of his cultural-historical

theory converge to give rise to learning, development, and growth of the person and culture. Minick

claims, that in Vygotsky’s explanation of social interaction it is clear how tools and signs are the
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carriers of behaviors that are learnt by the individual, but they are also used by the individual to

influence others’ behaviors (p. 21). It can be argued that it is in and through social interaction that

all the other concepts of Vygotsky’s theory can functionally play their roles, as this is the realm in

which they can all exist simultaneously.

Along the same line of thought, Lantolf (2012) elaborates on the relevance of social interaction for

the child’s development. For instance, he claims children become part of their cultures through social

interactions with parents and members of other circles (the ‘social others’) where concepts of their

social group are initially appropriated (p. 9). He goes on to claim it is through social interaction

that signs and cultural tools are passed from speaker to speaker, and from one generation to the

next, and most importantly, where these tools are improved and gain new meaning (Lantolf, 2012).

The examination of these six concepts of Vygotsky’s theory highlights the importance of articulating

them when teaching and investigating learning. Vygotsky’s findings are critically important in

understanding human development. Yet, perhaps a more important lesson to learn from his work

was his rigour and method when investigating a subject. Unfortunately, as Stetsenko (2009) warned,

Vygotsky’s legacy has not been fully exploited for educational purposes. She argues the design of an

approach that integrates human development and learning is of urgent need in the field (Stetsenko,

2009). To this end, she calls for an approach that enacts the tenets of Vygotsky’s theory, and

proposes three actions toward this aim:

...(a) more directly engaging the notions of cultural tools and mediation; (b) encompassing
both social and individual levels of social practice; and (c) restoring the balance between the
goals of acting on the grounds of historical traditions and the need to develop the power for
cultural/societal innovation and transformation. (Stetsenko, 2009, p. 275)

With Stetsenko’s recommendations in mind, I now turn to two socio-cultural perspectives of learning

to further consider the question of how teacher educators learn. The first perspective is expansive

learning, which is rooted in Cultural Historical Activity Theory. The second perspective is situated

learning, a perspective based on socio-anthropology. Expansive learning was chosen because it

focuses on changing practices and highlights the social nature of learning. Situated learning, on

the other hand, was chosen because it positions the community as the bearer and mentor of the

learning process for learners to master.

2.2.2 CHAT- Theory of Expansive Learning.

Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) emerged between the 1920s and 1930s in the Soviet

Union (Engeström, 2009). Known as the first generation of CHAT, it collected the initial contri-

bution of Vygotsky and colleagues, namely, the introduction of mediation as a complex act in “the

relation between stimulus (S) and response (R)” (Engeström, 2009, p. 54). This original concept,

later expressed as “subject, object and mediated artifact”, contributed to understanding the human
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psyche, and from that moment “the individual could not be understood without his cultural means”

(Engeström, 2009, p. 54).

In the second generation of CHAT, according to Engeström (2009), Leont’ev contributed to the

theory by: a) transferring the unit of analysis from the individual to the collective activity; b)

rescuing the original idea of contradictions within the activity presented by Vygotsky’s colleague

Il’enkov; and c) pointing at the existence of other elements (the rules, division of labour and the

community) in the activity that might originate such contradictions. These added components

acknowledged the complexity a collective system may face, something that was lacking in the first

generation as “its unit of analysis remained individually focused” (Engeström, 2001, p. 134).

It is important to fully consider the implications of changing the unit of analysis for CHAT. Why

collective activity? Why the need to change Vygotsky’s original unit of analysis? For Leont’ve

(1978) the answer was asserted in German ideology, specifically in Marx’ philosophical argument

which ties cognition to the very practical process of the real world that surrounds individuals

(A. Leontiev, 1978). Leont’ev concludes, based on Marx’ assertion, that...

Even the bodily organization of individuals incorporates the need that they participate in
an active relationship with the external world; in order to exist they must act, produce the
necessary means of life. Acting on the external world, they change it; at the same time they
also change themselves. This is because what they themselves represent is determined by their
activity, conditioned by the already attained level of development, by its means and the form
of organisation. (A. Leontiev, 1978, p. 10)

When people act, those activities, though external and practical in the first instance, become an

internal activity of the individual’s consciousness (A. Leontiev, 1978). However, from the perspective

of CHAT, this individual activity is to be viewed in relation to others. It is in the analysis of social

life that the activity is to be studied (A. Leontiev, 1978), because within CHAT consciousness

is social, not individual. This underlying assumption serves to explain how changes in practices

happen, and therefore researches ought to follow the activity of the Activity System in order to

understand cognition and learning. For this reason, the activity takes center stage for decisions I

have made regarding the research design and data analysis in this case study.

Engeström’s theory of expansive learning, his most renown contribution to the third generation

of CHAT, is a type of learning that demands creation of something novel, for which learners join

efforts (A. Sannino et al., 2016). In this perspective, learning is an activity in which there is no

need of a teacher (Daniels, 2008). Through activity, knowledge is developed as it is being learnt

(Daniels, 2008), and its final purpose is “a new, wider, and more complex object for their activity”

(A. Sannino et al., 2016, p. 604).

The theory of expansive learning revolves around the idea that “the very subject of learning is

transformed from isolated to collectives and networks” (Engeström & Sannino, 2010, p. 5). These

collectives are called activity systems. This is a key concept in understanding expansive learning
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theory. In the following sub-sections, I further explicate the concepts and ideas of expansive learning

that contribute to ground the understanding of learning for this study.

Activity systems.

Activity systems are “multi-voiced formations” whose activities are oriented towards a constantly

moving object (Engeström, 2001). This object is the reason why the activity system exists, in the

first place. The multi-voicedness of activity systems refers to the many subjects that bring with

them different viewpoints, beliefs, and interests, (Foot, 2014) They are made up of different layers

where “conscious actions and unconscious operations” exist (Foot, 2014) The other elements, as

shown in Figure 2.1, are those with which the subjects of the activity system coexist, and/or bring

contradictions to their lives. . .

Figure 2.1: The structure of a human activity. Retrieved from Expansive Learning by Engeström,
Y. ,1987 (p.78). Printed by Helsinki, Finland: Orienta-Konsultit. Retrieved on May the 10th, 2017.

Object.

Engeström and Sannino (2010) assert that the object is the reason why an activity system exists,

the “true carrier of the motive of the activity” (p. 4). Anything in the objective world that

“meets a need and is invested with meaning and motivating power” turns into the object of an

activity (A. Sannino et al., 2016, p. 602). What this implies is that it is the object that gives the

differentiating character to the activity and, by extension, to the activity systems.

However, despite being the reason for the activity, “because of its link to human needs, an object

is a historically developing entity that is never fully attained or complete” (A. Sannino et al.,

2016). This means that working out the object of an activity system is not an easy task, as

this is contextually bounded. A. Sannino et al. (2016) go so far as to assert that, because of its

dependence on historical and cultural conditions, an object is “never fully attained or complete” (p.

602). Another characteristic of the object is that it is “always internally contradictory” (Engeström
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& Sannino, 2010). This condition is explained as the socioeconomic formation of all objects which

translates in a capitalist system as the unity of use and exchange value (A. Sannino et al., 2016,

p. 603). This condition, though, is not necessarily negative, as contradictions are considered the

force that drives the object transformation (Engeström & Sannino, 2010).

Contradictions.

As mentioned before, in CHAT contradictions are the drive for change, and “the process of expansive

learning should be understood as construction and resolution of successively evolving contradictions”

(Engeström & Sannino, 2010, p. 7). In this way, contradictions fuel expansive learning, as each time

they are resolved, a ‘new’ object of the activity emerges (Engeström & Sannino, 2010). Moreover,

contradictions are historically developed formations that situate at the level of the activity, as

contrasted with conflicts and dilemmas which locate at the action level (Engeström & Sannino,

2010). This implies that the roots of a contradiction will not be easily identified unless its historical

formation is traced.

According to Engeström an activity system will, at any time, deal with four types of contradictions

(for a detailed explanation of the genesis of contradictions see Engeström, 1987, pp. 98-106). The

types of contradictions are summarised below:

“Level 1: primary inner contradiction (double nature) within each constituent component of
the central activity. Level 2: secondary contradictions between the constituents of the central
activity. Level 3: tertiary contradiction between the object/motive of the dominant form of
the central activity and the object/motive of a culturally more advanced form of the central
activity. Level 4: quaternary contradictions between the central activity and its neighbour
activities.” (Engeström, 1987, p. 102-103)

Ascending from the abstract to the concrete.

The concept of ascending from the abstract to the concrete is at the heart of the theory of expansive

learning. The concept has deep roots which Engeström first carefully traced for the writing of his

acclaimed thesis in 1987, however, the definition presented in A. Sannino and Engeström (2017)

suits better the subject undertaken in this study as they claim that...

All thinking and learning are abstracting meaning from some initial sensory-concrete diffuse
entity, a whole. The learner abstracts from the whole a particular aspect and attributes a
meaning to it. There are two types of abstractions: empirical and theoretical. Empirical
abstraction is a classification of superficial features of phenomena. Theoretical abstraction
refers to the identification of the genetic origins of phenomena that may externally not be
alike at all. (A. Sannino & Engeström, 2017, p. 83)

When talking about ascending from the abstract to the concrete the ‘germ cell’ is a critical concept,

as this signals the beginning of the shift from abstracting the parts to a whole comprehension of
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the phenomenon investigated (Engeström, 2001; A. Sannino et al., 2016). The germ cell emerges

when contradictions found in the activity are being addressed. These contradictions need to be

resolved by the subjects of the activity system by “constructing a foundational relationship or germ

cell initially not known by the instructor-interventionists themselves” (A. Sannino et al., 2016,

p. 605). In other words, the germ cell is part of the solution of the contradiction found either in

the knowledge and/or activity of the participants in the intervention (A. Sannino et al., 2016).

In this subsection, I have examined key tenets of cultural historical activity theory (CHAT) searching

for clues to better understand how teacher educators learn. In view of the emerging themes of this

examination, a main conclusion to be drawn is that for the third generation of CHAT learning

expands when people collectively seek to find answers to contradictions in their activity systems.

The principles of the theoretical framework that grounds CHAT are summarised below.

First, for CHAT people (subjects) operate as activity systems, the objects of which prompt them

to work collectively. Second, activity systems are like living organisms that change as the needs

of the contexts they inhabit change; this explains why the object of the activity is historically

and culturally constructed. Third, the nature of the objects of the activity implies they may not

be easily understood by every subject of the activity system; this is when contradictions for the

activity system arise. Fourth, to solve the contradictions of an activity system their history needs

to be traced and dealt with collectively. Fifth, the emergence of a germ cell- which happens while

addressing the contradictions- is an indication of moving from the abstract to the concrete, that is,

from seeing only the parts rather than the whole of the issue to be dealt with. In other words, the

germ cell indicates that the changes of practices are happening.

The concept of ascending from the abstract to the concrete is an explanatory consideration of how

the alleged gap between theory and practice is non- existent from the perspective of CHAT or expan-

sive learning. This is because what the concept shows is how a concrete and sensual understanding

may turn into a more theoretical based understanding of a phenomenon when scrutinised. For this

reason CHAT has been described as a theoretically and concretely practiced-based theory, a bridge

between theory and practice that promotes transformations of real practices. Most importantly, it

is a theory that takes practice as a source of knowledge upon which it then expands (A. E. Sannino,

Daniels, & Gutiérrez, 2009, p. 7).

2.2.3 The Theory of Situated Learning.

Introduced in the early 1990’s, the theory of situated learning was praised for focusing on “the

relationship between learning and the social interactions in which it occurs”, and “situating learning

in different forms of social co-participation” (Hanks, 1991, p. 14). This socio-cultural theory is

concerned not with the cognitive processes the learner develops, rather, it asks what is the type of
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social interaction needed so that learning occurs (Hanks, 1991). An underlying premise of situated

learning is precisely the situated nature of apprentices’ (a learner’s) real participation in practices

in which they play a role instead of being lectured, what Lave and Wenger (1991) call authentic

peripheral participation.

Paradoxically, what seems to be the strength of situated learning may have been its weakness, for

its application in formal learning settings, as the schools, the way we know them in the Western

world, are far from resembling the authentic communities of practice Lave and Wenger refer to in

their study. In this subsection, I consider more fully some of the facets of situated learning, in

particular, the premise of legitimate peripheral participation for learning.

The facets of situated learning.

Lave and Wenger (1991) do not agree with the idea that learning is a process of internalization, as

this assumes knowledge is a cerebral process, in which the learner absorbs something given to them

that then needs assimilation (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Instead, they agree with Engeström’s view

of the zone of proximal development, which opens a window of opportunity for their conception of

learning. They highlight Engeström’s portray of the ZPD as the distance between the individual’s

everyday actions and a new historically and collective form of activity Engeström (as cited in Lave

and Wenger, 1991). Engeström’s societal and collective meaning of the activity is what resonated

with Lave and Wenger (1991) because for them learning goes “beyond the context of pedagogical

structuring... includes the social world ... and takes into account, in a central way, the conflictual

nature of social practice” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 49).

Within the theory of situated learning, learning is an “inseparable part of the social practice” (Lave

& Wenger, 1991, p. 31), since its purpose is the “development of knowledgeable skilled identities in

practice and the reproduction of and transformation of communities of practice” (Lave & Wenger,

1991, p. 55). Therefore, for learning to take place in a formal educational setting, the conditions of

social practice, such as participation, active role-taking, doing, evolving relationships in the activity

of real communities of practice suggested by Lave and Wenger (1991), would need to be in place.

Social practices are constitutive of the community and thus provide the conditions for learning, and

in return benefit from the practices enacted in them.

Beyond doubt, in the theory of situated learning there is a dialogic relationship between the indi-

vidual and society, or the given community of practice. One might even say that there is a kind of

mutual agreement regarding the exchange of knowledge, growth, and development between the two.

However, Lave and Wenger warn us that communities of practice are “historically constructed”,

therefore newcomers may encounter conflicting situations (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Nonetheless,

these challenging situations are better dealt with when the ‘old-timers’ allow the newcomers to

participate and transition into becoming an old-timer themselves (Lave & Wenger, 1991).
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In short, the facets that define situated learning are these: a) social practice, b) meaningful or real

participation in everyday activity, c) developing knowledgeable, skilled identities, d) production

of and transformation of communities of practice, and e) becoming a member of the community

of practice. For all of this to happen the most important condition is to allow the newcomer’s

legitimate peripheral participation in the community of practice, as this becomes the ZPD of that

learner. In short, situated learning is “a process of changing understanding in practice” (Lave, 2009,

p. 201).

The understanding Lave (2009) is talking about can only be reached if there is transparency re-

garding the practices and the newcomers are authentically allowed to participate in the community

of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). In the learning process of the newcomer, this transparency

translates into allowing them to use and understand the significance of the artifacts used in the

community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). In situated learning understanding does not corre-

spond to the metacognitive action of thinking about one’s cognitive processes (Lave, 2009). Rather,

this understanding is shown when thinking helps generate what Dreier and Holzman call “extended,

generalized action” (originally in quotes) (as cited in Lave, 2009). Because, in Lave’s view, “part

of what it means to engage in learning activity is extending what one knows beyond the immediate

situation” (Lave, 2009, p. 204). In sum, in the context of situated learning understanding is a

process of legitimately learning about the craft, the use of artifacts and what they mean for the

community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991).

Lave and Wenger (1991) go on to present some examples of communities of practices in which their

premise is validated, however, none of them resembled that of teacher educators. The exclusion of

the teacher educators’ community of practice is mentioned because, as shown in Section 2.1, teaching

about teaching is a problematic and complex endeavour that demands that teacher educators, beside

acquiring a knowledge base, demonstrate understanding of how and why they do what they do. That

is to say, it does not suffice to do teaching, they also need to teach student teachers the how and

why of that activity (Freeman & Johnson, 1998; J. Loughran, 2006; J. Loughran & Menter, 2019).

To complicate matters, the tools teacher educators use to do their job are concepts, ideas, and

theories, which resignify while used in everyday teaching practice. It is because of the complexity of

the job and the constant resignification of teacher educators’ conceptual tools and signs that there

is a need to explicitly understand what, how, and why they learn about teaching. Ultimately, this

is what the job of teacher educators’ entails.

This subsection has considered three main theories that present strong arguments to highlight

the role of social interaction in meaning making, understanding and ultimately learning. The

next subsection focuses on the perspectives of language by three renown authors: John Dewey,

Jürgen Habermas and Daniel Vanderveken. I turn to these perspectives seeking to advance my

understanding of how language plays for or against learning. After all, language is the essential tool

for that social interaction where learning thrives.
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2.2.4 Dewey’s Role of Language in Thinking and Learning

In Dewey’s (1909) well-known book How we Think, he deals with three main themes that help us

elucidate how he conceived the relation between language and learning: The first theme deals with

the nature of reflective thinking, the second is a comprehensive explanation of the need of training

thinking, and the third examines more in depth the relation of activity and the training of thought.

Dewey intertwines these three main themes to put forward the argument that to foster the training

of thought language in activity is crucial.

John Dewey’s conception of language may not be the most studied topic of his legacy (Dreon,

2014). However, because the underlying topic of this research is learning, Dewey’s perspective of

language may shed some light to further understand it. In his own words, he distanced himself from

those authors who conceived language as the clothing of thought or those who equated thinking

to language (Dewey, 1909, p. 171). Instead, he insisted that, “while language is not thought it is

necessary for thinking as well as for its communication.” (Dewey, 1909, p. 171).

A few things are worth considering from this assertion, the first is that if language is a means to

communicate our thoughts, then, it can be inferred that for Dewey, language is a mediating tool for

social interaction. The other aspect to note is that although language is necessary for thinking, in

How We Think, Dewey’s main premise is that thinking requires training (Specifically chapter two

of his book is dedicated to this theme).

The need for training our thinking is because in Dewey’s view there are two very distinctive types

of thinking. The first is ordinary thinking, which we use in our day to day routines, an action

done unconsciously; the other is reflective thinking (Dewey, 1909, p.p. 2-6). Dewey declared that

what constitutes reflective thinking is that it is an “active, persistent and careful consideration of

any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light of the ground that support it and the further

conclusions to which it tends” (originally italicised) (Dewey, 1933, p. 9).

In contrasting ordinary to reflective thinking, Dewey mentions some qualities of the later worth

considering. The first is that it involves not just a sequence of ideas, but a consequence (Dewey,

1933). The way he puts it is that when we engage in reflective thinking, one thought supports the

next and the next supports the following. That is, these thoughts are part of a chain, and they

all move towards a common end (Dewey, 1933, p. 4). He adds that reflective thinking aims at a

conclusion. When reflecting, he claims, the chain of thoughts is directed to “a conclusion that can

be substantiated” (Dewey, 1933, p. 5). He compared this to what happens when you “think it out”

(originally in quotations). Dewey claims this is a process of making clear and visible what was

obscure.
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The moments of reflective thinking.

To understand how language and reflective thinking connect to learning, we have to return to

Dewey’s definition of language. In the quote below Dewey starts revealing an argument to under-

stand how he conceived this connection,

“Learning, in the proper sense, is not learning things, but the meanings of things, and this
process involves the use of signs, or language in its generic sense.” (Dewey, 1909, p. 177)

The meaning of things, however, is not acquired unless experienced in interaction with others. It

is what Dewey states when claiming that words stand for the meaning they represent only when

the individuals have experienced any situation to which those meaning are relevant (Dewey, 1909,

p. 177). Dewey warned against assuming that when there was a word, there was an idea, as he

claimed people could use ‘precise verbal formulae’ with a basic and even confused idea of their

meaning (Dewey, 1909, p. 177).

And just in this explanation we may have found one of the reasons why Dewey insists in talking

about training our thinking, for which he suggests reflective thinking. As reflective thinking leads

us to consider how far one thing signifies another (Dewey, 1933). It is by engaging in reflective

thinking that a cycle of inquiry is triggered which in the end will lead to informed conclusion.

According to Dewey reflective thinking consists of five steps: Suggestion, intellectualisation, hy-

pothesis, reasoning, and testing the hypothesis by action. Dewey (1933) described ‘suggestion’ as

the moment when “the mind leaps forward to a possible solution” (p. 107). In Dewey’s (1933)

words, intellectualisation is a process of defining the problem (pp. 108-109), it is what it takes

to comprehend the problematic situation to start finding its solution. Dewey, also points out that

because defining the problem and finding its solution develop simultaneously it is hard to decide

when each exactly happens (p. 108).

In the suggestion phase the idea of a possible solution to the problem is spontaneous, according

to Dewey (1933). In contrast, in the hypothesis phase that idea “becomes a definite supposition”

(p.110). Dewey refers to reasoning as the link new ideas have with existing or past ideas. Reasoning,

which he presents as a train of ideas where one leaps into another, are not born out of nothing.

Thus reasoning is dependent on the knowledge the mind has in store, the previous experiences,

ideas, culture and context (Dewey, 1933, p. 111).

Testing the hypothesis by action is, in essence, the action that gives “experimental corroboration,

or verification, (originally italicised) to the conjectural idea” (Dewey, 1933, p.p. 113-114). This

phase, although not always reached, is critical for reflective thinking since, regardless of the result,

leads to a conclusion (Dewey, 1933). A conclusion is in essence the corroboration or refusal of the

hypothesis, either way, both outcomes are informative (Dewey, 1933). In Dewey’s view failing to

corroborate the hypothesis is not failing as the person did not get there by “blind chance”, and it
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suggests other observations or modifications to make to the hypothesis (p. 114).

2.2.5 Habermas’ Role of Language in Communicative Action

Jürgen Habermas’ Theory of Communicative Action refers to an interpersonal relation of a minimum

of two subjects who can produce speech and action; it is oriented to mutual understanding, involves

interpretation of negotiating definitions of the situation which requires consensus, and language has

a prominent role in it (Habermas, 1984, p. 86). For some authors, the contribution of Habermas’

theory is that it breaks from the monological theories that neglect the dimension of interaction in

producing and sustaining a society (Edgar, 2005, p. 139).

In order to substantiate these premises, Habermas had to argue theoretically for the three pillars

underpinning his theory of communicative action. According to Habermas, a question guided

his inquiry: “how communicative action mediates between the ritually preserved fund of social

solidarity and existing norms and personal identities” (Habermas, 1985, p. 77). A great synthesis

of the answer Habermas gave to this question is presented by Hendley (2000), in his comprehensive

analysis of language in Levinas and Habermas’ work. He claims that,

Habermas argues that the grounds of a moral sense of obligation to others emerges in our com-
petence with language, in particular, in the way language implies a capacity of communicative
action oriented to mutual understanding and communicative action implies a capacity for ar-
gumentative speech or communicative reason in order to achieve understanding. (Hendley,
2000, p. 11)

To understand the implications of Hendley’s assertion we must unpack it thoroughly. Before pro-

ceeding, however, it is necessary to mention the three pillars of the theory of communicative action

embedded in the quotation above. For Habermas the concept of lifeworld was central because it is

“the transcendental site where the speaker and the hearer meet”, where they make claims about the

objective, social and subjective world, where they can reason, criticise, agree, disagree and arrive at

consensus (Habermas, 1985, p. 126). What language mediates among the three worlds, in Haber-

mas’s view, is the three structural components of the lifeworld: culture, society and personality.

These are the three worlds contained in the lifeworld of Habermas. This is why “human beings

must acquire the competence to distinguish them” (Edgar, 2005, p. 170).

Now, let us return to Hendley’s assertion, as in light of Habermas’ explanation of the lifeworld we can

now see why language competence is needed for communicative action. It is through language and

its use in communicative action that consensus can be reached, but to do so Habermas postulate

we need to unveil, or be competent in understanding the communicative actions embedded in

interaction. That competence is necessary because in Habermas’ view “we live in a linguistically

mediated world” (Edgar, 2005, p. 170).
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The typology of social actions.

Habermas argues that what maintains the reproduction of the symbolic structure of the lifeworld

is the continuation of valid knowledge, confirmation of solidarity in the group and the socialising of

responsible actors (Habermas, 1985, p. 137). But, how can speakers and hearers continue to produce

valid knowledge, grow as solidary beings and produce responsible actors, when communication is

grounded on interpretation, meaning, understanding? In other words, how can the symbolic struc-

ture of society be reproduced when that task can essentially be only mediated through language?

The answer, appears to be in Habermas’ three aspects of communicative action, which are un-

derstanding, coordination, sociation, grounded in the three pillars of “speech acts: propositional,

illocutionary, and expressive” (Habermas, 1984, p. xxv). These structural components of the speech

acts allow communicative action fulfill the functions that keep the lifeworld reproducing. However,

when this process is disturbed, the consequences are that meaning is lost, there is confusion, legit-

imation may be withdrawn and many more issues may arise (Habermas, 1984, p. xxv).

Habermas approached these questions by looking at the types of social actions from various socio-

logical perspectives3. He started by first distinguishing between non-social instrumental action and

social action, he further subdivides social action into strategic action and communicative action

(Edgar, 2005, p. 138). Because of the relevance communicative action has for this study, I will now

briefly explain the four sociological concepts of action that underlay communicative action, they

are: teleological, dramaturgical, normatively regulated and communicative actions.

In teleological actions, the speaker chooses among several alternatives the one that will help them

accomplish the end in mind. Before choosing the best alternatives at hand, they have to inter-

pret the situation (Habermas, 1984, p. 85). A normatively regulated action refers to those norms

that are commonly validated in a group, they express an agreement, in fact, “The central concept

of complying with a norm (originally italicised) means fulfilling a generalised expectation or be-

haviour” (Habermas, 1984, p. 85). Regarding dramaturgical action, Habermas describes it as the

window the speaker opens for the hearer to gain some access to their subjective world, because this

action “presupposes two worlds (originally italicised)”, the internal and external (Habermas, 1984,

p. 93). Thus, dramaturgical action reminds us of that constant negotiation of the subjective and

intersubjective aspect of the self when in public. An aspect that in Habermas’ view could lead to

the question of “sincere communication” of the intentions, wishes, and other purposes the speaker

may have (Habermas, 1984, p. 93). A communicative action is the most complex of the four actions

and contains the other three.

In Habermas’ theory for understanding how the lifeworld operates, we find similarities with some

of Vygotsky’s postulates, for instance, they both argue that to fully understand an individual’s

3See part I, chapter 3: Relations to the World and Aspects of Rationality in Four Sociological Concepts of action
in (Habermas, 1984)
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thought one must unveil either the motive ( Vygotsky) or the reasons behind the speech. They

both highlight the place of meaning and suggest the approach to go from the subjective to the

intersubjective is through social interaction. For both of them language is the tool, the mediator

but also the evidence that development is happening. In Vygotsky, for instance, that can be seen in

his concept of concept formation whereas in Habermas that is shown when the symbolic structure

of a society is reproduced and sustained.

We now move to the last perspective of language I have considered for this research. I came across

the theory of speech acts via Habermas, who, as mentioned in this subsection, drew on the concept

of illocutionary acts to argue for the place of language in his theory of communicative action.

Although, Habermas referred to Austin’s original theory of speech acts (see Edgar, 2005, p.p. 145-

147), I have chosen to examine Vanderveken’s most recent contribution to the theory, particularly

what he called the typology of conversation. This is because Vanderveken’s explanation of the place

of illocutionary acts in speech advances my understanding of how language contributes to social

interactions that prompts collective learning.

2.2.6 Vanderveken’s Role of Language in Conversation

The theoretical approach of Daniel Vanderveken to explain the use and perspective of language is

condensed in his comprehensive work of Meaning and Speech acts. In this book Vanderveken posits

a fundamental hypothesis: “complete illocutionary acts (and not only propositions or truth condi-

tions) are the primary units of literal meaning in the use and comprehension of natural languages”

(originally italicised) (Vanderveken, 1990, p. 11). The force embedded in an utterance, what the

speakers “mean and intend the hearer understand”, or said otherwise, what they want to achieve

when engaged in conversation is the definition of an illocutionary act (Vanderveken, 1990, p. 11).

To question, apologise, request, promise, etc. are examples of illocutionary acts.

Those illocutionary acts happen in verbal interaction when two or more speakers engage in con-

versation to achieve a common goal such as discussing the news, negotiating, greeting, to name a

few (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 243). Vanderveken posits that there can be a typology of conversation

which attends to their discursive goals and asserts that “all intelligent discourses are made of such

types of conversations” (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 243). The four types of conversations are based

on the descriptive, declaratory, deliberative and expressive goals of discourses (Vanderveken, 2001,

p. 246).

A typology of conversation.

The meanings and purposes of the speaker in a conversation can not be disassociated from to what

is in the mind of the speakers -the background of the conversation- (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 244).
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If this is the case, then it would fit to ask how speakers can reach the common goal they aim at

through conversation. Part of Vanderveken’s answer seems to be in a concept I now briefly address,

the concept of collective intentionality in a discourse.

Collective intentionality is fundamental to the relationship of interlocution between the speaker

and the hearer, because many illocutionary acts’ force is directed to the hearer (Vanderveken, 2001,

p. 245), examples to illustrate this are a promise, a contract, a vow, which require a “mutual join

performance” (originally italicised). Vanderveken suggests that in acknowledging this condition of

the illocutionary acts, philosophy would be overcoming its individualistic approach to explaining

language (Vanderveken, 2001). Thus, based on this condition of the illocutionary acts Vanderveken

proposes four types of conversations.

Discourse with a descriptive purpose aims at describing what happens in the world, and among

other examples, the news, reports, a diagnosis, an evaluation, a story would fit into this category

according to (Vanderveken, 2001). On the other hand, deliberative discourses are those that help

the speaker and hearer commit to a course of action in the future; for instance, a peace accord, a

settlement, a negotiation can be part of this category (Vanderveken, 2001). A declaratory discourse

has a double direction to fit, that is, it is aimed at transforming the world by fulfilling what one

has promised to do (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 246). This type of discourse brings about the level of

formality of an official declaration, for instance, “a war or peace declaration, an inaugural address, a

pardon and a wedding” (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 246). The goal of an expressive discourse is perhaps

the most commonly used as it serves to express the speaker’s common attitudes like greetings,

congratulations, a prayer, a verbal protest, etc. (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 246).

In this subsection it has been discussed the force of illocutionary acts in conversation which allowed

for a typology of conversation, yet the effect of our speech acts once they are out may or may not

achieve what they were made for. Thus highlighting the difficulty that can arise in the conversation

to reach a mutual understanding, as the success of the completion of the illocutionary act is in

the hands of the hearer. With this thought in mind, I now turn my attention to a definition of

understanding which is presented in the following section.

If the concept of understanding is such an important function of learning, it would suit to consider

it further. First, because the research undertaken in this thesis is grounded on a learning activity,

and second, the research explicitly inquires into the formal concepts of learning/teaching about

teaching in order to better understand them. Thus, the final section of this conceptual framework

presents perspectives of understanding from the field of education and compares them to that of

Lave and Wenger’s (1991) situated learning and Vygotsky’s cultural historical theory. The purpose

of this comparison is to make clear how the concept of understanding is used in this study.
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2.3 Understanding

One of the tasks teachers most frequently carry out is to verify that students are understanding.

Teachers will normally check if their students understand concepts, theories, tasks, assignments,

ideas, instructions, etc. In other words, there is a presumption that understanding is inherent to

learning. In the field of education, understanding is considered a goal, a mental process or perhaps

what allows us to do something Newton (2011). However, although this concept is part of teachers’

everyday working lives, that does not mean all teachers share the same theoretical and practical

understanding of it.

For Paul (as cited in Newton, 2011), understanding is a mind task consisting in selecting, putting

together and discarding facts that are not relevant until knowledge is sewn together in a kind of

quilt (p.12). Perkins, Blythe, et al. (1994) 4 defined understanding from a performance perspective

and claimed it consists in being able to do different types of thought-demanding performances with

a topic like “explaining, finding evidence and examples, generalizing, applying, analogizing it” and

advancing the topic in a new manner (p.p. 5-6). Authors from the same school of thought later

argued that understanding “is not a type of thinking, but a result of thinking” (Ritchhart, Church,

& Morrison, 2011, p. 8).

If we compare the definitions of understanding by Paul, Perkins et al. and Ritchhart et al. above

with Lave and Wenger’s we can see why they disagree with the perspective of understanding in

formal education. While the definitions of understanding introduced by the former are approached

from a cognitive standpoint (a mind function), for Lave and Wenger understanding is placed in

the objective world of social interactions and real communities of practices. In other words, while

the theory of situated learning explicitly rejects the argument of understanding as something that

happens in the mind, in formal education understanding typically continues to be regarded and

evaluated as such.

There are two reasons why the concept of understanding in education varies so much from that in

situated learning. The first is because in the context of education part of the job of the teacher

is “to make it (understanding) the subject of conscious thought” (Newton, 2011, p. 22), whereas

in situated learning is more about demonstrating understanding in practice. The second reason

could be the assumption that learning through experience may not be enough, as this may lead to

misunderstanding (Hammerness et al., 2005). In a formal setting of learning, then, there is the need

to ask for more evidence of understanding. This is not to say that in a formal setting of learning

the practical understanding is not valued, since as Perkins et al. (1994) state, understanding in a

formal setting also requires performing. That is, it implies doing something in the objective world.

4The research project was called Project Zero, led by the Harvard Graduate School of Education. One of its
outcomes was the approach called Teaching for Understanding. Tina Blythe, Howard Gardner and David Perkins
are some of the names associated with its beginnings.
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I have considered the different perspectives about understanding to make explicit that for the

purpose of this study, the concept of understanding is taken to be both a performative action that

becomes visible in the social interaction that the teacher educator has with their student teachers,

and a mental process that re-signifies the meaning of the conceptual tools. Said otherwise, in this

study, understanding does not refer exclusively to a mental process that remains in the cognitive

dimension of the teacher educator, it also means that it is enacted in teaching practices.

2.4 Synthesis- Discussion

This chapter began with an assertion that teacher educators learn for and from their teaching

practices. It then moved to examine what it is that teacher educators learn, as well as examining how

teacher educators learn what they learn. To answer these questions I reviewed the core conceptual

elements of three theories that have come to inform the understanding of learning for this study. In

concluding this chapter, I elaborate on the final thoughts I have drawn regarding teacher educators’

learning from the literature and research examined in this chapter. I then highlight two conflicting

issues the literature has brought to light, and suggest a possible way to address them.

From my consideration of the literature reviewed in this chapter, I have drawn two key conclusions.

First, it would seem that teacher educators’ learning and knowledge encompasses three domains,

the ontological, the epistemological and the historical-cultural. The second main conclusion is that

coherence among these three domains is critical for any effective learning process about teaching to

be realised.

Regarding the question of what and how teacher educators learn, from the ontological standpoint,

this is a continuous process of co-constructing theo-practical knowledge of teaching about teaching.

It requires shared and explicit meaning and understanding, and it is historically accumulated. From

the epistemological stance, learning about teaching is both individual and collective, it requires

collaboration but also individual reflection and thinking about learning/teaching. Finally, this

learning is an ongoing historically and culturally constructed process.

Figure 2.2 illustrates the three domains of learning for teacher educators and how they intertwine.

The ontological domain answers the question what teacher educators learn to teach about teaching.

This domain encompasses three types of knowledge and learning teacher educators develop through-

out their professional lives represented in the three expansive circles of the figure. While the inner

circle concerns the Knowledge of what (Know-what), the circle in the middle refers to the Knowl-

edge how (Know-how), and the most external circle is about the Knowledge why (Know-why), see

Figure 2.2.

The three types of learning happen concurrently at all stages of teacher educators’ personal and
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professional lives. This learning is a historical and recursive process. However, a type of learning and

knowledge construction appears to take priority at each stage of the making of a teacher educator.

For instance, the Know-what prioritises learning content and how to teach it. This appears to be the

learning priority for student teachers. The Know-how, on the other hand, prioritises the practical

knowledge of how to teach which happens when assuming the role of a teacher. However, the Know-

why is concerned more with learning/teaching the reasons and purposes of teaching about teaching.

In other words, this leaning is about why teacher educators do what they do when teaching.

Figure 2.2: The three domains of teacher educators’ learning/teaching about teaching.

The epistemological domain answers the questions of how teacher educators learn, who they learn

with, and where that learning happens. The answers to these questions are found in the commu-

nities of practice, because teacher educators’ learning emerges in social practices, as the theorist of

expansive and situated learning argue. However, as explained in the subsection on understanding,

teacher educators’ learning needs reflection and conscious awareness. The communities of prac-

tice for the teacher educator, are their student teachers, scholars, formal and academic settings, to

name but a few. These communities of practice are the ZPD where the shaping of teacher educators’

identities occur.

The cultural-historical domain answers the when question. When teacher educators learn requires



57
acknowledging that their process of learning about teaching has a historical and cultural genesis.

This is an accumulative learning process that may be traced to the lessons learnt about lean-

ing/teaching from how they were taught at home. This learning also includes lessons collected

throughout the teacher educator’s experiences as learners at formal settings of learning, together

with their experiences in their professional lives. This domain reminds us that the same as stu-

dent teachers, teacher educators have a historical accumulation of conceptions of what teaching

and learning means. A point that highlights the importance of investigating those conceptions that

a teacher educator may have accumulated over the course of his or her personal and professional

history.

The cultural- historical domain also reminds us that teacher educators’ learning and knowledge is a

continuous process that happens whenever they are in their communities of practice or out of them.

Whenever they are doing the activity of teaching about teaching, and most importantly, when they

are reflecting upon it, because as the epistemological domain shows teacher educators need to be

explicitly aware of their learning.

I turn now to another final thought which highlights two conflicting situations that emerged from

my review of the literature. The first arises from how learning is understood within the socio-

cultural perspectives presented here and how learning to teach about teaching is portrayed in

the studies examined. Expansive and situated learning define learning as what happens in social

activity and because of the social interactions. This definition of learning excludes the conscious

realisation of learning. Nevertheless, it is notable that in the five examined examples of teacher

educators researching their practices in Subsection 2.1.2 there is consistent reference to reflection

and awareness as emerging themes when investigating the what and why of learning about teaching.

The second conflicting situation is that since there is no consensus about what it means to teach-

learn about teaching, this stresses the need to address this task with the community of practice

where the teacher educator carries out the job of educating future teachers. For, while it is clear

that defining learning about teaching is an intricate task, what can be categorically asserted is

that whatever that definition may be, it demands an explicit understanding of its ontological and

epistemological stances to be enacted when teaching about teaching.



58

Part II

The Methodological Foundations
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Chapter 3

Research Methodology

Introduction

This chapter describes the methodological research design of this study. To that end, the chapter

has five sections. Section 3.1 describes the philosophical paradigm underpinning the study. Section

3.2 concerns the research design, including the qualitative paradigm and approaches blended for

this study. Section 3.3 introduces the methods and ethical issues. Section 3.4 outlines the approach

to data analysis. Section 3.5 highlights the steps taken to ensure the quality of the research.

This research is a single case study of a formative intervention that explored what happened when

four teacher educators worked collaboratively to address the contradictions that may exist between

their understanding of formal concepts of learning/teaching and their use in teaching practices. To

that aim, the research sought to answer a main question and two sub-questions:

1. What happens when teacher educators collectively investigate the perceived tensions between

their theoretical and practical understandings of formal learning-teaching concepts?

(a) What do teacher educators learn from engaging in this activity?

(b) What are the conditions that enable this learning?

3.1 The Philosophical Paradigm

Being explicit about philosophical perspectives and foundations helps researchers see the “direction

of research goals and outcomes”, and form a “basis of evaluative criteria for research-related de-

cisions” (Creswell & Poth, 2017, p. 19). With this purpose in mind, I approached questions such

as, the nature of knowledge, how we know what we know, and what I value. In Subsection 3.1.1
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I make explicit the ontological and epistemological stances of the study. Subsection 3.1.2 presents

the axiological stance taken in this research.

3.1.1 On knowledge and knowing.

Knowledge originates in “individual and collective reconstructions” that sometimes revolve around

consensus (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 101). For constructivists, the prime object of interest is

the “subjective and intersubjective social knowledge”, which is actively co-constructed by human

consciousness (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 176). According to Denzin and Lincoln (2000), what

humans collectively co-construct includes mental, linguistic, social and psychological worlds. This

richness becomes the field of the qualitative inquirer. This implies that for this paradigm reality can

be understood to be relative. As Denzin and Lincoln have argued, realities can be local, specific,

and co-constructed.

For this research, both the participants and I were actively co-constructing an understanding of

formal concepts of learning/teaching. To put it another way, the ontological underpinning of this

study aligns with the understanding that knowledge of teaching practices is both individual and

collectively constructed.

Regarding the epistemological question, this asks how qualitative researchers know what humans

know. There are three philosophical stances qualitative research uses to explain its aims and

methods of inquiry (Schwandt, 2000). Interpretivism, hermeneutics and social constructivism,

Schwandt claims the differences among these three methods relate to their “stances on methodology,

ethical commitments and epistemological issues of representation, validity, objectivity and so forth.”

(Schwandt, 2000, p. 190). Though there are many aspects in which they resonate with each other,

it is the singularities of each philosophy that the researcher has to bear in mind when clarifying

their epistemological stance (Schwandt, 2000). Below, I outline the justification of why social

constructivism stands as the epistemological stance underpinning this study.

Like interpretivism and hermeneutics, social constructivism rejects the idea of representation claimed

by realism (Schwandt, 2000). To support this claim Schwandt (2000) brings forward the arguments

of long established qualitative researchers. For instance, he reminds us that for Potter and Denzin,

what constitutes representation and description is the material practice of discourses (Schwandt,

2000, p. 197). Further, he votes for a “relational theory of social meaning” (Schwandt, 2000, p. 198).

In view of Schwandt’s assertion, it can be inferred that he concurs with Gergen’s view that instead

of taking the individual subjectivity as the starting point to reach human understanding,“we may

begin our analysis at the level of the human relationship (originally italicised) as it generates both

language and understanding” (Gergen, 1994, p. 263). A line of thought that is supported by Crotty

(1998), who suggests that meaning emerges from people interacting with their human world.
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I chose social constructivism to guide my research because it suited better the goals of my inquiry’s

focus on teacher educators’ understanding of meaning. In connection with meaning, Gergen (1994)

declares that its making is a questionable and “dynamic process in which the understanding of an-

other’s language (or action)” is achieved by successfully coordinating “local standards of judgment”

(Gergen, 1994, p. 271). For him, understanding, is obtained thanks to the cultural practices in

which we operate (Gergen, 1994). In this respect, it is worth referring back to how for activity the-

ory “the psychological impact of activity and the social conditions and systems that are produced

in and through such activity” (Daniels, 2008, p. 115) are the primary concern when explicating the

development of human mind.

Although I based my understanding of meaning mainly on the premise of social constructivism, I also

took into consideration some specific features of hermeneutics that resonate with my perspectives

about how we gain understanding. Schwandt (2000) points out how for Gadamer and Madison

the main goal of philosophical hermeneutics is not understanding itself, rather, it is explicating

what conditions are needed to reach it, and agrees that meaning is not necessarily constructed but

negotiated. Both of these features describe my participants’ attempts to understand better their

teaching practices. Hence the reason for choosing hermeneutics over other epistemological tools.

Committing to social constuctivism to guide this inquiry demanded that I made explicit my axi-

ological stance, as this helped display the values I brought to this research. Values are embedded

in all moments and important decisions throughout the qualitative inquiry. The following section

deals with this aspect, and describes how I positioned myself as a researcher.

3.1.2 Positioning myself as an interventionist researcher.

In this study I was an interventionist researcher, a colleague of the four participants and a teacher

educator. As I was a participant observer of the intervention, it is necessary to disclose my axiolog-

ical stance. In view of this, I outline here the predispositions I brought to this research. First, when

I started this research I knew from experience what it meant to be a novice teacher educator. It was

difficult not to sympathise with the struggle participants were experiencing in their roles as novice

teacher educators. Second, before the intervention, I had met the participants in the condition of

being a professional development consultant at their university.

Although predispositions have a negative connotation and may bias the researcher, in this con-

text they meant I could relate to the teacher educators; that I was acquainted with their context

and realities which prevented me from walking blindfolded into the field. The advantage of know-

ing the socio-cultural peculiarities of one’s participants’ contexts is recognised in Sullivan (2002).

Also, as Sullivan states, relating is important as it helps the qualitative researcher understand the

participants’ account of similar lived experiences.
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Balancing my professional connection to the issue investigated with the role as an interventionist

researcher was something I had to be aware of during the entire study. In this role you must balance

allowing the participants to find their own answers while getting involved in finding answers with

them. This was a challenge I examine in Chapter 5. Per Sutter (2011), central to the role of the

interventionist researcher is their “effort...towards forming a collective subject, a coalition able to

conduct developmental activity research” (p. 703). In fact, this coalition is what helps participants

in formative interventions to be subjects rather than the object of research.

Acknowledging my history is being honest about what underlay decisions taken in this research.

This supported my role as a researcher because: a) It made me more aware and cautious about

bias in my interpretation; and b) It is what I needed to do to safeguard rigour and trustworthiness

in my research results. Drawing on my long history of teaching practices, I believe practice is as

important as theory. It is in practices where theory can be validated and expanded. I consider

practices are the arena where teacher educators may change student teachers’ misconceptions and

negative experiences they may have had about learning. In this sense, I agree with Wright’s view of

teacher educators’ teaching practices who claims “For teacher educators, who teach teaching, what

they do when they are working with student teachers is a vital aspect of their function” (Wright,

2010, p. 287).

3.2 Research Design

This is a qualitative case study of a formative intervention of four teacher educators investigating

their theoretical and practical understandings of concepts of learning. The constructivist/interpre-

tive perspective underpinning the qualitative paradigm suited the purpose of the study as teaching

practices are an example of the type of social activities this paradigm usually investigates (Merriam

& Tisdell, 2015). This section locates the study within the qualitative paradigm, then it moves on

to present how blending case study and the formative intervention contributed to the development

of the research.

3.2.1 Qualitative paradigm.

This section summarises the features of the qualitative paradigm to explicate why this study be-

longs in its milieu. The short story below is used to illustrate the meaning of context, narratives,

culture and purpose of the paradigm. The importance of its theoretical framework and methods are

presented as they underlay critical decisions about the formative intervention’s design, development

and analysis.

The qualitative paradigm is mainly concerned with fields considered from the applied sciences, or
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what may be called, the fields of practice whose practitioners deal with “people’s lives” (Merriam

& Tisdell, 2015). Education is one such field. The origins of the paradigm have been traced back

to the times when a Greek scholar- Sextus Empicurus- 2th century B.C.E., showed interest in what

was a cross-cultural study of morality (Erickson, 2011). He concluded “what was right in one society

was considered wrong in others” (Erickson, 2011, p. 43).

The relevance of this story can be summarised in three aspects. The first is that the data Empicurus

worked on was the stories or narratives of travellers (Erickson, 2011). The second is that the nature

of the issue that propelled Empicurus’ search was in essence social- humanistic- context based.

Third, this story exemplifies what Erickson (2011) claims to be the purpose of qualitative inquiry:

“to describe in narrative reporting what particular people do in their everyday lives and what their

actions mean to them” (p.43). However, other scholars (Merriam, 1988; Merriam & Tisdell, 2015)

would assert that qualitative research seeks to improve people’s everyday practices too, while Denzin

and Lincoln (2011) would go as far as to call it a “moral project” in search of social justice (p. xiii).

Returning to Erickson’s definition, how people make meaning of what they do underpins the epis-

temological perspective of qualitative inquiry, which is grounded in the understanding that “indi-

viduals construct reality in interaction with their social worlds” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015, p. 24).

Understanding is very important for this study as it supports the aim of finding meaning in the ac-

tivity the participants engaged with, as active participants of the inquiry. This social-constructivist

perspective of knowledge best suited how to develop the formative intervention and informed what

data to collect.

Qualitative inquiry is not a linear process. Research design is recursive, flexible, “often weaving

back and forth between research questions, data collection, and data analysis” (Padgett, 2008,

p. 49). Though this may sound time consuming, it is in this iterative process that interpretations

are refined, the research questions are tuned and the quality of data analysis is kept. The process

followed in this study was filled with iterations, moving forward and sometimes in circles, building

layers and choosing multiple lenses to analyse data.

In research, one of the most pressing questions is connected with the methodology of the study. In

qualitative studies researchers may draw from different theoretical frameworks, concepts, and lenses

(Padgett, 2008). Moreover, the methods are many, and even within methods, researchers may give

them different meanings as they are used in practice (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 6). For this reason,

Denzin and Lincoln describe the qualitative researcher as a “bricoleur or quilt maker” (Denzin &

Lincoln, 2011, p. 4). An idea that resonates with Saldana (2015), for whom qualitative inquiry “is

by nature a customized, inductive, emergent process that permits more of the researcher’s personal

signature in study design” (p. 3). For me, this study was a lived example of what being a bricouler

means, since in each stage of this journey it felt like I was making a small quilt which made up the

larger one.



64
3.2.2 Blending developmental work research (DWR) and case study.

Blending developmental work research (DWR) and case study arose from the need to be coherent

with the nature of the questions investigated in this research. In this thesis, the terms ‘formative

intervention and ‘DWR’ are used interchangeably to mean the methodological approach used to

interact with the participant. The two approaches of DWR and case study complemented each

other and provided complementary conceptual tools for the different research stages. Whereas

DWR informed the conceptual framework, the research design and the data analysis, case study

allowed me to bind the intervention in time and space as a single unit of analysis. Also, case study

supported the data analysis to result in the rich descriptions that unveiled aspects of the activity,

which would otherwise have been invisible.

In summary, the bounded unit of this case study is the activity the teacher educators carried

out during the formative intervention. This case study focused on teacher educators investigating

their theoretical understanding of concepts of learning, and how these understandings were used in

teaching practices.

DWR-formative intervention: a bridge to expansive learning.

DWR is “a methodology of formative intervention” that allows participants to work consciously

on an aspect of their practice to improve it (Ellis et al., 2015). This methodology is Engeström’s

proposal for how to translate CHAT theoretical foundation into a methodology in order to promote

changes in practice. The formative intervention is a bridge to the cycles of expansive learning,

as espoused by Engeström (2001). As explained in chapter 2, the aim of expansive learning is

that the subjects can work out the object of their activity system, and where expansive learning is

evidenced through the achievement of the principle of ascending from the abstract to the concrete

(see Subsection 2.2.2).

In formative interventions researchers draw on Vygotsky’s concept of double stimulation of volition

(A. Sannino & Engeström, 2017, p. 81), another principle that underpins the theory of expansive

learning. Adapting Vygotsky’s idea to DWR, a formative intervention sees the task as the stimuli

that prompts participants to carry out actions that sort out contradictions in their activity systems.

That is to say, the tasks presented in the intervention prompt participants to purposefully and

consciously improve their practices.

There are four crucial differences between a linear/traditional intervention and a formative inter-

vention, as Engeström and Sannino (2010) highlight:

1. The starting point: whereas in linear interventions the contents and goals are known by the

researcher in advance, in a formative intervention these emerge once the intervention starts.
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2. The process: while in a linear intervention its participants are expected to carry it out without

any contradictions, formative interventions are bound to be modified and given shape by the

participants. They can determine the direction of discussions.

3. Outcome: in formative interventions the objective is that participants generate new concepts,

tools, as the evidence of agency is key for the intervention. In linear interventions, however,

the researcher expects to control all variables and expects a standardised solution.

4. Researcher’s role: an interventionist researcher’s main task is to bring provocations that invite

the participants to take actions to resolve the contradictions the activity faces (Sutter, 2011).

The formative interventionist cannot walk in the intervention with prepared or planned an-

swers. This may be overwhelming as the researcher becomes one of the ‘tools’ the participants

use to reshape their object (Ellis et al., 2015). Yet, it is critical, that the interventionist re-

members the purpose of the intervention is for the participants “to make the transformations

of the central artifacts” (Sutter, 2011, p. 704).

To operationalise the formative intervention as presented here, DWR generally makes use of its

intervention method, the Change Laboratory.

DWR method: change laboratory.

Change laboratory is an activity-theory based intervention method. Virkkunen and Newnham

(2013) define it as a tool kit where a collective group of practitioners and researchers, design,

attempt and work out “new forms of work and social settings” for the activity system (p. 15). It

presents as a series of steps when the intervention of the activity system occurs. It may be the

beginning of expansive learning. First, because it reveals the conflicts and contradictions that an

activity system may experience. Second, because it guides the process of re-conceptualization of

the object and purpose of the activity system (A. E. Sannino et al., 2009).

A change laboratory consists of six phases that draw on the cycle of expansive learning by En-

geström. It is usually carried out in five to twelve meeting/sessions and requires a follow-up a few

months later. The sessions are intended to provoke discussions about the issue presented, so that

the participants reach a common understanding and propose a way to move forward. Researches

may adapt the change laboratory according to their research settings. Below are the six phases of

the change laboratory by Virkkunen, Mäkinen, and Lintula (2010).

• Phase 1: Charting the situation

• Phase 2: Analysing the needs and possibilities of development

• Phase 3: Creating a new model for the activity
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• Phase 4: Concretising and testing the new model

• Phase 5: Implementing the new model

• Phase 6: Spreading and consolidating the new model (Virkkunen et al., 2010, p. 15).

Case study rationale.

Qualitative case study was deemed suitable to be blended with DWR for the following reasons.

Fist, because the purpose of case study is finding meaning and understanding (Merriam & Tisdell,

2015). Second, the bounded system investigated is an “instance of concern” (Merriam, 1988), both

at a personal level and in the field of teacher education. Third, the final result of qualitative case

study is “richly descriptive” (Merriam, 1988) which means it shows rather than tells. Fourth, it

allows the researchers to investigate a case in detail in its genuine context Yin (2014).

This thesis is the result of a single case study of the formative intervention of four teacher educators

investigating their theoretical and practical understanding of concepts of learning. Drawing on the

category of Algozzine and Hancock (2006) this case study is qualitative, descriptive, and inferential.

Also, the nature of the research questions suggests this is an explanatory study, based on Yin’s (2009)

classification. This implies that, the product of this research not only described but also explained

the phenomenon studied and its causes. The elements borrowed from case study contributed mostly

to the analytical stage of this research. In other words, the detailed, rich, complete, and rigorous

inquiry of the unit of study (Flyvbjerg, 2011) was critical to make sense of the actions teacher

educators carried out. These descriptions also served the purpose of making visible the interplay

among the emerging aspects of the intervention.

The use of an eclectic methodological approach is one of the advantages of qualitative research,

and is not an uncommon practice in educational research (Merriam, 1988). One of the advantages

of borrowing from case study approach as an auxiliary research design for this study was that it

allowed me to bound the activity observed, delimiting it to the time the formative intervention

lasted, while experiencing it (Stake, 2006). In short, blending DWR and case study facilitated the

tools to develop, analyse and interpret the activity investigated.

Binding the case study of FUNDES’ formative intervention.

Formative interventions usually develop as longitudinal studies. However, FUNDES’ intervention

was carried out in two short stages, see Figure 3.1. Stage I developed in two moments, the first

was the initiating phase of the intervention and the second was the development phase. During the

initiating phase the participants engaged in the first task of the intervention. The task consisted

in investigating the teacher educators’ theoretical and practical understandings of the concept of
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‘prior knowledge’ as a learning/teaching conceptual tool. In the development phase the participants

engaged in the second task which consisted in investigating their theoretical and practical under-

standings of the learning concept of metacognition. The first stage lasted from August to November

2017, the most substantial part of data was collected then.

Figure 3.1: The boundaries of FUNDES’ formative intervention.

Generally speaking, the follow-up is another tool of the DWR methodology that enhances the

chances of more solid expansive learning cycles (Engeström, 1987). Engeström and Sannino (2010)

highlight that the interventionist methodology must include the “historical and contemporary anal-

ysis of expansive learning processes” especially those not intentionally brought about by the inter-

ventionist (p.16). Since in the change laboratory there had not been enough time to trace back the

history of teacher educators’ practices, the stage II of the intervention gave me the opportunity to

do this.

Stage II happened in six Zoom meetings from June to July 2018. Data collected in this stage

became crucial to corroborate what I had already interpreted from the discussions in the previous

stage. In doing this, I aimed to comply with Schutz’ (1967) third postulate of adequacy which

highlights the need for qualitative researchers to show consistency between their inner and prior
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constructs to those of the participants being observed. Also, I wanted to confirm if the actions that

had germinated in the first stage had consolidated or developed further after I had left the activity

system.

FUNDES’ change laboratory.

The change laboratory used for the formative intervention at FUNDES suffered several modifica-

tions. First, the change laboratory trialled at the initiating phase consisted of five steps in contrast

to Engeström’s (1987) and Virkkunen et al.’s (2010) original six step change laboratory. However, in

view of the development of the first task, it became apparent that the number of steps of the original

change laboratory would not be sufficient to investigate the teacher educators’ understandings of

the learning concept of metacognition. The full explanation about the adaptation and reasons why

the change laboratory required seven steps are given in chapter 5 Subsection 5.3.2. This subject is

further revisited in chapter 9. Figure 3.2 shows FUNDES’ seven step change laboratory.

Figure 3.2: The seven steps of FUNDES’ change laboratory. Adapted from Virkkunen et al., 2010.
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The Figure shows the sub-tasks which gave origin to the actions and interactions for teacher educa-

tors to complete the second task of the intervention. I have called sub-tasks the actions that make

up the main task to differentiate them; this is how I henceforth refer to the two types of actions.

As seen in Figure 3.2, there are sub-tasks that were carried by the teacher educators on their own,

notice steps 2, 4, and 6. The other sub-tasks were carried out as a whole activity system, that is,

these were the sessions when the teacher educators and I met together, see steps 1, 3, 5 and 7.

The context of the case study.

Five teacher educators of the English as a Foreign Language teaching programme at Fundación de

Estudios Superiores Monseñor Abraham Escudero Montoya (FUNDES) were invited to be part of

this study. FUNDES is a foundation for higher education which was created in 1990 by Monsignor

Abraham Escudero Montoya. It was born out of the harsh contextual needs of the municipality and

region where it is located, El Espinal, Tolima, Colombia. The premises that substantiate FUNDES

mission are, among others, to create access to education for all, to promote the region cultural

identity and to fight against the effects of the long history of violence and arm conflict in the region

(Fundes Reseña Historica, 2020).

El Espinal is a small municipality located about 150 km southwest from Bogotá, in the departmento

(state-county) of Tolima, Colombia. It is the second largest municipality of this departmento, with

a population that barely reaches 58.000 inhabitants. It is bordered by the Magdalena (the longest

and historically most important river in Colombia) and Coello rivers. Its average temperature is

28°C, but in the heat of the hottest season it can easily reach 36°C. Rice is its main source of income.

Because of this, El Espinal is known as the capital of rice production in the Andean Colombian

region. Cotton, soy, corn, tobacco, and a great varieties of mangoes make part of its agricultural

production.

Although FUNDES has experienced some structural changes throughout its short existence, its

commitment to providing education to all remains unchanged. Specially to the young generations

who, not surprisingly, are lured by the big cities and migrate in large numbers. This was one of the

issues FUNDES was trying to solve when in 2014 thus envisioned the creation of a new programme

to help address the needs of the region, including the shortage of English teachers. The results of a

survey FUNDES carried out with all high schools leavers in November 2013 supported the idea of

creating a language teaching programme.

In 2014 the president (rector) of FUNDES (Father Roberto Guzman) invited me to be the main

designer of the English teaching programme. After two years of meetings, discussions, writing

and revisions, the programme was finally approved by the Ministry of Education of Colombia. In

January 2017 the programme opened with a small cohort of 6 student teachers. Coincidentally,

my PhD journey started around this time, though at the time I was not sure how exactly the
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programme would be part of this journey. What I was sure of was that the teaching programme

would be part of it.

To sum up, the reasons why I chose the teacher educators of this programme for this study are

many. One is that I got to know FUNDES’ reality and needs while designing the language teaching

programme. To witness that they were investing in education despite their financial situation was

admirable. Another reason was that it felt right to be part of the development of an idea I had seen

germinate into a teaching programme accepted by the Ministry of Education. A third reason was a

moral commitment I felt towards a programme that is proposing a different approach to language

learning and teaching.

-

The participants.

Four teacher educators1 of the English as a foreign language teaching (EFLT) programme at FUN-

DES participated in this study. Although, in principle, the strategy used to select the sample of this

study was convenience sampling, I purposefully chose the participants based on the homogeneity of

the job they were doing in the teaching preparation programme. That is to say, only teachers who

taught core subjects of the programme, or those teaching a course attended exclusively by student

teachers were invited to participate. Using this selective criteria guaranteed data collected provided

“the information required for the research” as (Padgett, 2008) suggests.

In terms of the demographics of this sample, when the intervention began, three of the partici-

pants had been teaching student teachers for approximately one year. The other had extensive

experience. The four teacher educators were professionals from different fields, but only one was a

qualified teacher. Two of them had studied for a Master’s degree, while the other two had com-

pleted certifications (called specialisations, which are usually six-month courses). Another common

feature these teacher educators shared is that none of them received any formal training as teacher

educators. Three of them were full time teachers and worked exclusively at FUNDES, one worked

part-time and had a full time job at a university in the nearest city to El Espinal, Ibagué, situated

an hour and 15 minutes away by car. In Colombia, it is not unusual for teachers to work in two

or more universities at the same time. Because the programme is run on Fridays and Saturdays,

teacher educators usually have a very full schedule and spend most of their time teaching. The

profiles of the four participants and the phases of the intervention they completed are presented in

table 3.1.

1The intervention started with five participants, but shortly after the second encounter one of them resigned.
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Table 3.1: Participants’ Profiles

Name Gender Experience as teacher educator
Experience as teacher educator
at FUNDES

Completed phases
of the intervention

TE1 Female More than 16 years Less than five years Two
TE2 Male Less than a year Less than a year Three
TE3 Female Less than a year Less than a year Three
TE4 Male Less than a year Less than a year Two

The idea of participating in this project was presented as part of a professional development initiative

of the teaching programme by the Rector (president) of FUNDES, see Appendix A.4. He allocated

two weekly hours for the meeting and the completion of activities of the intervention. The teacher

educators and I met every other Friday from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m.; the other two hours were used for

assignments, class observations, peer feedback, and to prepare reports for the sessions of the change

laboratory.

As noted, the intervention started with five participants, four completed the first stage. However, at

the beginning of the follow-up meetings of the second stage of the intervention (June 2018) a teacher

educator resigned, and before the end of the meetings another participant left the programme.

Therefore, only two teacher educators completed the two stages of the intervention.

3.3 Methods

This study adopted five methods of data collection including semi-structured individual interviews,

group interviews, audio recording of discussions of the change laboratory sessions, questionnaires,

teacher educators’ mirror evidence, and my research diary. The variety of methods allowed for

in-depth information and triangulation, as this helps confirm or reject interpretation of actions

during data analysis. As the aim of this research was to allow teacher educators to compare how

their understanding of formal concepts of learning/teaching materialised in their teaching practices,

this required extensive data collection. Data were collected at the three phases of the intervention.

During the initiating phase data originated from the trial change laboratory, some questionnaires

and initial interviews. In the development phase data originated from the second change laboratory,

some more questionnaires and interviews. Finally, in the follow-up phase data was collected via

the Zoom sessions and some working documents (see Figure 3.3). In this section I present the type

of data collected during the two stages of the formative intervention, their purpose and when they

were collected.
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3.3.1 Data collection.

Discussions and follow-up talks.

Most of the data collected originated in Stage I. They were the discussions carried out in the change

laboratories of the initiating and development phases of the formative intervention. These discus-

sions were audio recorded. I decided against video recording in case this may obstruct teacher

educators’ spontaneous behaviours throughout the intervention. The obtrusiveness of video record-

ing is a reason against recording participants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988). The other

data were the talks-conversations originated in the six meetings of the follow-up phase when the

educators and I met via Zoom. Figure 3.3 provides visual representation of all data collected.

The figure includes data collected by teacher educators, which was video mirror evidence of their

teaching practices and interactions with their student teachers. The teacher educators used this

mirror evidence to give each other feedback, and to show the rest of the activity system about

their practical understanding of the concepts investigated. Preliminary analysis of these data was

essential to decide about the planning of the following session of the change laboratory.

Figure 3.3: Type and place of data collected throughout the formative intervention.
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Semi-structured interviews.

I conducted individual and group semi-structured interviews. This type of interview was chosen

over a structured interview because of the flexibility needed to investigate the topics of this study.

The first individual interview served the purpose of investigating each teacher educators’ personal

pedagogical theories of the concept of ‘prior knowledge’, its relevance for learning, and what they

thought about what research says regarding the gap between theory and practice in the classroom.

This interview contained five questions, (see Appendix A.1).

I also conducted two semi-structured group interviews, one at the end of the change laboratory trial

and the other at the end of the change laboratory of the development phase. Drawing on Merton and

Kendal (as cited in Flick, 2009), the purpose of group interviews is once the participants have been

exposed to a uniform stimulus, e.g. the DWR, to study its impact in the participants. In the first

group interview I asked about the development of the formative intervention, this happened at the

end of the first task. The aim was to collect the participants’ impressions to contrast them with what

I was interpreting about the development of the change laboratory, (see interview Appendix A.1).

The second group interview explicitly addressed the teacher educators’ perceptions about the gap

between their theoretical understanding and the use of the formal concepts of learning in their

practices. Both interviews served the purpose of explicitly reflecting about actions carried out

during the intervention that may have led to reducing the existing gap between the theoretical and

practical understanding of the formal concepts of learning/teaching (see Appendix A.1). Figure 3.3

shows the steps of the change laboratory when these interviews took place.

Questionnaires.

I designed three questionnaires containing Likert-scale type and open questions about the topics

we would discuss in the change laboratory. These questionnaires were answered before each topic

was introduced and served to identify teacher educators’ preconceptions, understandings and beliefs

about that particular topic. When we addressed the topic of metacognition, I used an entry-exit

questionnaire type for the participants to identify possible changes in their perceptions about the

topic with answers they gave to the same questions at the end of the second stage of the intervention

(see Appendix A.2).

Research diary.

I kept a research diary during the two stages of the formative intervention. This diary had two

major purposes. One was to capture my thoughts and insights about what happened in each change

laboratory discussion. The other was to force me think beyond my observations and the planning
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of the following change laboratory session. Richardson (2005) advises this is something she does

to freely consider her thoughts, doubts and feelings about the research; for her this is a tool “of

inquiry into the self” (Richardson, 1994, p. 526).

As well as capturing my feelings, my research diary helped me think about planning the next session

of the change laboratory and, in the long-term, to make adjustments to the intervention. This, in

turn, was the beginning of data processing.

3.3.2 Ethical considerations.

Consent and confidentiality.

Before the teacher educators consented to be part of this study I gave them a full explanation of

the topic of research and why I had chosen it. I also talked about how data would be collected

and its handling. I abided by all principles of ethical conduct highlighted by The Educational

Research Human Ethics Committee of the University of Canterbury (ERHEC). Nonetheless, I am

well aware that my ethical responsibility towards my participants goes beyond what this code of

practice states.

Participants were informed about the right they had to withdraw their consent to use any data de-

rived from the interactions in the change laboratory. Participants received the version in Spanish of

the ethical regulations and their rights as participants of the project. Finally, the teacher educators

were given a whole week to read, consider and sign the consent format (see Appendix A.3).

Since data collected originated from the participants’ personal and professional life, other ethi-

cal issues to consider were those of confidentiality and anonymity. To safeguard confidentiality

pseudonyms were used. The participants are referred as TE1, TE2, TE3 and TE4. While tran-

scribing, careful attention was given not to use the participants proper names, in publications the

same procedure has been followed. However, being totally honest about anonymity or confiden-

tiality, neither could be completely guaranteed in a context like the one of this study. In the first

place, the intervention was carried out at FUNDES which is a very small university in a very small

town, thus preserving anonymity in the cultural context like this was hard. Second, the directives,

including the rector and other administrators knew who the participants were, thus, aspects of

confidentiality were already compromised.

Nonetheless, I took some measures to preserve as much confidentiality within the change laboratory

as possible. This is why the participants and I had an open conversation about it, followed by an

agreement that whatever happened in the change laboratory, the discussions were to be kept for

us. After the first session, though, it was clear that the camaraderie and professionalism felt within

the group would also help mitigate this risk.
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Foreseeable risks and actions taken.

The life of teacher educators is usually very busy and this could have been a valid reason for

FUNDES’ teacher educators not to be willing to participate in the study. This was a true picture of

the lives of the four participants of this project which could not be ignored. Hence, even when they

had accepted to participate, the risk was that they would not be able to finish the intervention.

Another aspect to consider was the fact that teacher educators might have felt their teaching was

going to be evaluated.

To tackle these potential risks I took some actions before starting the intervention. Conversations to

gain the teacher educators’ genuine interest in the project started four months before the formative

intervention began in Colombia. I first talked to the Director of the teaching programme who agreed

with the idea and saw it as an opportunity for the programme to advance in its own line of research

on pedagogy. He then presented the idea to the teacher educators who agreed to be part of the

project on the condition that they would be allocated time. Next, I talked with the president of

the university and confirmed he would allocate sufficient time for the participants to carry out the

study. To mitigate any predisposition the participants might have had about video recording the

change laboratory sessions I opted for recordings. In the same line of thought, I decided not to

observe the participants’ lessons, instead they did peer lesson observation. I only watched the video

recorded segments of lessons the participants wanted to show us in the change laboratory sessions.

Another request the teacher educators made was that their participation in the intervention were

certified as professional development. The certificate stated the number of hours they had dedicated

to the project. This mattered to them because in Colombia the number of hours teachers invest in

professional development is a salary scale at the end of the year. Hence, the formative intervention

was presented as part of the component of professional sessions teachers contractually abide by in

Colombia. Professional development courses always happen at the end of the semester. In exchange

for the development course at the end of 2017, the four teacher educators attended the formative

intervention.

3.4 The Process of Data Analysis and Writing

Data analysis required a multi-layer, eclectic, abductive approach. The need for multi layers of

analysis was evident when in the initial stage of data analysis I realised the complexity of what

had happened during the formative intervention would require me to investigate findings further.

In other words, treat the findings as data that would lead to uncovering something deeper about

the phenomenon investigated. This would be what Saldana (2015) defines as a “high-deep level of

understanding” of what is investigated (p.156). The need to go beyond what a first engagement
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with data may have revealed about the activity was what originated the resulting four layers of

analysis of the formative intervention.

Eclectic aligns with what Denzin and Lincoln (2011) call the bricolage or the art of quilt making

of the qualitative researcher. For this study that translated into choosing several analytical tech-

niques, theories and lenses to interpret data. Lastly, the conclusions of this study are the result of

inferences drawn from the best explanations found in the theoretical bases of this study. In this

sense, this study is abductive which, Saldana (2015) points out, involves considering several possible

explanations “before reaching a deductive conclusion” (p. 25). In practical terms, this meant that

though at the beginning of the study I relied strongly on CHAT, I remained open to other theories

and lenses to analyse, understand, and explain the activity.

3.4.1 Deciding on the analytical approach.

The analytical approach of this research was the outcome of three main decisions I had to make. The

first referred to considering where to start this task, the second related to deciding how to engage

with data, and the final consisted in deciding how to present the findings. The three decisions are

closely interconnected, happened concurrently, and were part of the process rather than a specific

stage of data analysis. However, they are presented in two separate subsections: processing data

and presenting the findings.

There were two questions I had to answer to start giving shape to the analytical approach. The

first question required identifying the ontological and epistemological underpinnings of the research

questions. The second consisted in answering what exactly was the unit of analysis of this case

study. The question what happens when teacher educators engage in an intervention clearly asks

for an account of occurrences during the intervention. Regarding the unit of analysis, the initial

decision was to follow the activity as CHAT suggests, see Section 2.2.2. However, an activity is a

process made up of a chain of actions. Hence, the analysis would have to start by identifying the

actions that occurred in the change laboratory, and then describing them.

At this point, the need to consider how to write up and represent the findings was also pressing.

This need translated in the search of a metaphor. A detailed explanation of the role the metaphor

plays in the analysis and representation of findings of this study is presented in Subsection 3.4.3.

Also, a description of how data was analysed is presented in each phase of the process as detailed

in chapters 5 to 8.
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3.4.2 Processing the data.

The decision on how to work with data involved answering two main questions. The first was how

to do it, and the second was what tools I needed to answer the research questions. In this stage of

the research was when I experienced more vividly the need to be a bricoleur or quilt maker, as this

moment demanded ‘stitching’ together the qualitative analytical tools, lenses and techniques thus

far collected. Below is the resulting quilt of this task.

The process and analytical tools.

To answer how to work with the data, I drew on Miles, Huberman, and Saldaña’s (2014) analytic

sequence to qualitative data. This sequence consists of four moments which may be closer to the

ethnographic analysis (Miles et al., 2014), but could be used for any qualitative data. Throughout

these four moments, data collection, analysis and writing helped make sense of, and find an effective

way of representing the activity investigated. The four moments repeated within each layer of

analysis of the activity. Figure 3.4 shows what each moment consisted of and the written outcome

of each.

Figure 3.4: The four moments of analysis and writing of the case study of the intervention.
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The first moment of analysis of the formative intervention occurred predominantly while the inter-

vention was in progress and data were being collected, as “the ongoing examination and interpre-

tation” of data informs or helps refine the research questions (Algozzine & Hancock, 2006). During

this moment, data analysis helped to take decisions about the discussions of the change laboratory.

The writing in this stage consisted in the elaboration of analytical memos that captured the wave of

thoughts and questions arising after every session. Some of the outcomes of this analysis could be

categorised as emerging aspects I considered needed further investigation in the group interviews.

Participants took part in this initial analysis by watching their recording of mirror evidence first

with their lesson observers and then with the whole activity system. This procedure was essential

for making contradictions in practical understanding visible.

The second moment of the analytical process started after data collection, with the process of data

condensation. Per Miles et al. (2014) this is a continuous process that entails “selecting, focusing,

simplifying, abstracting, and/or transforming... the corpus of data” (p. 12). This process, which

Miles et al. claim is part of the analytical choices the researcher has to make, encompassed selection

and simplification of data. For instance, I decided to focus on the actions carried out during the

task of the change laboratory, that is, the task of investigating the concept of metacognition. The

reasons being essentially because this task appeared to have engaged the participants more than

the task of the initiating phase. Also, some issues arising in the initiating phase led to a qualitative

improvement of the steps of the change laboratory for the second task.

The third moment of analysis was data display, which helps to draw informed conclusions that

enable researchers take decisions about where to go next in their analysis (Miles et al., 2014). My

data display, which was a printed copy of the spreadsheet with all the actions previously described,

led me to focus on two questions: What were the actions identified saying? and what was the

interplay among them? To answer these questions I initially used two lenses that helped me unveil

the goals of actions and purposes of conversations. One came from the theory of communicative

action by Habermas, and the other from the theory of speech acts.

From the theory of communicative action, I borrowed Habermas’ typology of action. He classifies

actions into four categories based on their goals. These four types of actions, teleological, nor-

matively regulated, dramaturgical, and communicative action, allowed me to interpret what my

participants may have intended with their actions (Bolton et al., 2005). Habermas and Viertel’s

(1975) explanation of action and discourse was simple: “...in every speech act the telos of reaching

an understanding is already inherent” (p. 17). They sustain that such understanding can only be

reached through true consensus (Habermas & Viertel, 1975).

From the theory of speech acts I borrowed Vanderveken’s typology of conversation to interpret

the purpose of my participants’ linguistic exchanges. In Vanderveken’s view, through their verbal

interactions speakers attempt to accomplish “common goals” one of which is coordinate “their joint
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actions” (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 243). He agrees with other authors that there can be a typology

of conversation which identify the speaker’s discursive goals (Vanderveken, 2001). Conversations

or discourses, in Vanderveken’s view, are filled with the speakers’ illocutionary acts which are the

vehicle to achieve any of the four discourse goals: “ the descriptive, deliberative, declaratory and

expressive goal”2 (originally italicised) (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 246).

The identification of goals of actions and purposes of conversations revealed underlying themes that

showed the intricacy of the activity.

The other two theories that informed the interpretation of the actions carried out in the intervention

were the cultural historical theory of human development by Vygotsky, and the theory of expansive

learning from CHAT. While the decision about the unit of analysis was informed by CHAT, it was

thanks to some tenets borrowed from Vygotsky’s theory, like the concepts of mediation, tools and

signs, concept formation, ZPD and social mediation, that the activity was further investigated.

Other tenets from CHAT, like the concepts of activity, object of activity, activity system and

contradictions, have also been borrowed for the purpose of analysis.

The fourth moment consisted in drawing and verifying conclusions. The time when “the qualitative

researcher interprets what things mean by noting patterns, explanations, causal flows and propo-

sitions” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 13). This stream of analysis is the moment for the researcher to

demonstrate the quality of their inquiry (Miles et al., 2014). This moment led to the realisation

that how to represent findings had to be resolved.

After much consideration, I opted for a metaphor since they are widely used to make sense of

phenomena studied; in fact, in Miles et al.’s (2014) list of tactics used to draw meaning from data,

metaphors is one of them. However, the decision of the most appropriate metaphor to represent

this study was not easy. My first criteria, though, was that the metaphor had to visually and

structurally capture the complexity and fluidity of the activity investigated. In Subsection 3.4.3 I

further describe how I went about choosing the metaphor of this study.

The analytical techniques.

Qualitative analytical techniques were adapted or borrowed from case study, thematic analysis,

conversation analysis and others from Miles et al. (2014) who argue that qualitative researchers

must own their research and adapt methods as they best suit their search for meaning. Below is

the list of the strategies adapted for this study.

• Familiarising with data. I did this while transcribing the interviews and change laboratory

2Per Vanderveken (2001) descriptive discourses tell us about what happens in the world, deliberative ones serve
to deliberate future course of actions, declaratory ones transform the world, as they acquire an official status of
recognition, and expressive discourses are used to “express common attitudes of speakers.”(p. 246)
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discussions, this strategy was borrowed from thematic analysis by Braun and Clarke (2012).

• Listing and richly describing all actions occurred throughout the Change laboratory, an strat-

egy borrowed from case study in (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015; Flyvbjerg, 2011).

• Identifying the type of interaction that had be the origin of the listed actions.

• Identifying the communicative purpose of actions based on Habermas’ theory of communica-

tive action.

• Identifying the goals of conversations based on Vanderveken’s typology of conversation.

• Unveiling what the participants were co-constructing through conversations based on discourse

analysis.

• Isolating actions through commonalities and differences was a strategy adapted from Miles et

al. (2014).

• Elaborating propositions and generalisations to reveal what the actions were mediating, an-

other strategy adapted from Miles et al. (2014).

• Comparing generalisations with a formalised body of knowledge in the form of conceptual

constructs, also adapted from Miles et al. (2014).

3.4.3 Presenting the findings.

In qualitative research, writing is not simply a finishing touch activity, rather it is a manner of

knowing (Richardson, 1994). The need for using a metaphor was felt from the moment I engaged

with the data, and confirmation of the complexity of the activity investigated became more real.

My resulting decision to use the multi-layer structure of the layers of the Amazon rainforest as an

analytical tool came from the arguments of several authors presented in this subsection.

First, as an analytical tool, a metaphor can be exploited as “a data condensing device”, which

means it helps qualitative researchers reduce the loads of data they may end up collecting (Miles

et al., 2014). Secondly, a metaphor is a “pattern making device”, both participants and researchers

use them to convey their understanding of reality. Thirdly, metaphors are “ excellent decentering

devises”, as when using them you are not literally implying the phenomenon described is the

metaphor you are using (Miles et al., 2014). On the contrary, metaphors make us “move up the

notch to a more inferential or analytical level” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 281). Another value of the

metaphor as an analytical tool is that it helps “connecting findings to theory” (Miles et al., 2014).

Other arguments can be found in Lakoff and Johnson (1980) who define a metaphor as often

having an objective representation, which allows us to “identify our experiences as substances or



81
entities....thus we can refer to them, categorise them, group them ...and by this means, reason

about them” (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, p. 25). Metaphors are also a resource speakers use to

make up for the inadequacies of language (Jensen, 2006). As a speaker of English as a foreign

language, I may have started using the metaphor as a rhetorical tool to compensate for those

language inadequacies, yet, the more I investigated the metaphor, the deeper my understanding of

the activity under investigation.

In the field of educational research metaphors are particularly useful devices. According to Jensen

(2006), in education, metaphors have been used to compare existing knowledge and current expe-

riences. Also by drawing on familiar concepts they expand and generate new meaning. Metaphors

can be useful tools too “to uncover ...educational experiences, ... to articulate new ways of thinking

...and to discursively shape educational realities” (Cowie & Abbiss, 2014, p. 115). They have been

used to unearth tacit understanding of classroom, educational organisation and even help make

teachers aware of their practices (Jensen, 2006).

However, there are limitations in making use of metaphors. Choosing one implies rejecting others

that might be better representations of the phenomenon investigated, as “metaphors are partial

representations of the concepts, and they can be extended in some ways but not others” (Lakoff

& Johnson, 1980, p. 13). Lakoff and Johnson (1980) note metaphors do not explain the whole

phenomenon we associate them with. To paraphrase Sfard (1998), metaphors are a “double-edged

sword”, while they help make our thinking visible, they constrain our imagination to what we

have experienced and conceptualised (Sfard, 1998). However, this must not underplay the value

the metaphor had for this study. If anything, being aware of its limited ontological representation

pressed me to be more cautious about my interpretations. Moreover, the metaphor exceeded its

representational power as writing about it always led to more research, learning, thinking, and

contrasting it to the activity.

In concluding this subsection, there are three points that I would like to emphasise about the place

of the metaphor in this study. To begin with, as an analytical tool the metaphor forced me to go

beyond my initial understanding of the activity studied, as the more I learnt about the Amazon

rainforest layers, the broader my questioning of the activity under investigation. The weight of this

metaphor as a conceptual tool is reflected in my sense making of the activity.

Secondly, as a rhetorical tool, the metaphor enabled me to find a rhetorical structure that rep-

resented and visually showed the different layers of analysis and emerging findings of each. The

metaphor captured what I wanted to represent about the activity, its intricacy and development,

thus writing became an attainable task once I had this visual in my mind.

Thirdly, drawing on what Jensen (2006) states about the relevance of metaphors in education, by

definition, the metaphor I have chosen represents my understanding of teacher educators’ practices.

Though this might be seen as a limitation, through sharing my representation, by making it visible,
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I may contribute to others seeing teacher educators’ practices from a different angle. The layers

show how complex the activity of teaching-learning about teaching is.

3.5 Research Quality

3.5.1 Transcriptions and translations.

Most of the data collected came from via the audio recordings of the discussions in the change lab-

oratories, hence, transcription was needed. I personally transcribed the discussions and interviews,

since this is a type of transforming data (Padgett, 2008). The advantage of doing this was that

I deeply engaged with and familiarised with data which gave me the first clues about occurrences

that contributed to the description and to determine the beginning and end of the actions.

I developed my own rules for the transcription and made sure to be consistent throughout the

entire process. The use of the software NVivo11 facilitated the task of transcribing. Because data

were originally in Spanish translation was also needed. I made all translations, with the help, in

some instances, of Deepl translator, and sometimes I resourced to native speakers of English to

check for the equivalence and meaning of translations. In the instances when exact translation

was not possible, both the original Spanish and translated version into English were kept, as it

appears in the layers of findings in chapters 5-8. The reasons why this was done was because either

semantically the words in English did not carry the same meaning in Spanish or because I felt the

use of colloquial expressions or sayings had to be kept.

3.5.2 Transferability.

The idea of transferability in qualitative and case study research suggests that the researcher must

provide a rich description of the context studied so that the readers can appraise whether the

case applies or fits their own context, (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). It is because of the dependence of

meaning on context that the idea of looking for generalisation in case studies is impractical. Greene,

(as cited in Thomas and Myers, 2015) cautions against seeking generalisation in case studies, as

the path the qualitative researchers follow is not that of inductive reasoning. Instead, Thomas and

Myers (2015) suggest, the need to look at the anatomy of narrative for the justification of the case

study process and conclusions (pp. 43-52).

Reflecting on Thomas and Myers’ discussion about the standard of quality of the analysis of a

case study made me aware that in reaching my conclusions about this study I should not look

for generalisation of the findings. Instead, I adopted the recommendations they give to secure the

transferability of the findings or the story encrypted in the data. What I did while interpreting
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data was what Thomas and Myers (2015) call the six key ingredients of the abductive way of case-

narrative. In my context this meant: a) I went beyond the obvious or what was explicit in the

data, b) I was always in search of that moment when facts connected and made sense in my mind,

c) I bared in mind my case was culturally, historically and contextually bounded, therefore avoided

the temptation of looking for generalisation, d) I looked for the best plausible explanation of what

happened during the formative intervention. In other words, I always asked myself the what if

question before reaching a conclusion, e) I had to remember my interpretations were just one part

of the story, that I depended on my participants’ voice to have the complete picture, f) I had to be

cautious about bias, that is, that we typically draw on the old to make sense of the new.

3.5.3 Seeking credibility and trustworthiness.

Drawing on Lincoln and Guba (1985), it can be affirmed that this case study aligned with two

established criteria of research quality within the qualitative paradigm. One is credibility and the

other is trustworthiness. Credibility asks for demonstrating the research was carried out in a way

that the likelihood of findings are credible, and trustworthiness is about showing the study can be

trusted (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). To demonstrate compliance with these criteria there are some

activities a researcher must carry out, “prolonged engagement, persistent observation, member

checking, and triangulation” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 101).

Prolonged engagement may lead to reducing the likelihood of participants withholding information

or lying (Padgett, 2008). Though my engagement with participants only lasted six months, two

situations may have played against the likelihood of withholding information. One was that three

of the participants had met me a few years before the intervention. The other was the initiating

phase, as the interactions with my participants then helped create a safe atmosphere to answer

questions about their practices, knowledge and assumptions about the topics discussed. Although

a “drawback of prolonged engagement is the risk of researcher bias” (Padgett, 2008, p. 186), for a

formative intervention it is rather a condition. Hence, the risk had to be taken.

Qualitative observation is “naturalistic,... it occurs among the actors who would naturally partic-

ipate in the interaction,... and observers are free to search for concepts or categories that appear

meaningful to subjects” (P. Adler & Adler, 1994, p. 378). My observations of the development

of the intervention did not follow a set of predetermined questions. They were driven by events,

occurrences, feelings and behaviours engendered in each change laboratory discussion. These obser-

vations informed what should be dealt with in the following session of the change laboratory. My

research diary was used to record what was specially meaningful and deserved being noted.

Member checking was both formal and informal. First, data was analysed and interpreted with

participants in every step of the change laboratory. Second, right after the last session of the change
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laboratory, the participants and I met for a debrief of what had happened throughout the formative

intervention. I presented an informal report that collected my initial interpretations of data and

my impressions of what had occurred. This was an opportunity to compare my interpretation of

data with theirs. Third, I also contacted participants once I had a finished data analysis to hear

their thoughts about my interpretations.

Triangulation was possible because of the different methods of data collection employed in this

study. For instance, to confirm teacher educators’ understanding of formal concepts of learning

they were interviewed, answered a questionnaire and they also discussed about it as an activity

system. The purpose of this was to seek convergence of data, one of the aims of triangulation

(Huberman & Miles, 1994). I also did “theory triangulation” (originally in italics), which consists

in using multiple theories to confirm the interpretation of data from different perspectives, Denzin,

1978 (as cited in Padgett, 2008). As stated in the conceptual framework this study has drawn on

the cultural-historical theory of Vygotsky, the third generation of CHAT, and situated learning.



85

Part III

Layers of Analysis and Emerging

Findings
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Introduction

Part III of this thesis has five chapters and presents a detailed description of the analytical procedure

of each layer of analysis of the activity and its emerging findings. The first, chapter 4, explains why

I chose the layers of the metaphor of the Amazon rainforest as a conceptual tool, and introduces a

synthesis of the analytical procedure followed in each of the layer of analysis. The second, chapter

5, is the first layer of analysis of the activity and elaborates on the situations brought about in the

initiating phase of the formative intervention, when the participants investigated their theoretical

and practical understandings of the concept of ‘prior knowledge’. The third, chapter 6, presents the

second layer of analysis of the activity which consists of a rich description of the actions the teacher

educators carried out to investigate their theoretical and practical understanding of the concept of

‘metacognition’ during the change laboratory of the development phase of the intervention. Chapter

7 presents a deeper layer of analysis of the actions identified in the previous layer. The fifth section

of part III, chapter 8, builds upon the previous three layers of findings to reach an overarching

conclusion about the activity investigated.

Chapters 5 to 8 then, present the layers of analysis represented by the Amazon rainforest layers.

Each chapter is a deeper layer of analysis and understanding of the activity upon which the next

layer is grounded. Chapters are presented in the chronological order in which the intervention and

analysis of the activity was conducted, as follows: Chapter 5 is the intervention floor, chapter 6 is

the understory layer, chapter 7 is the canopy and chapter 8 is the emergent layer.

Before moving on to the findings, chapter 4 introduces the metaphor and explains how it was

chosen and why. The purpose is to demonstrate how the Amazon rainforest’s structure relates to

the activity investigated in this study. I elaborate on the role the metaphor played, and how this is

reflected in the language used to represent the case study.
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Chapter 4

In Search of a Metaphor

4.1 The Amazon Rainforest’s Layers

Like most rainforests, the Amazon is made up of four layers: the forest floor, the understory, the

canopy, and the emergent layer. Each layer has distinctive features that affect living creatures

and conditions in the other layers, which makes them an interdependent system. The layers are

interrelated. No layer could exist without the other three, and boundaries from one to the next

are not clear (National Geographic, 2020).1 The bottom layer is the forest floor. According to The

National Geographic, lack of sunlight makes it difficult for plants to grow here – leaves and dead

animals that fall from the upper layers will quickly decay. This becomes the major contribution of

this layer to the biome, the production of nutrients for the trees. The understory is much darker

and humid than the canopy. Plants are shorter and receive very little sunshine. However, this layer

is full of flowers and scents that attract different animals from the canopy .

The canopy, located beneath the emergent layer, is the most densely inhabited by animals and the

richest in foliage, despite its humidity and lack of sunlight. This layer becomes a roof of leaves and

branches for the understory and the forest floor. The emergent layer is where the tallest and oldest

trees can be seen, receiving most of the sunlight. These trees do not have a thick foliage, but they

take charge of the photosynthesis function which all living creatures benefit from. Small and flying

animals can be found here.

1Most of the facts about the Amazon rainforest were based on educational material published in the official
National Geographic Society website.
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4.2 Why the Amazon Rainforest as a Metaphor

The decision to use the Amazon rainforest as a metaphor for the activity researched in this study

was not made by chance. In what follows, I explain what drove me to choose this over other

metaphors. There is the issue of my familiarity with the Amazon rainforest, and the issue of the

analogy between the Amazon rainforest and the activity it represents.

Regarding the issue of familiarity, in general, our conceptual system is metaphorically grounded,

due to our dependence on the physical world we inhabit (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). This explains

why to make sense of the world, we choose what is familiar to us to represent it (Spinoza as cited

in James, 2016). The Amazon is a place we, Colombians, learn about from the moment we start

school. It may be far away from our large cities, but it would be impossible to talk about Colombia

without mentioning the Amazon rainforest. We feel it as a place full of contrasts, life, and natural

beauty. Its biodiversity, the protection it gives to so many Indigenous tribes, and its presence are

a few of the reasons for this. So strong is its presence for me that it feels as though it was the

Amazon rainforest that chose this research.

The second issue relates to the similarities I could draw between the intricacies of the Amazon

rainforest and the complexity of this case study. Though I could list some differences too, the

similarities they share are truly remarkable. For instance, both the Amazon rainforest and the

activity consist of four layers which boundaries are hard to determine. In the case of the Amazon’s

rainforest because though the layers exist in a spatial dimension, there is not a physical border to

distinguish one from the other. In relation to the case study, because what happened in each layer

was a flux of actions that existed in a temporal dimension. In many instances it is impossible to

signpost when one specific condition or action of the activity started or ended.

The next similarity is that conditions of a layer of the activity directly or indirectly affected the

other three. For instance, socio-cultural conditions emerging in the bottom layer of the intervention,

became the fertile soil of actions that occurred in the next layer and so on until reaching the emergent

layer. Each layer of analysis revealed actions, conditions, occurrences that prompted something

rather important for the activity.

Another similarity between the Amazon rainforest structure and the case is that the boundaries

among layers are not visible. What happened in each layer differentiates them. Each has its own

life cycle, yet, paradoxically, they need one another to keep growing, existing. Like in the rainforest,

each layer of the formative intervention contributes to making up the whole of the activity. Taken

separately, no layer makes sense as they are part of a bigger picture.

Though I have highlighted the similarities here, the differences between the activity’s layers and

those of the Amazon will be addressed as they surface in the process of analysis in their respective

chapter.
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4.3 The Four Layers of the Activity

In this chapter I provide a description and explanation of how the four layers of the activity in

the formative intervention developed. Like the four layers of the Amazon rainforest, the layers of

the activity must be read from the bottom to the top. That is, from the intervention floor to the

emergent layer. Figure 4.1 shows the layers and the tasks carried out in each. The Ceiba tree

represents the activity system of the four teacher educators, which existed before this formative

intervention, and hopefully, it is stronger as a result. Below is a brief description of the actions

presented in each layer.

Figure 4.1: The four layers of the activity of co-constructing understanding of learning/teaching
about teaching.
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First comes the intervention floor or the initiating phase of the formative intervention. This was

the beginning of the formative intervention and my interaction with the participants. Interactions

and conversations in this layer gave origin to conditions crucial for a formative intervention. It

was then that the participants and I started to navigate the challenge of being an activity system

as we tried collectively to answer the first task of the trial change laboratory. During this layer I

learnt lessons to improve the change laboratory for the second task of the formative intervention.

The salient finding of this layer alludes to the critical place of socio-cultural conditions to develop

a formative intervention.

One layer above is the understory which consisted of the second change laboratory of the interven-

tion. Conditions that germinated in the previous layer grew stronger here, and interactions gave rise

to the most fruitful conversations and discussions for teacher educators to answer the second task

of the intervention, which was examining their understanding metacognition. This layer provided

the bulk of data about the activity, as the task demanded more collective actions.

The next layer up is the canopy, this layer presents an indepth analysis of the findings of the

understory. The emergent layer considers the sessions of follow-up phase of the intervention. The

purpose of these sessions was to prompt teacher educators to trace the historical origin of the

contradictions that surfaced during the change laboratory. Also, for a formative intervention, the

follow-up sessions are crucial to corroborate expansive learning cycles. Hence data collected here

are important to cross examine interpretations of what may emerge in the change laboratories.

The emergent layer captures both the summit of the activity, and what could be a new cycle of

its development. In this final stage belongs the final drawing and verification of conclusions, as

this was the last layer of analysis and writing of the case study of this intervention. The question

that guided this final action was, were the emerging findings of all layers an indication of teacher

educators’ expansive learning about their teaching practices?

4.4 The Four Layers of Analysis of the Activity

Figure 4.2 is a synthesis of the analytical approach described in this part of the thesis. The

illustration presents the four layers of analysis to unveil the meaning of the activity investigated in

this case study. The illustration is to be read in the chronological order in which the four layers

happened, that is, from the bottom, the intervention floor, to the upper emergent layer. Each

layer presents the questions that guided the process of analysis, next is the actions carried out, the

next column explains the analytical techniques, and lenses used to analyse data. The final column

synthesises the findings.



91

Figure 4.2: Four layers of analysis and findings.

Chapters 5 to 8 present each layer of the formative intervention in rich detail. Each chapter

introduces the emerging findings of the layer, moves on to explaining the analytical procedure and

data used, highlighting what it represented for the activity and elaborating on the reasons why that

procedure was followed. After drawing and verifying conclusions, at the end of each chapter there

is a synthesis and discussion that guide the next layer of analysis.
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Chapter 5

The Intervention Floor

Introduction

The intervention floor was the initiating phase of the formative intervention and consisted in the

trial of the change laboratory. During this change laboratory the participants carried out the first

task of the formative intervention, investigating their theoretical and practical understanding of

the learning concept of ‘prior knowledge’. The main finding of this layer is that social conditions

emerging in this initiating phase such as trust, building up a relationship, a community of practice

and acting as an activity system were critical for the development of the activity the teacher

educators carried out.

The initiating phase included the meeting to present the research project and the trial of the five

step change laboratory. During this phase the participants did the fist task of the intervention,

i.e. investigating their theoretical and practical understanding of the concept of learning ‘prior

knowledge’. The meetings of this phase took place every other Friday from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m., at

the only available classroom in FUNDES, from the 11th of August to the 8th of September, 2017.

It is worth noticing the three key contributions of the initiating phase for the development of the

activity carried out in the formative intervention. First, this phase contributed to the germination

of social conditions of learning critical for the outcome of the whole formative intervention. Second,

the four meetings of this phase gave me the opportunity to navigate my role as an interventionist

researcher. Third, it was thanks to this phase that the design of the change laboratory could be

assessed and improved.

Just as the floor of the Amazon rainforest sustains its rich biome, the conditions that emerged in

the initiating phase may be what sustains the activity investigated in this study. The conditions

in the Amazon’s floor are the result of the hard work of the existing microorganisms in charge of

recycling of decay, which paradoxically, gives origin of the cycle of life. In the intervention floor the
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germination of conditions for collective learning like relationship, trust and a research community

are likely to be the result of all types of interactions prompted during the change laboratory.

Scarce sunlight and extreme conditions of humidity make it difficult to believe the rich flora and

fauna of this layer of the Amazon rainforest can exist. The contrasting features of this layer such

as the coexistence of the largest of animals and smallest of microorganisms of the rainforest make

it unique. Similarly, the initiating phase gave rise to the least visible (trust, relationship, a sense

of being part of a research community and an activity system), but perhaps most important of

conditions for collective learning a formative intervention may need. Those intangible conditions

were prompted by the first task presented to teacher educators in the trial of the change laboratory.

The analytical procedure

The first layer of analysis in this study focused on the data collected at the initiating phase while

trialing the change laboratory of the intervention. Data for this analysis came from the activity

system’s discussions recorded during the change laboratory, the first individual and group interviews,

and my research diary. The question that guided the analysis was prompted by my interest in

understanding what part, if any, had the initiating phase played in the ultimate outcome of the

formative intervention. Data analysis consisted in numbering and describing actions occurred in the

change laboratory. Particular attention was given to the interactions and how the teacher educators

responded to the sub-tasks of the first task of the intervention. Then, through conducting thematic

analysis, the conditions that may have contributed to the outcome of the intervention were identified.

These were later classified into three emerging categories (see them in Section 5.2). Finally, I drew

on the conceptual framework of the study to verify conclusions.

5.1 Preparing the Soil

To develop the formative intervention I met the participants every other Friday for over three

months. The trip to El Espinal, Tolima, would start at 7:00 a.m. and I would normally arrive there

around 10:00 a.m. The returning time to my accommodation would be around 8:00 in the evening.

To get there and back was not so much a problem of geographical distance but of luck to get safe

and proper public transport. This was why the journey took the whole day.

The first time I met the five teacher educators was on August the 4th, 2017. I remember this was

a very hot day in El Espinal, although the temperature was 34°C it felt like 40°C. That day, I

formally presented the research project and gave teacher educators the consent forms for them to

sign. I presented the intervention as an opportunity for the participants to investigate and learn

about their pedagogical practices.
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The presentation included some background of the research topic, my personal interest in exploring

the research question, and why I had chosen FUNDES. After the presentation, I translated the

consent forms into Spanish and gave them to the participants. I explained that they had the right

to refuse to be part of the study, and that even if they signed it, they would still be able to withdraw

their consent at any time. At this point there was time for them to ask questions.

Once that formal part of the session was over, I heard my participants’ histories about their pro-

fessions and what they had to say about FUNDES. To prompt them to share their stories I had

prepared a ‘get to know you’ short questionnaire. One of the questions asked what had brought

them to FUNDES. Their reasons varied. Two of them said they had lived in El Espinal most of

their lives. The other two had to commute for several hours to get there every single weekend. One

of them had returned to FUNDES after a long time; two had been there less than a year. What

most of them had in common was their short experience as teacher educators. Three of them had

started this journey when the language programme launched, back in February 2017.

This first meeting was also the moment to get to know the participants’ context, needs, and real-

ities. They did not say much about FUNDES, though, other than they appreciated the effort the

institution was making to keep the teaching programme going and how important they thought

that was for the town since they knew about the shortage of English teachers at schools. They also

worried about the low number of student teachers of the first and second cohort of the teaching

programme which had started with seven and five students respectively. The next meeting was on

the 11th of August, by then one teacher educator had resigned. This was officially the first session

of the trial of the change laboratory.

The Five Step Change Laboratory

As explained in chapter 3 Virkkunen and Newnham’s (2013) change laboratory bases on Engeström’s

cycle of expansive learning which consists of six steps or phases, as Virkkunnen calls them. They

are: charting the situation, analysing the needs and possibilities of development, creating a new

model for the activity, concretising and testing the new model, implementing the new model, and

spreading and consolidating the new model, (Virkkunen et al., 2010, p. 15). In contrast, the change

laboratory I trialed, had been adapted to five steps, with aligned objectives to the study, as shown

in Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1: Change laboratory (CL) of the initiating phase. Teacher educators investigated their
theoretical and practical understandings of the concept of prior knowledge. CL adapted from
Virkkunen et al., 2010.

The main reason for reducing the number of steps was because I originally intended to ask teacher

educators to complete three tasks instead of two. By reducing the change laboratory from six to

five steps, I thought there would be enough time for the three tasks, instead what happened was

that it felt the participants had been rushed to complete the first task, or that there needed to be

a better transition between step 2 and 3. Hence the need to reconsider the number of steps for

the change laboratory of the development phase. A proper explanation of the transition mentioned

here is presented later in this chapter.

The other adaptation made for FUNDES’ change laboratory had to do with the presence of the inter-

ventionist researcher in the change laboratory. Whereas in Virkkunen et al.’s (2010) the researcher

and participants work together throughout the six steps of the change laboratory, in FUNDES’

teacher educators carried out the sub-tasks of steps 2 and 4 on their own. Figure 5.1 shows the

sub-tasks the participants and I worked out together in steps 1, 3 and 5 , in the other steps the

participants worked on their own. This adaptation was driven by the nature of the tasks of the

intervention, that is, if the teacher educators were expected to investigate their practical under-

standing, they would have to do that while in practice with their student teachers. Also, like I said

earlier, I did not want the teacher educators to feel their teaching was being evaluated. Thus, to
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mitigate this risk, I decided that when they collected mirror evidence of their practices I would not

be watching their lessons. Instead, the participants took turns to observe each other’s lessons.

The steps and the objectives shown in Figure 5.1 show the sub-tasks teacher educators carried out

to complete the first task of the intervention. Although I followed the underlying goals of the six

steps of expansive learning, it can be seen that the goals of this intervention change laboratory have

been also adapted to meet the purpose of this study.

The remaining of this chapter has two subsections showing the emerging conditions and lessons

learnt during the trailing of the change laboratory to improve it for the development phase of

the intervention. The first subsection deals with the germination of conditions for a formative

intervention. They were clustered into three major themes, namely, the building up of a relationship,

creating conditions for trust and creating a research community of practice. The second subsection

explains the lessons I learnt to improve the change laboratory and what I learnt about being an

interventionist researcher.

5.2 The Germination of Social Conditions for the Forma-

tive Intervention

This section elaborates on the emerging conditions prompted in the initiating phase, and the lessons

I learnt about how to improve the change laboratory for the second task of the intervention, as its

trialing allowed me to see how many tasks could realistically be asked the teacher educators to carry

out.

5.2.1 Building up a relationship.

Building up a strong relationship that created a proper environment for collective learning was

something that preoccupied me before arriving in the field. A strong reason for this was that this

was the first time the participants and I came together as an activity system. They had operated as

a group of colleagues, but not as an activity system trying to collectively investigate their teaching

practices. Also, although some of them had met me before, I had not been known in the role of

colleague-researcher, I was to play in the intervention. Therefore, building a sense of partnership,

a relationship of trust, and the sense of being part of a research community felt real. We needed to

build up a sense of activity system that could work for the same object.

The trial of the change laboratory provided the space and time needed to establish a relationship

with my participants. On the subject of relationship in research Feldman, Bell, and Berger (2003),

state that researchers draw on their identities to connect with participants. They argue that this
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adds to the process of establishing a rapport with the participants. But, creating a relationship in

a short time is not an easy endeavour. To break the ice, and as an attempt to connect with my

participants, I proposed that we shared our histories as teacher educators. I gave the participants

coloured paper and asked them to draw anything that resembled a pentagram, e.g. a five pointed

star, or anything with five points, sides, etc. The idea was for participants to answer one of the

six questions to tell us the stories that led them to become teacher educators in each side of the

pentagram shape. In the heart of the figure they would answer the question 1: Who are you?.

Figure 5.2 shows the drawings made by the participants to answer the six questions that led into

this sharing of our histories. Questions 2 and 3 asked about their education background and what

had been their origins as teachers educators. Though these teacher educators had been working

together for over a semester or longer, answers to question 3 seemed to surprise many of them as

they listened to the names of schools, universities and cities where they had completed their studies.

The answers took a more emotional tone when the participants shared the origins of their professions

as teacher educators. Because of this, in order to protect the participants’ identity, I have refrained

from using their pseudonyms in this subsection. It was interesting the strikingly different reasons

given. For instance, one participant acknowledged the decision had been taken for them, “it was

when I was asked to teach a subject of the programme by the rector”. Another, said it had been a

tragic personal experience which had pushed them in that direction when they were just a teenager.

As a starting point of the intervention, this interaction turned out to be, like any good story telling

session, very engaging; and judging by the emotions the participants’ voices denoted, they appeared

to highly appreciate it.

Figure 5.2: Teacher educators’ history. 4th,Aug, 2017.
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Questions 4 asked the participants how they felt about their role as teacher educators. Although

all teacher educators manifested positive feelings about their role as educators, expressed in words

like “convinced, passionate, committed, responsible”, there was a participant who also expressed

the anxiety they felt sometimes. In their words “most of the times I feel thrilled, it’s like a rush

of adrenaline, but sometimes I feel insecure and fearful”. This honest and open reply at this early

stage of the intervention was indication that a relationship, a most needed condition to build trust,

was germinating.

Important as it was that we learnt about our stories as teacher educator, it was to introduce myself

as a research interventionist. I had to be very careful not to be mistaken by the typical external

consultant or researcher coming into the busy lives of these teacher educators to increase their

workload. The initiating phase was important in achieving this as it gave us the opportunity to

work as a collective for a common goal, to experience what it meant to be an activity system where

all voices were important and heard. This phase was also critical to learn more of what we shared

as teacher educators, may be because it is through stories, as Gergen (1994) puts it, that we make

our relationships with others.

5.2.2 Creating conditions for trust.

Embedded in the concept of trust are affiliated dimensions of reciprocity, respect and rapport,

(Guillemin et al., 2016). An example of reciprocity in this intervention is the trust the participants

had to build among themselves, to be open about their practices; in me, to allow me access to

their understandings and practices; but they also had to earn my trust to carry out sub-tasks of

the change laboratory on their own. The trialing of the change laboratory prompted interactions

through which is likely that the sense of trust among the participants was built.

How teacher educators learnt to trust each other appeared to be grounded in teacher educators’

interactions when they were learning something new about or with their peers. In Welter and Alex’

(2015) argument we understand why this may be the case, as they claim trust is easily built in

contexts where people can relate to others’ identities. Examples that support this argument are

found in the participants’ responses to the first group interview. The purpose of the interview was

to get the teacher educators to evaluate how they felt about the formative intervention. At the

moment of this interview the trial change laboratory had just finished. I began the interview by

asking the participants what they thought about planning their lesson with a colleague? How did

they feel about that? In Excerpt 5.2.1, TE3 let us know what this meant for her:
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Excerpt 5.2.1. Learning to trust 1

...I liked it because my peer can guide me. In this case with TE1. I have taken it as the

mentoring of the peer, as the guide of TE1, and it is very cool to be able to share what I think

can be good for the students with what she has already experienced. Because she knows....

Well, you think this, let’s find another way. So, we both contribute and between the two we

can generate a kind of summary, something more structured. A more organized lesson.

(TE3. 1st Group Interview, 08-09-17)

This exchange clearly indicates that trust between these two teacher educators was being built, and

what may have contributed to this was that TE3 felt her colleague knew about what she was asking

guidance for. In this instance, other conditions for trust building as suggested by Welter and Alex

(2015), can also be identified. One is the sharing of a ‘positive experience’ and the other is the

‘cultural proximity’ of the two participants. Conditions also important for trusting a colleague to

advice or guide your lesson planning.

When it was the turn for TE1’s answer, she confirmed what TE3 had stated. In her words and

tone, as seen in Excerpt 5.2.2, there was an indication of her appreciation of learning with a peer,

as she claimed:

Excerpt 5.2.2. Learning to trust 2

...and then, we share that such a lesson, look, remember the note said this, that the excerpt

said that. And we discussed it, and we studied the little pieces of paper that were given

to us here. So it’s very interesting, it goes beyond knowledge. It goes beyond being in a

competition of who knows more and it really reaches humanism. You really get to tolerate

the other, to appreciate the other. (TE1. 1st Group Interview, 08-09-17)

What stood out in TE1’s answer was how she highlighted the interaction went beyond seeking

knowledge. She appeared to imply that instead of turning this moment into a battle of egos (who

knows more), it was an opportunity for work collaboratively, because they were learning with one

another. This inference is reinforced by the fact she claimed that it (learning with a peer) reaches

humanism. It was learning to tolerate1 and appreciate their peers.

TE2 confirmed what his two colleagues have stated, and pointed out another type of learning that

happened during the trial of the change laboratory: learning to observe, being observed, and to

give feedback, see Excerpt 5.2.3. Though participants got better at this in the second task of the

intervention, as TE2 shows us in his answer, it was in this initiating phase that they started to

navigate these challenges.

1The use of tolerar became part of our political and social discourse in Colombia in an attempt to reduce violent
behaviour of people toward others due to differences of opinions among others. It became a favourite when the peace
talks started back in 2010. This is a very interesting choice of word for this context.
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Excerpt 5.2.3. Learning to trust 3

I think that it is not only the one who prepares the information, but the one who observes

also learns because that is a feedback, right? We can learn a better discourse. I can learn

from the other’s practice and so on. I can spot mistakes and say, I think you’re not going to

achieve the goal, if you use this bad practice, or you can do it this way or that way.

(TE2. 1st Group Interview, 08-09-17)

It is worth noticing how TE2 saw his interaction with a peer as a mutual exchange of practical

knowledge, and perhaps theoretical knowledge was what he meant when stating that we can learn a

better discourse. It is also interesting to see the openness with which he addressed his partner, which

could be an indication that their interactions have served to build a strong rapport with him. This,

in turn, must have contributed to their being comfortable in talking about their understandings

and practices of formal learning concepts.

Regarding my trust in the participants, teacher educators gained it by showing their commitment

to the study from the beginning of the initiating phase. I could see this when they presented their

first lesson and observation reports, it was clear by then that they had dedicated longer than the

allocated two hours to do this sub-task. My early trust was rewarded when TE1 explained what

the intervention meant for her. In Excerpt 5.2.4 she lets us know that she had understood the

underlying premise of the social theories of learning that ground this study. This was the answer

she gave to question 2 of the first group interview which asked the participants how they thought

the intervention had affected their pedagogical practices (see Appendix A.1).

Excerpt 5.2.4. Learning to trust my participants

And that’s what we’re constructing, isn’t it? Together we can see how one of the best practices

of all is resulting in one that will be our own. So, being part of a team brings with it a greater

responsibility. Doing things better, thinking better...

(TE1. 1st Group Interview, 08-09-17)

Trust is a very slippery concept, Guillemin et al. (2016) claim. However, they argue that associating

it with the concept of relationship makes it more palpable and easier to talk about. I would also add

that there is a direct proportional relation between the two, as the more we learnt about each other

in the change laboratory, the stronger our trust. Per Guillemin et al. (2016) trust is also associated

with respect. It was out of respect for my participants that I felt even more ethically committed to

them, as respect was more tangible than the actual consent my participants had signed. Perhaps

this, and my genuine interest in their practices, contributed to earning their trust.

In an intervention as short as this, it may be thought time is not enough to build trust and

relationship. However, final evidence that trust developed is given in the answers of the participants
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to question 5 of the last group interview (see Appendix A.1). This question asked the participants

what they thought would help them be better at their job. I am intentionally not revealing which

teacher educator said what, but none of them was shy to list their feelings, weaknesses, and needs.

Three of them admitted they were learners, that there was room for growth. A participant stated

“improving my practice and didactic”. Another teacher educator’s answer helps us understand

why they claimed sometimes they felt anxious, “If I could study more pedagogy, if I were more

experienced, If I knew perfectly well all of the course content, if I had all the answers, if I read

more, if I researched.” Another participant reflected that as a teacher educator they felt like a

‘student’, that to be better at their job they would need more time to reflect and revise.

Defining trust may not be an easy task, but what can be affirmed is that it requires certain conditions

for it to be born, developed and kept alive. Also, it is almost certain that trust is a necessary

condition to develop a formative intervention in which people are expected to be honest about their

practices. It is possible that the reason why these four teacher educators felt safe to be open about

their practices was because they trusted a colleague and/or me as a researcher someone who, even

though temporarily, was part of their activity system.

5.2.3 Creating a research community of practice.

To carry out a formative intervention, building a research community was critical, since one of the

goals of this type of research is to encourage participants to engage in participatory analysis. In the

formative approach participants are also expected to carry on developing solutions to the processes

investigated initially in the intervention (A. Sannino et al., 2016). Another reason for developing

a research community of practice is because what happens during the intervention may only be a

‘developmental bud’ or a cycle of expansive learning. As Engeström (2009) suggests, this implies the

participants will need to continue actions that help the activity keep developing to reach expansive

learning.

The initial five sessions of the change laboratory proved valuable to show participants they would

have an active role in the design and development of the intervention. In the following excerpt of the

change laboratory discussion of the 26th of August, TE2 showed how he and his colleague changed

the way I had proposed to carry out their lesson observation. When asked if he had observed TE4’s

lesson, it was evident how seriously they had taken their roles as co-designers of the intervention and

researchers. First, they found a way to overcome the difficulty of not being bale to meet to do the

sub-task. Second, TE2’s detailed report in Excerpt 5.2.5 shows that he listened to his colleague’s

lesson plan, as the questions and suggestions he made prompted TE4 to reconsider the planning of

his lesson. Below is TE2’s answer to my question if they had observed his colleague’s lesson:



102
Excerpt 5.2.5. Working as a community of practice

Not really. We did a prior exercise because our times don’t match. I began to listen to TE4’s

topic, then he says his intention is for the pelados (student-teachers) to understand how

much they know about nursery rhymes and the impact they have in transforming children’s

thinking. Well, I said, I don’t know much about that subject, but I thought it was very nice

to understand the logic and the intention of the class. So I said, How are you going to do it?

I’m going to ask them a series of questions. And what are those questions?

(TE2. CL2 DWR1 8-26-17, p.3)

From the perspective of situated learning theory, the place of a community of practice is more

pronounced. For Lave and Wenger (1991) such community is a group of people who have the same

interest in a learning activity. One of the underlying premises of their community of practice is

the understanding that learning is a personal result of the socio- cultural and historical conditions

people share with others (Lave, 1991). Therefore, learning, in this scenario, is situated and occurs

while people are engaged in communities of practice (Lave, 1991). This sense of belonging and

sharing about something teacher educators do which is something not commonly done was critical

for the intervention. As seen in the excerpt above, TE2 and TE4 were navigating the action of

planning together for the first time. Although they were planning different subject lessons, they

had a common goal which had been brought about by the intervention. This action had some

of the features of the activity of a community of practice, as described by Lave and Wenger.

Redefining, reshaping and sometimes discovering what the object of the activity system is, is what

an intervention is about. But to achieve that the need of a sense of belonging to a research

community is crucial.

Lave and Wenger’s (1991) conception of community of practice is grounded on the learning envi-

ronment of practice where the novice member of the community learns from the more experienced

ones who not only share their knowledge but also welcome the new member. Given that the topic

researched in this study involved teacher educators’ practices, something that I wanted to make

clear during the initial sessions of the intervention was that we would not simply talk about prac-

tices, but do practice, while talking about them. Hence, the need to create an authentic research

community of practice that could provide the same type of learning environment to the teacher

educators.

In line with this idea of community of practice is the concept of community in CHAT, which

considers it an integral element of an activity system. However, in CHAT the community has the

role of fueling the discussions and bringing to the surface contradictions which need to be dealt with

for changes to happen. An example of the role played by a CHAT community in this intervention

comes from TE2 in Excerpt 5.2.6 when he realised there was a contradiction in his practice. He was

presenting to us as the the ‘activity system’ his ‘mirror evidence’ of how he used prior knowledge in
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practice. He claimed that explicitly engaging his student teachers to surface their prior knowledge

had been...

Excerpt 5.2.6. Community of practice and contradictions

Very important, because, normally in another type of lesson (not for student-teachers), I come,

rush (explains very fast). This is done like this. Did you understand? If they understood fine,

if not, I carry on. When I face this situation (engaging student-teachers’ prior knowledge) I

realise that first, I must prepare a bit more, I must spend more time doing this. And, the

success and satisfaction felt is that the student perceives the lesson much better. (TE2. CL2

DWR1 8-26-17, p.5)

What triggered this unexpected reflection about practice is not clear, but it occurred while the

participant was retelling (reporting) to the activity system (us) how he used his understanding of

the concept of prior knowledge in practice. It was as though while he was retelling, by hearing

himself, he could ‘see’ the contradiction which now was out there, not under a cover. However,

this kind of openness may only be achieved when participants feel safe to be exposed or vulnerable.

Another reason for promoting this sense of research community of practice in the activity system.

The place of the CHAT community in the intervention may be also associated with what for CHAT

constitutes the ‘need stance’ or stage when participants consciously realise something must change

in their practices. In the excerpt of TE2 above, for instance, the moment when he was reporting to

us, and realised of the contrasts between what he normally did in his teaching practice and what

he did for the sub-task of the intervention, may have been the moment his need stance started to

build up.

Returning to the contribution of trailing the change laboratory, it could be said its discussion

sessions made it possible to identify the roles of the participants in the intervention. For instance, I

learnt that in this activity system there was an incredible motivator and negotiator, who was always

encouraging the novice teacher educator, and the rest of the team. Evidence of this role is seen in

the change laboratory discussion of 20-10-17, when the participants were presenting their individual

lesson proposals about how to enact their shared understanding of metacognition in practice. Three

teacher educators had presented, now a novice teacher educator took their turn. Before they started

they shyly said: “I feel very nervous. Mine (lesson) is simple. Teachers, the truth is you did too

many things. I only did five steps and that’s it” (TE, change laboratory discussion, 20-10-17).

They had not finished the sentence when TE2 started to reassure them, clarifying, in a very calm

manner, what the purpose of the task was as seen in Excerpt 5.2.7:
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Excerpt 5.2.7. Emerging roles

Nooo, that is precisely...I think what we are doing here is to complete a formal structure, so,

we all say OK. You may say, from all that (pointing to the other lesson outlines written on

the board), I did the third, the fourth, the sixth (steps of the lesson outline). A little bit, but

this is what I have to contribute. That is all right. (TE2. CL6, 20-10-17)

This participant was also the investigator type of person who looked for and brought more concep-

tual tools for the activity system. For instance, to begin the presentation of his lesson outline, he

proposed a list of teaching strategies he had found that could help, he said, all teachers consider

what would suit the objective of a lesson best.

5.3 Lessons Learnt for the Formative Intervention

Being a novice interventionist researcher caused me a certain level of anxiety about the research

procedure. The trailing of the change laboratory helped ease that tension. This section is about

the final two key takeaways of the trial of the change laboratory. One refers to learning about my

role as in interventionist researcher, and the other is about how to improve the change laboratory

for the second task of this intervention.

5.3.1 From teacher educator to interventionist researcher.

First of all, the trial of the change laboratory was critical in shifting my role from teacher educator

to research interventionist. As a teacher I tend to plan my lessons and adhere to the plan to

obtain an expected outcome. This was something I had to unlearn as a researcher, because the

unexpected turns in the intervention opened doors to scenarios that I could not have prepared for.

It was important to learn that actions were not under my control. For instance, though I had

planned that only two participants would teach and be observed per fortnight, all of them wanted

to and in fact did teach. This meant that when they were presenting their mirror evidence the time

needed was double, thus the sessions needed adjustments all the time. The lesson I learnt from this

experience was that the intervention’s design did not only belong to me. I had to be more flexible

about my planning, as a matter of fact this is how a formative intervention is meant to be, and I

had to learn to trust the process.

Secondly, I also had to learn to restrain myself and not to give answers when questions arose, to

give my participants enough time to think, discuss and trust their own judgment. Thirdly, this was

the first time all of us had come together as an activity system. Therefore, we needed time to learn

how to act as a collective. Both, the participants and I had to understand that all answers were
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possible, that there was not already thought or planned answers, we had to trust our own decisions

and actions as individuals and as an activity system: a research community of practice.

Fourth, if the formative intervention was to be a platform for teacher educators to find their own

answers to the contradictions in their theoretical and practical understandings, I had to learn to be

less of a participant in the discussions. That is to say, I needed to allow teacher educators find their

own ways to lead, develop, and conclude the discussions. Keeping a balance between my role as a

colleague and an interventionist researcher was incredibly hard, because I was part of the activity

system too and as such I was supposed to be part of the discussion. However, I did not want

the participants to feel they had to follow or agree with what I said because I was the researcher.

Though I was the ‘knowledgeable one’, as Vygotsky called the provider of the task and the tools

to the child, I did have to remember that it was the task of the teacher educators to find their own

answers to questions arising in the intervention.

5.3.2 Improving the change laboratory.

After navigating the change laboratory in this phase of the intervention it became apparent that I

would have to make some changes to improve it. The main change had to do with the number of

steps of the change laboratory. While the change laboratory of this phase consisted of five steps, the

one used for the development phase added two more. In other words, to Virkkunen and Newnham’s

(2013) original six step change laboratory I added an extra one. The reason for this modification

was that at the end of the trial I questioned whether the outcome of the first task might have

been different if I had approached it differently, because somehow I felt I had rushed the teacher

educators through the sub-tasks.

The changes I felt the change laboratory needed referred to the time to introduce the conceptual

tool (an article about metacognition), and when to ask the activity system to make a lesson outline

that translated their new understanding into practice. Whereas in the trial change laboratory the

two actions occurred in the same step, i.e. step 3 of the change laboratory on the left in Figure 5.1,

in the development phase I opted for, first, ask the teacher educators to individually make their own

lesson outlines before discussing it as an activity system (see step 4 of the change laboratory on the

right in Figure 5.1). This meant the participants had time to reread the article about metacognition

at their own pace, to revise the new shared understanding of metacognition, and two weeks to make

a lesson outline to use new shared understanding in practice. In other words, by adding steps 3

and 4, the change laboratory of the developmental phase allowed teacher educators the chance to

individually theorise about their practices before theorising as an activity system. This meant a

better transition between the sub-tasks 2 and 3 then in the trail change laboratory (see Figure 5.1).
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Figure 5.3: Improving the change laboratory from five to seven steps. The five step change lab-
oratory was trialed in the initiating phase. The seven step change laboratory was used in the
development phase of the intervention.

The implication of adding steps 3 and 4 to the change laboratory of the development phase was

felt when teacher educators discussed and created a lesson sequence out of the four individual

proposals. The differences between the discussion the teacher educators had at the same step in the

two change laboratories were noticeable. In the first place, the interactions in the second change

laboratory were much richer, you could tell when the teacher educators were negotiating their lesson

outlines they had better arguments and were more engaged in the discussion. For instance, during

the second change laboratory the participants demanded pedagogical reasons for their colleagues’

suggestions, which can be seen in the questions of TE3 and TE4 in Excerpt 5.3.1. Second, the

themes that emerged in the discussion of the second change laboratory went beyond the concept of

metacognition, as it is explained in the understory layer. Below is part of the interaction when the

participants were discussing in which part of the new lesson outline should go a step one of them

had suggested.
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Excerpt 5.3.1. Co-constructing a lesson outline to use shared understanding of metacognition

in practice

TE3: You mean, leading the student to make sense of what they have learnt would be for

you the objective? (of the lesson)

TE4: Yes

TE1: No

TE2: No, that is in order to achieve metacognition.

TE4: Yes, but this, what I have learnt, it is reflection about this, right? I have learnt this,

right? There is a relation between these two things, right?

TE3: Well, actually, the before (moment) would have direct connection with the objective.

TE2: Let’s see. Let’s clarify these three moments here. Must I develop them in the first

moment of the before, the prior knowledge? Must I interpret this as though the guy has

learnt something? No, because that, that is something I achieve only the moment I do the

lesson. The moment when I develop the lesson is when I must lead the student for them to

realise. (Activity system. Fifth step of CL, 20-10-2017)

The difference was also felt in how the teacher educators reacted to agreeing on a lesson outline.

Contrary to the reaction they had in the same action of the trial change laboratory, in this instance,

when after a long discussion, the teacher educators finally agreed on a lesson outline for using their

shared understanding of metacognition in practice they felt a sense of achievement. To the point

they all cheered. This outcome means that, by given the participants the chance to individually

‘theorise’ about the practical use of metacognition in advance, when they had to negotiate their in-

dividual ‘theories’ as an activity system they were more prepared. Moreover, the change laboratory

seems to have contributed to the teacher educators’ realisation and appreciation that the collective

achievement of the task had been the result of integrating their individual contributions.

5.4 Synthesis-Discussion

Two relevant findings emerged from this layer of analysis of the intervention floor (initiating phase).

The first was that trialing the change laboratory served as a nursery for the incubation of certain

conditions that contributed to the outcome of the formative intervention. Conditions like trust,

building up a relationship among the participants, becoming a community of practice and working

as an activity system were crucial. This is primarily because to answer the two tasks of the formative

intervention the participants were expected to act as an activity system. The second key finding

was that the change laboratory needed modifications if the second task of the intervention was to

have a better outcome.
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Regarding the incubated conditions mentioned above, though all of them were important for the

outcome of the intervention, engaging as an activity system was critical for the solution of the

tasks presented. In this respect, it is worth mentioning that although the four teacher educators

were already working as a group, this did not mean that they were already operating as an activity

system. It was through the task carried out in the trial of the change laboratory that the participants

experienced what it meant to collectively and purposefully align their actions towards the same goal

(object). At the same time, the change laboratory enabled the teacher educators to accept me as

part of this activity system. This experience appears to have greatly contributed to how effectively

teacher educators managed the second task of the intervention.

I have singled out building up the sense of activity system among the participants as a critical

condition for the development of the intervention. However, I must also point out that it is very

likely that the other emerging conditions (building trust, relationship, and cultivating a sense of

a research community of practice) were determinant in consolidating the sense of activity system.

Together these conditions helped create a learning environment where the participants felt at ease to

talk about their theoretical and practical understanding of the learning concepts investigated. The

absence of pre-designed or expected outcomes encouraged the teacher educators to see themselves

as researchers and seek answers as a collective.

A strong reason to assume the four teachers educators might not be operating as activity system

before the formative intervention was the busy schedules of the educators. Because FUNDES’

teaching programme is run on Fridays and Saturdays and there is practically no gap between a

lesson and the next, the teacher educators did not have much time for other than sporadic meetings

to discuss operational issues of the teaching programme.

The second emerging finding was a source of information about, firstly, how to improve the change

laboratory, and secondly, my role as an interventionist researcher. First, the initial adaptation I

had made to the change laboratory, that is, reducing its steps to five from six, proved to be wrong

as the actions carried out did not seem to flow easily. This experience served to confirm that the

six steps of Virkkunen and Newnham’s (2013) change laboratory are critical, but they needed to

accommodate a seventh step. There needs to be a balance between what is planned to be carried

out during the formative intervention and the reality of the context where the intervention takes

place. That is, though I had aimed for the teacher educators to carry out three tasks, the need to

use the seven step change laboratory in the development phase allowed for only two tasks.

Second, as a novice interventionist researcher, there were a few areas I had to work on, such as letting

go of my role as a teacher, mainly because as a teacher there is an inclination to provide answers.

However, in a formative intervention finding answers is precisely the job of the participants. Third,

planning the change laboratory sessions is important, but there has to be room for the participants to

take over and change the original plan, as the discussions guide the course of the change laboratory.
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Finally, as far as the development of the change laboratory is concerned, for a novice researcher,

having an assistant in situ would be highly recommended. Not having one, may mean, like in

my case, not being able to discuss situations that arise in the change laboratory which could be

determinant for the outcome of the intervention. For instance, there were moments when I was

hesitant as to how much I should have been part of the discussions. Or, when the educators

were presenting their mirror evidence and no one identified contradictions but I did, should I have

said something then? The research team format suggested for the conventional change laboratory

(Engeström, 2001; Virkkunen et al., 2010; Virkkunen & Newnham, 2013) should be followed as it

supports the quality of data collection, analysis and very likely, the outcome of the intervention.

Why this layer matters.

The differences between interactions and conversations of this layer and those in the understory

were noticeable. The ones in the understory seemed to flow at a more natural ease, conversations

seemed to be more authentic and the outcome of the second task appeared much stronger. From

this, it followed that, a question I sought to answer was what had happened in the intervention

floor, that is to say, in the initiating phase, that may have contributed to the quality of interactions

and actions in the understory layer.

The reason the findings of this layer matter is because they show the relevance of what might

otherwise be invisible or taken for granted conditions of teacher educators collectively learning and

sharing understanding. The findings show that prompting social conditions of learning are critical

for the development of a formative intervention. The contribution of this layer for the outcome of

the intervention was crucial.
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Chapter 6

The Understory Layer

Introduction

The understory layer encompasses the development phase of the formative intervention. During

this phase the teacher educators carried out the second task of the intervention in the improved

version of the change laboratory which now consisted of seven steps. The main emerging finding of

this layer is that the task of investigating theoretical and practical understating of metacognition

became the activity of the teacher educators’ activity system, and this activity was the outcome of

35 actions. The change laboratory of this phase happened between the 22nd of September to the

3rd of November 2017.

The complexity of the ecosystem of the Amazon rainforest understory is comparable to the complex-

ity of the activity carried out in the understory of the formative intervention. The understory of the

Amazon rainforest displays an ecosystem that rivals the other layers (Sciencing , 2020). This layer is

rich in plants, animals and insects which have adapted to the harsh conditions of temperature, lack

of light and water. Similarly, the understory of the intervention was filled with the most number of

actions and most meaningful interactions that happened throughout the change laboratories. In a

manner of speaking, the participants too had to adapt to new conditions of working in a particular

ecosystem, that of the activity system.

In spite of the similarities mentioned, there were also some differences. While the Amazon’s under-

story conditions of dampness, humidity, darkness and heat nest the dense populations of mosquitoes

and insects life, in the case of the intervention it was the warmth, respectfulness and camaraderie

which prompted the teacher educators’ rich interactions to prosper. Moreover, whereas in the Ama-

zon’s understory the fight for survival of the small is common place, in the intervention understory

collaborative work and a shared purpose maintained the participants working as an activity sys-

tem. Teacher educators helped each other to collectively complete the task presented in the change



111
laboratory. Nearly all of the 35 actions identified through the data analysis were born out of the

teacher educators’ interactions.

The analytical procedure.

The analysis of the understory layer revealed that the second task of the intervention demanded

teacher educators to carry out 35 actions. Put together these actions made up the task (activity) of

investigating teacher educators’ theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition in teach-

ing practice. The 35 actions were prompted by the sub-tasks needed to accomplish the task. These

actions were mediated by talk, conversations, discussions, in other words, the language and interac-

tions of the participants. The guiding question for analysis of this layer was: What exactly emerges

from the collective task of comparing theoretical understanding of formal concepts of learning to

how it is used in practice? The present subsection explains the analytical approach I followed to

answer this question.

The analytical procedure consisted in first listing what had happened in each of the seven steps of

the change laboratory, and then making a rich and detailed description of each happening. To assure

the descriptions were accurate I referred to the transcriptions of discussions, the questionnaires the

participants had answered, the second group interview, my research diary, and the change laboratory

plannings. I made the descriptions as a participant observer. When all descriptions were completed,

new questions arose: What did those happenings have in common? How were they connected to

my research question?

To answer these questions I displayed all descriptions in a spreadsheet, which allowed to recognise

what these happenings had in common was that they were actions. As Miles et al. (2014) remind

us, data display is essential for researchers to make conclusions and take actions. At this point, my

conceptual framework informed the next analytical step which consisted in investigating the actions

identified. Two lenses enabled me to investigate what the 35 actions and interactions represented

for the activity. First, drawing on Habermas’ typology of action from his theory of communicative

action helped me identify the goals of the participants’ actions (see Habermas and Viertel, 1975).

Second, Vanderveken’s (2001) typology of conversation helped me find out what were the discursive

purposes of teacher educators’ conversations. In short, the two typologies led me to investigate the

actions and conversations to uncover their place in the outcome of the formative intervention.

Why actions and interactions.

In the theories of activity, per Wertsch and Wertsch (2009), when the unit of analysis is action,

“human beings are viewed as coming into contact with, and creating, their surroundings as well as
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themselves through the actions in which they engage” (p. 8). My participants had created a way of

relating and interacting that gave birth to what happened in the intervention, which were actions

that in turn made up the activity they had carried out.

The concept of activity is central in CHAT, and this must be understood as a complex formation

made up of actions. According to Foot (2014) activities are a “process-as-a-whole, rather than linear

sequence of discrete actions”. They take long time to be formed and “their objects are transformed

into outcomes” (Kuutti et al., 1996). With this in mind, it could be inferred that the actions

teacher educators did doing in the intervention were the ones needed to complete the activity of

investigating their theoretical and practical understandings of metacognition in practice.

As stated at the beginning of this section, all actions in this intervention originated in interactions

of participants with me, with their peers, and with their student teachers. Therefore, investigating

interactions seemed the right step to follow, as the literature suggests interactions matter. According

to Wertsch and Wertsch (2009), for CHAT the unit of analysis is created by people when they come

in contact with each other. That is, actions happen thanks to interactions.

Further, Gergen (1994) explains that to understand meaning making, one should start from the

human relationship standpoint, not the individual intersubjectivity, as has been traditionally the

case. He claims that it is through human relationship that language and understanding is generated.

According to Gergen, words are empty vessels of meaning unless they are placed in the domain of

human interaction; “It is human interchange that gives language its capacity to mean, and it must

stand as the critical locus of concern” (p.p 263-264).

Gergen’s view is consistent with the social and cultural perspective of collective understanding

in an activity system as suggested by CHAT. Hence, if the arena where collective understanding

happens is within human interaction, identifying those relational aspects that prompted the actions

in the change laboratory was justified. This highlights the importance of prompting shared meaning

making of metacognition during the intervention.

6.1 Actions and Interactions originated in the Seven Steps

of the Change Laboratory

The change laboratory of this phase as shows Figure 6.1 developed in seven steps. Each step was

a sub-task teacher educators were asked to do to carry out the second task of the intervention. In

the Figure it can be appreciated when the 35 actions happened and how many of them were carried

out to complete the sub-task presented in each step of the change laboratory. The illustration also

shows in a darker shade the actions when the teacher educators and I were working together (steps

1, 3, 5 and 7). In a lighter shade are the actions when the participants worked on their own (steps
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2, 4 and 6). I call these the backstage of the activity, as these actions, though important for the

development of the activity, happened before the change laboratory discussions, which happened in

the main stage of the intervention.

Figure 6.1: Actions originated in each step of the change laboratory of the development phase.
Teacher educators investigated their theoretical and practical understandings of the concept of
metacognition.

Although each of the 35 actions contributed to the final outcome of the activity the teacher educators

carried out in the change laboratory of the development phase, there was a noticeable difference

between the actions of the first four and last three steps of this change laboratory. This is because

the actions of the first four steps could be said to have been the build-up process that led to the

moment the teacher educators faced their contradictions in their understandings of metacognition.

In other words, while in actions 1 to 19 I mainly describe that building-up process, I analysed and

scrutinised actions 20 to 35 through different lenses to bring about their place in the activity of

investigating theoretical and practical understandings of a learning concept.

Subsection 6.1.1 to subsection 6.1.9 describe in greater detail each of the 35 actions. The sections

start with a short contextualisation, explaining the purpose and expected outcome of each step.
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6.1.1 Actions and interactions prompted in the first step.

The first step of the change laboratory happened on the 22nd of September, two weeks after the

initiating phase was completed. On this day I introduced the second task to teacher educators.

Questioning the concept of metacognition. This step started with my greeting to the partic-

ipants, next, I asked them for their news about the two weeks we had not met. Most of the times

teacher educators would just mention what had been outstanding, we would talk about whatever

was going on in the country and after five or seven minutes we would move to the next part of the

session. This was how all sessions of the change laboratory started.

After the initial greeting, I presented the pedagogical aim and the expected outcome of the step.

Today’s pedagogical aim was that the teacher educators would discuss about the importance of

metacognitive strategies for the learning process of the student teachers in the language teaching

programme. The outcome from this step was that teacher educators planned a lesson through which

they showed how they promoted the use of metacognitive strategies in their lessons. The actions

and interactions of this step were all linked to the main task teacher educators were asked to do this

day, which was answering a questionnaire about metacognition. Table 6.1 shows the five actions

prompted in the first step and the type of interaction that supported them.

Table 6.1: Actions and Interactions Originated in the First Step of the Change Laboratory

Actions Type of interactions
1. Conversation about the publishing of the article. Activity System
2. Answering the first questionnaire about metacognition. Individual
3. Sharing understanding of metacognition. In pairs
4. Discussing understanding of metacognition collectively. Activity System
5. Understanding the task for next session. Activity System

Below is a brief description of what those actions and interactions looked like in the change labo-

ratory session. I focus on the actions that are not self explanatory and that explicitly relate to the

task of this part of the intervention.

Action 1: Conversation about the article.

This action was a kind of bridge between the first and the second change laboratory. The purpose of

this moment was to discuss the writing task teacher educators were expected to be doing alongside

the development of the intervention. They were to write a reflective article about what they were

investigating and learning from investigating their practices. They explained it was impossible to

do this as the allocated time was been used in planning, lesson observations and peer feedback.
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Action 2: Answering the first questionnaire about metacognition.

Individually each teacher educator answered the questionnaire on metacognition, which consisted

of two sections: a five Linkert - scale type and three open questions, see Appendix A.2. In the first

section, participants were asked five questions using a 5-point scale ranging from very much agree to

very much disagree. The purpose of this section was to identify the prior understandings of teacher

educators about metacognition. Whereas the first two questions elicited information about teacher

educators’ perception of their knowledge about metacognition, the last three were about how they

translated this knowledge into practice. The second section asked participants to complete three

open- ended questions, the first asked to define metacognition, the other two asked about the place

of metacognition in the teacher educators’ practices.

In Ritchhart et al. (2011), he states a type of thinking that promotes understanding is to describe

what one already understands about the topic. This is what the teacher educators did when they

put on paper their personal understanding of metacognition. Action 2 was about making explicit

the tacit assumptions teacher educators had about metacognition. It was about making visible

teacher educators’ concept of metacognition to themselves. Also, because those understandings

were written, the participants’ answers became the mirror evidence needed in the final step of the

intervention to confront existing contradictions in their understanding of metacognition.

This is how this action contributed to the activity of investigating theoretical and practical un-

derstanding of metacognition in practice. In action 35, the significance of this action will be more

explicit.

Action 3: Sharing understanding of metacognition.

Teacher educators talked about their personal understandings of metacognition. The questionnaire

previously answered became an aid when they shared their personal understanding with a peer.

They used their written evidence and built on that to ‘reason with evidence’ and perhaps make

further connections of their understanding of metacognition while they listened to each other. This

exchange of answers soon turned into a conversation which I allowed to go until the long pauses

indicated the conversations had ended.

The aim of this sub-task was to make understanding visible to a peer. The exchange of under-

standings carried out in this action was a step towards the beginning of negotiated, shared meaning

of metacognition. Having participants work in pairs first aimed at preparing the participants for

the following action, a discussion of understanding of metacognition as a research community of

practice. Mitigating any possible apprehension about disclosing something that may have been kept

in the private domain was an important point. It would therefore be suitable to say that actions 2

and 3 were the gateways to action 4.
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Although this exchange simply demanded that participants read what they had written, when

they engaged in conversation the purpose of their discourse may have changed from descriptive

to deliberative. Since, as Vanderveken (2001) puts it, the purpose of conversations may change

arbitrarily with each utterance of the speaker. Whether this occurred or not is hard to determine,

but what can be positively asserted is that to carry out this action teachers were listening to what

their peers understood about the concept of metacognition, in exchange they were presenting theirs.

Action 4: Discussing understanding of metacognition collectively.

Teacher educators listened and exchanged their thoughts, beliefs and understanding about metacog-

nition, this time as an activity system. In my field notes of the day I highlighted the questions

they talked about the most, number 7 and 8. Question 7 asked participants to name the metacog-

nitive strategies they prompted their student teachers to use in their lessons. As TE4 highlighted

the use of reflection in his classes, what the other participants wanted to know was how he did

that. The opportunity to share this practice was taken, and appeared to be appreciated by his

colleagues, judging from their comments. Question 8 asked why participants believed that teach-

ing about metacognition was particularly important for student teachers. All participants agreed

that TE4’s answer was the most conclusive: “The teacher educator’s job is to help their students

recognise strategies to learn, which means they ought to be aware of such strategies and also know

how to guide their students find their own”. (TE4, Questionnaire 2: Metacognition, First Step CL,

22-09-17)

Action 5: Understanding the task for the next session.

The instruction I gave the participants regarding the sub-task for the next two weeks read like

this: Plan your next lesson bearing in mind what you discussed today about how to enhance

metacognitive processes in your student-teachers. Consider these two questions: What do you

consider your student teachers should know by now about how to monitor their learning process,

and in which manner could you verify they are actually doing it. Teacher educators briefly got

together, explained to each other and confirmed with me they had understood what they were

expected to do.

6.1.2 Actions and interactions prompted in the second step.

Planning and teaching to collect mirror evidence of current practices. The second step of

the change laboratory presented the second sub-task which goal was that teacher educators collected
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mirror evidence of how they translated their current personal understanding of metacognition into

practice. To do this sub-task the participants were asked to plan a lesson, teach it, to have their

lesson observed by a peer, to video record their lesson, give each other feedback and to prepare a

report. At most stages of this sub-task the teacher educators were to work in pairs or with their

student teachers. The actions needed to complete this sub-task, and the interactions that originated

them are shown in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Actions and Interactions Prompted in the Second Step of the Change Laboratory

Actions Type of interactions
6. Planning a lesson to show how understanding of metacognition
was used in practice.

In pairs

7. Teaching/ observing the lesson. In pairs- with student teachers
8. Receiving feedback from peer. In pairs
9. Preparing report for the next session. Individual

Action 6: Planning a lesson.

The aim of action 6 was for the participants to show and collect mirror evidence of how they used

their understanding of metacognition in their practice. Or, what is the same, how they translated

the theoretical understanding, made visible in the first step of the change laboratory, into practice.

The first action of this sub-task was that the teacher educator in charge of implementing the lesson

planned their next lesson with the goal of showing us how they used metacognition in practice. The

planning was to be done with the peer who would then observe the lesson.

Action 7: Teaching/observing the lesson.

While one of the participants taught their lesson, their peer was expected to video tape the lesson

and observe it to give feedback at the end of it. The feedback was to focus specifically on the

parts of the lesson their peer said they would show how they used metacognition with their student

teachers. Based on this, the observer would have to name two effective actions/ examples of this

practice and one aspect they considered should be improved. They would have the video (mirror

evidence) to show rather than only tell, thus be able to make a point about the observation.

Action 8: Receiving feedback from a peer.

At the end of the lesson the observer would have to give their peer feedback. This was the time for

them to use the mirror evidence recorded from the lesson. The observer could use it to give specific

feedback. The main reason why this action was carried out in pairs was to minimise any negative
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feeling towards the lesson observation. Even though the participants had done this in the change

laboratory trial, I did not want them to feel exposed nor evaluated.

Action 9: Preparing a report.

Both teacher educators were expected to prepare a report for the next session of the change labora-

tory. The one who taught the lesson would be reporting the procedure of the lesson. The observer

would have to report what feedback they had given their peer.

Since teacher educators worked on their own in this step, it was difficult to determine how many

more actions were carried out. However, when teacher educators were presenting their evidence it

became evident that all of them had planned and taught lessons, though the instruction said only

two of them would be teaching and the other two observing lessons.

6.1.3 Actions and interactions prompted in the third step.

Presenting mirror evidence and introducing conceptual tools about the concept of

metacognition. After the formal greetings, I introduced the pedagogical aims of the third step of

the change laboratory which were two: 1) that teacher educators assessed their practices (translating

their current understanding of metacognition in practice) based on their mirror evidence; and 2)

that teachers confronted their theoretical based knowledge of metacognition while reading an article

about it. Table 6.3 shows the actions and interactions this step prompted.

Table 6.3: Actions and Interactions in the Third Step of the Change Laboratory

Actions Type of interactions
10. Recalling the strategies of metacognition discussed in
the previous session.

Individual

11. Presenting mirror evidence of their practices.
(using recorded lessons).

Individual to Activity System

12. Reporting lesson observations and feedback given. Individual to Activity System
13. Reading about metacognitive skills. Individual
14. Understanding (confronting existing knowledge?) Individual
15. Summarising information. Individual
16. Sharing the information summarised. Activity System
17. Understanding the sub-task for the next two weeks. Activity System
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Action 10: Recalling strategies of metacognition.

Teacher educators recalled metacognitive strategies discussed in the previous session. They indi-

vidually answered three questions: 1) to list the metacognitive strategies discussed in the previous

session, 2) to self assess their learning process, and finally, 3) to reflect upon what has and has not

worked for them as a learner. After this, they shared their answers with a peer.

Action 11: Presenting mirror evidence.

The two participants who had taught presented their report about the lesson. First, they con-

textualised the lesson, then they explained how they had planned it, and what was the topic and

objective of the lesson. Next, they presented segments of their video lessons relevant for the purpose

of this task, namely, how they had prompted their student-teachers to use metacognitive skills. The

purpose of this task was that participants could see how they were putting in practice their under-

standing of metacognition. Their teaching and recording of the lesson was to be used as evidence of

their practices. This evidence could also be used later in the change laboratory when participants

would be encouraged to identify contradictions in their practices.

Action 12: Reporting about lesson observations and feedback.

The other two participants who had observed and given peer feedback, presented their reports.

They described two positive aspects and one aspect that should be improved in the lesson based

on how effective they thought their peers had used understanding of metacognition in practice.

From the reports what I highlighted in my research diary was that either the participants were too

respectful and decided not to mention there was anything their colleagues could have done better

regarding the use of metacognition, or that they were all using metacognition similarly in their

practices.

Action 13: Reading about metacognitive skills.

Actions 13, 14 and 15 could all have been blended into one main action, but it is important to

split them in three to see the significant role each played in the outcome of the activity. In action

13 each participant read an excerpt of an article about metacognition. Because of the length of

the article, time constrains, and my desire to make this an active learning sub-task, I designed

a jigsaw type of reading exercise. All teacher educators had to become ‘experts’ in a particular

aspect of metacognition. Then, they would have to put all the pieces together by sharing their

‘expertise’. What this exercise was intended to do was for the participants to begin to contrast

what they had claimed to understand about metacognition with what this conceptual tool (the
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article) was presenting. What they got out of the text would be a good basis to start the process

of co-construction of meaning. According to Kintsch (1988) in an initial level in the process of

construction of meaning, the reader establishes a “coarse-grained gist” of the text. To achieve this

there is the need to recall relevant knowledge, Kintsch claims.

Action 14: Understanding.

The act of reading involves a series of mental processes. One of them is understanding the text.

Though it may be difficult to find out how much each participant understood, it seems possible

that while reading teacher educators may have encounter some contradictions with what they had

claimed to know and understand about metacognition in the first step of the change laboratory. This

was the purpose of this action. For some teacher educators this reading may have led to confirming

understanding, clarifying, but for others to confronting it. It is impossible to determine which was

the case for each participant. However, this action most likely led to gaining new understanding,

since, after recalling relevant knowledge, the reader integrates new linguistic input which helps the

process of construction of a new text (Kintsch, 2011).

Action 15: Summarising information.

In action 15 teacher educators summarised what they had read. Summarising demands reproducing

the overarching ideas of a text, but as Kintsch and Mangalath (2011) highlight, all new construction

of a text is based on existing knowledge of the reader. The purpose of this action was to make

visible that new constructed text of the participants. It is also likely that while in the process of

summarising, the educators may have found more contradictions in their existing knowledge and

understanding of metacognition.

Action 16: Sharing the information summarised.

What teacher educators did in action 16 was to put together the pieces of their new individual

understanding of metacognition, since up to this point of this session actions had been carried out

individually. All of them presented the summary about a particular aspect of metacognition they

had read. For instance, expert 1 had read about why metacognition is critical nowadays more than

ever and what learning means. Expert 2 had read about Gagne’s eight levels of learning. Expert 3

had read about self regulated learning and teaching practices that promote it. Expert 4 had read

about what metacognition means and how to achieve it. By assigning teacher educators the role of

experts about a particular excerpt of the article, the aim was that the participants felt they were

all equally contributing to a new shared understanding of metacognition. This was a case of being
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responsible for the collective rather than their individual benefit. Also, they had been told the next

individual sub-task would depend on the outcome of this one.

Action 17: Understanding the next sub-task.

The same as in previous instances, right after I had given the instructions of the assignment for

the following session, one of the teacher educators asked their peer what the task was about. They

said it was to make sure they had understood correctly and not end up doing something different.

The teacher educators engaged in conversation for a while, then they asked me if they had got it

right this time. They were making reference to the fact that in the previous assignment they had

not followed my instructions. This is why this time around I emailed them the instructions.

The new sub-task had to be done individually and consisted in teacher educators creating a lesson

sequence through which they could use their new shared meaning/ understanding of metacognition

in practice.

6.1.4 Actions and interactions prompted in the fourth step.

Individually creating a lesson outline to use shared meaning of metacognition in prac-

tice. The fourth step of the change laboratory introduced the fourth sub-task which main goal was

that the teacher educators proposed a lesson outline to use their shared meaning of metacognition in

practice. The actions listed in this step correspond to the ones I suggested the teacher educators to

complete the sub-task. However, it is highly likely that the same as in action 21, teacher educators

may have needed to do more, and since in this step they worked on their own it is difficult to know.

Also, though these actions were meant to be done individually, teacher educators admitted some of

them had been done as an activity system. Table 6.4 shows the two actions and interactions needed

to complete this sub-task.

Table 6.4: Actions and Interactions in the Fourth Step of the Change Laboratory

Actions Type of interactions
18. Rereading the article about metacognition. Individual
19. Creating the outline of the lesson to mirror shared meaning
of metacognition in practice.

Individual

6.1.5 Actions and interactions prompted in the fifth step (part one).

Collectively creating a new lesson outline to use shared understanding of metacognition

in practice. In step five of the change laboratory the participants carried out two sub-tasks. Since
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they are so different and have different pedagogical aims, the actions of this step are presented in

two parts. The first part describes the sub-task of teacher educators presenting their individually

created lesson outlines/ sequences to use their shared understanding of metacognition. The second

sub-task consisted in the negotiating of the four lesson outlines to come up with one they all agreed

on.

The general pedagogical aim of step five was that teacher educators negotiated the individual lesson

outlines they had created and agreed on one collectively constructed. The main feature of the lesson

outline was that this lesson would be the most effective manner to translate the activity system’s

understanding of metacognition into practice. The outcome of this step was the planning of teacher

educators’ next lesson using the new lesson outline. Actions carried out in this part of the session

are listed in Table 6.5.

Table 6.5: Actions and Interactions in the Fifth Step of the Change Laboratory (part one)

Actions Type of interactions
20. Reflecting about the challenges the task for today presented. Individual
21. Presenting the outline of the lesson to use shared meaning
of metacognition in practice.

Individual to activity System

22. Listening to proposals. Individual

I began part one of the fifth step by introducing its pedagogical aim which was for teacher educators

to present their individually created lesson outlines. Before describing the actions listed for this

part, the first observation to make is that it is very likely that the teacher educators carried out

more actions than the listed on Table 6.5. This point is further discussed when I analyse action 21.

Action 20:Reflecting about the of challenges the task.

Teacher educators wrote what had been the three most serious challenges while designing the lesson

sequence. Then, they compared their answers in pairs.

Action 21: Presenting the outline of the lesson.

In action 21 teacher educators presented the lesson outlines through which their shared meaning/

understanding of metacognition could effectively be used in practice to the research community of

practice. This action must have been particularly challenging for the participants as it demanded

that they shared their personal understanding of what it meant to use shared understanding of

metacognition in practice. Even though this time the teacher educators had had time to prepare

the lesson sequence they were about to present, this action meant putting something personal in the

public sphere. This could be inferred from how they presented the lesson outline, what they said or

how they said it. I can vividly remember the nervousness denoted in TE4’ body language when he
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was presenting, e.g. he rubbed his head several times when he got stuck, he also spoke extremely

fast. TE3, for instance, started her presentation by apologising to the rest of colleagues because

she thought she had not done as much as they had. Another example of how this action translated

in the session of the change laboratory is presented in Excerpt 6.1.1. Here we can see how TE2

started his presentation by alluding to the quality of the work he has done which he demonstrated

by bringing a bank of learning strategies (more conceptual tools) he used to do the sub-task. This

is what he had to say:

Excerpt 6.1.1. Presenting lesson outline to use shared understanding in practice

Well, here’s what I want to present, after a thorough exercise, of the process. Yes, we were

very thorough in our writing. I have the evidence that we were working* (he jokes). Well, I

want to show you this, we (his peer and him) didn’t work on this; this is something additional

I brought along. I want the group to know about it. Because it’s important... Why did I

bring this extra material? Because it’s good to have a bank of didactic learning strategies

for us to adhere to, to understand at what moment... or what strategy is appropriate for the

topic I want to address. (TE2. Fifth Step CL, 20-10-17)

*The word he used was juicioso which in Spanish means very disciplined, very focused and

determined to carry out an action.

A possible explanation for such feelings is that this time teacher educators probably felt this was

a test of their understanding of metacognition and how effectively that understanding was put in

practices. Besides, this time participants were not simply trying to demonstrate their individual

understanding like in step 2. This time it was about using shared meaning of metacognition in

practice. There was, decidedly, a communal commitment in this action. In Habermas’ (1990)

typology, this is what he calls a dramaturgical action, which translates into an interplay of the

subjective and intersubjective world of the speaker. Habermas describes this as being aware of

ourselves and how we are seeing by others. In other words, teacher educators may have felt more

committed to creating the ‘best lesson outline’, as this would be presented to the activity system.

TE2’s introduction to the presentation of his lesson above is a well of information about more actions

that happened in the ‘backstage’ of this step of the change laboratory. Judging from what TE2 said,

it can be inferred that there were at least three additional actions the teacher educators did when

making their lesson outlines. The first was that they all got together, even though this was meant

to be an individual task. The second action was that they worked purposefully on whatever it was

they met for. The third action, which he did by himself, was to look for the teaching strategies.

None of these actions were listed on Table 6.5 as part of the fifth step of the change laboratory, yet

they all contributed to the activity teacher educators were carrying out. They also show how the

teacher educators were engaging as an activity system.
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Now, the fact that the teacher educators felt the need to work collectively rather than individually

shows the importance of the social conditions that germinated in the initiating phase such as a

research community of practice and an activity system. Also, another interesting action to highlight

was TE2’s need to find a bank of learning strategies. First, because he was determined to do the

designing the his lesson outline properly; second, he also thought of sharing this resource with the

rest of the activity system as he considered it a tool to improve their lesson planning.

Action 21 ended when the four teacher educators presented their outlines which I wrote on the

board. Drawing on Vanderveken’s typology of conversations the goal of this type of discourse is to

describe. The force of this illocutionary act, in Vanderveken’s (2001) view, is to present to others

what happens in the world. What teacher educators were presenting here, though, was what they

could see happening in a lesson if they attempted to use the shared meaning of metacognition in their

practices. However, that they may have had the intention of persuading their peers cannot be ruled

out. The teleological force behind teacher educators’ presentations cannot truly be determined,

however, what was clearly made obvious here was how this action carried a new sort of pressure, as

seeing in TE3 and TE2’s manifested feelings before presenting.

Action 22: Listening to proposals.

Action 22 was an individual action: I asked participants to pay careful attention to the presentations

as the outcome of the next exercise would heavily depend on this. My field notes remind me of

the different behaviours of the participants. TE1, like a court stenographer, took notes of all

presentations and even explanations. TE4 was the attentive listener whose body language showed

his following the presenter. TE2 had his attention split between the board and his laptop, and TE3

appeared to be in awe at everything her peers said. She either nodded or would ask for clarification

when presentations were in progress, on that account, although this action is classified as individual,

all participants engaged with the presenter or one another at one point.

6.1.6 Actions and interactions prompted in the fifth step (part two).

The pedagogical aim of the second part of the fifth step was that teacher educators discussed and

negotiated the four individual lesson outlines to collectively agree on one to better use their shared

meaning of metacognition in practice. They also took the time to evaluate their collectively created

proposal. Table 6.6 shows the three actions carried out in this part of the change laboratory step.
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Table 6.6: Actions and Interactions in the Fifth Step of the Change Laboratory (part two)

Actions Type of interactions
23. Negotiating the four proposals to create one collectively. Activity System
24. Evaluating/ refining the lesson sequence. Activity System
25. Understanding the new sub-task: (planning the next lesson using
the agreed lesson outline)

In pairs- Activity System

Action 23: Negotiating the four proposals to create one collectively.

Teacher educators negotiated the four lesson outlines to create one. This was one of the most

engaging and productive interaction of the intervention. It lasted over 40 minutes and when partic-

ipants finally got the expected outcome, there was a feeling of accomplishment not felt in the first

change laboratory. For instance, TE1 was the first to joke and asked if we could open a bottle wine

then. The others joined and proposed other ways to celebrate, TE3 said there was good wine at

the university, TE2 suggested fireworks, an TE4 simply laughed and nodded to his peers’ ideas.

When TE3 finished her presentation and all participants could see their four proposals on the board,

TE1 made a remark that summarised how lucky we were the activity system was this small. “Thank

goodness we are only four, four students, or else there would be twenty-one more (lesson outlines)”.

This is a colloquial expression in Colombia which means the existing number better or else endless

work to do.

She was right, even though all participants had read the same article, together co-constructed a

meaning of metacognition in the previous session of the change laboratory, and they knew the three

strategies to use with their students, no two of the lesson outlines shared the same steps in the

same sequence. Though this was expected to happen, some questions arose. Could this be due

to the historicy of the participants taking precedence in the design of the lesson outline? That

is to say, could this be simply confirmatory of the different levels of practical understanding of

metacognition each teacher educator had? Or, the level of experience as teacher educators (e.g.

two of the participants were qualified teachers, and three of them were teaching student teachers

for the first time in their lives)? Or, maybe, was this the teacher educators’ personal understanding

of teaching-learning prevailing over the shared meaning of metacognition achieved in the third step

of the change laboratory?

Perhaps the answer is all of the above and many more reasons I have failed to list. In in any case, I

suggested to start the sub-task of co-constructing a single lesson outline by identifying what the four

individual proposals had in common. The participants found three steps in all four outlines: check

prior understanding, use reflection and activities to allow students investigate the what for or reasons

to learn a particular topic. What continued was what typically presents in the stage of negotiating.

There was partial agreement, disagreement, arguing, rebuttals, questioning, bargaining, and finally
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an agreement. The interaction in Excerpt 6.1.2 below is an example of a partial agreement among

three teacher educators, this happened during the first part of the negotiating of the lesson sequence:

Excerpt 6.1.2. Co-constructing a lesson outline to use shared understanding in practice

TE1: Before the objective comes...

TE4: But, to clarify what the prior knowledge is, you need to say first what the objective is,

right? Because, prior knowledge about what? First you need to say what the objective is,

right? What the topic is, right? because, prior knowledge about?

TE1: Yes, but first of all. The topic that we are going to talk about today, as the teacher

does (pointing at me), meeting six, this is the topic, very important because ... (inaudible)

And it is still not the objective, nor is the prior knowledge. Activating students’ attention so

that they create a ...

TE2: But, it depends, I can put the topic and the objective at the end of my first slot. I leave

it for them (student teachers) to infer it themselves, I say today’s topic is such and they, well,

they will sense...

TE1: Yes, it is also true that this depends a lot on the group, and the topic.

TE2: That is why, I would think that the first thing is this, today’s topic is this and I start

with my dynamic

TE1: Yes, topic and objective, right.

TE4: Yes.

(Activity system. Fifth step CL, 20-10-17)

This interaction is quite revealing in several ways. First and foremost, this conversation sounded

like a casual conversation among friends rather colleagues in a formal setting. This was unlike

those instances when the sub-task demanded the participants to discuss a question, i.e. the group

interview. Formal rules of conversation were forgotten, and the excitement of the participants was

so high that on many occasions they would not let the speaker end their sentences. Though often

considered impolite, in my country it is very common to see this happening in informal, and even

formal conversations.

There are two possible explanations for this. This was a conversational act which purpose would

be only achieved through deliberation, which is very appealing in any casual conversation in my

country. The second is that this action was the first in this change laboratory that demanded the

activity system to work as one and get one specif object connected with their practice. Given that

participants had prepared their own proposals for this moment, this meant they knew what the

object of this action was. In CHAT this is the end purpose of an activity system, that they all

work out what is it that they want to get out of their collective work, which incidentally, is not that

straight forward and demands sometimes very lengthy interventions to be agreed upon.
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Another revealing aspect of this exchange is that negotiation went beyond agreeing the correct

sequence of the lesson; it was part of the ongoing process of negotiating understanding of teaching-

learning. For TE1 it was clear that she had to explicitly announce the topic to activate students’

attention, whereas for TE2 that was not the case, he wanted his students figured it out by themselves.

This was part of their learning process, he appeared to imply. Something to remember here is that

these are the two most experienced participants in teaching, so they must have been talking from

that standpoint. In this exact point of the discussion only these two participants seemed to be

addressing this topic, but when the other two joined the discussion, the underlying issue was the

same. The whole 40 minutes of this discussion was an example of negotiating understanding of

learning/teaching.

The final revealing aspect relates to the previous one in the sense that because this was an ongoing

process of negotiating, the partial agreement achieved in this moment was just that, a partial one.

Soon after participants had agreed the sequence, when they moved into the second slot of the lesson

sequence, they had to reconsider, assess and negotiate a new sequence of the steps.

We now turn to another finding that emerged in this action. The accomplishment of this sub-

task must have been due to the different roles spontaneously taken by teacher educators during

the discussion. Namely, those roles needed when a discussion must end in an agreement. In the

exchange below the role of TE4 can be seen clearly. When TE2 suggested a lesson sequence that

omitted the fundamental point of metacognition, TE4 helped to bring that point back into the

discussion as shown in Excerpt 6.1.3 below:

Excerpt 6.1.3. Keeping the focus of the discussion

TE2: Well, then, doing Osmith’s exercise of revising and making the intersection of the three

elements, here there are activities, here the lesson, group work, here the development of the

activity begins. So, here is the activity, the topic, the competence. I establish the prior

knowledge that I want and then comes the result. The result is what I want, so here I would

think a topic A, a topic B ... And bye, that’s how I would do it.

TE4: But...

TE2: Students say, get where we’re going? Right? I want to lead them (unclear, background

voices)

TE4: But, because they need to reflect, okay? So, if here, these are the results that they have

achieved, and this is the goal, and, okay, if this (the learning outcome) is the same as this

(the lesson objective), okay. Well, they have learned, right? But they also need to reflect as

well, and how they accomplished this learning? There’s no room here (in the lesson sequence

proposed) to say how this happened, right? (TE2 and TE4. Fifth step CL, 20-10-17)

Although in this interaction the participants did not realise their disagreement was due to a misun-
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derstanding about the part of the lesson they were talking about, what is worth noticing is how TE4

takes up the role of channeling the conversation to the point of the role of reflection in metacogni-

tion. He actually went to the board to make his point and reminded his peers this was something

that could not be missing in the lesson outline. He did this a couple of times more throughout the

discussion. In some other instances I had to play that role when everyone seemed to be stuck and

the conversation was not progressing. As an interventionist researcher this was part of my role too,

but this was needed only a few times. Other visible roles were the questioner TE3, the facilitator

TE2, the reflector TE4 and the checker TE1. The roles were not fixed, they would swap throughout

the discussion in a very spontaneous manner. The ease at which this happened may have been due

to that partnership and the strengthening of the research community born in the intervention floor,

which reaffirms these conditions played a significant role in the quality and final outcome of this

sub-task.

Another aspect to highlight from this action is how when approaching the end of the discussion

there was a certain empowering in TE3 who had been very cautious to participate at the beginning.

Hard to believe she had even felt her proposal had not much to offer to the activity system in

action 22. Interestingly, very little of that attitude was left in her at this point when she became

the settler and suggested the final reorganisation of the steps of the lesson outline as can be seen

in the following Excerpt 6.1.4.

Excerpt 6.1.4. Becoming empowered

TE3: And, teacher, let’s say, while approaching the topic, we lead the student to find the

meaning...

TE2: Yes.

TE3: In the how, it’s about making the student self-evaluate their learning, and in the

evaluation it’s about reflecting. Couldn’t those be the same steps? That is to say, take the

1st step to the 4th ?

R: Yes.

TE3: ... This 1 take it here, here (signaling on the board). The step 2 would be the how.

And the step 3 would be to evaluate , which would be the last of all.

TE4: Yep.

(Activity system. Fifth step CL, 20-10-17)

TE3’s new attitude showed her confidence had grown, to the point that this time she took to the

board to propose a way to untangle the negotiating of the sequence. I vividly remember how she

grabbed a marker, came to me, explained her proposal, then turned to face her colleagues and

repeated it. What may explain TE3’s new confidence could be that the activity system was acting

more as a research community, or perhaps, she simply understood that at that moment we were all

on the same boat. The importance of TE3’ new attitude was that in the end all teacher educators
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participated in co-constructing a unified lesson sequence. The agreed lesson outline had to collect

the voices of all. Coincidentally, this happened after TE3’s proposal and some minor deliberation

about the time each step should last.

Let us now consider why the emerging findings of this action matter for the sub-task teacher

educators were trying to accomplish. To restate, the aim of this action was to reach consensus about

the lesson outline to use teacher educators’ new collective meaning of metacognition in practice. To

put in context what this action means for the task I now turn to the two analytical lenses I have

used to analyse and understand the activity investigated.

Considering how action 23 developed and looking at it through he lens of Habermas’ (1990) typology

of action, it could be said that this is a communicative action. In a sense, all teacher educators

were actively and purposefully aiming at reaching a consensus about the best lesson outline to enact

their shared understanding of metacognition in their teaching practices. For about 45 minutes of

linguistic exchanges the object of the teacher educators’ activity was to create that agreed lesson

outline. This also points at the other characteristic of communicative action which is that it is also

a teleological action, that is, the purpose of the action was self-explanatory too.

Another feature of communicative action that could be observed in action 23 was that it was also a

regulated action. This could explain the emergence and swapping of roles observed in the discussion,

for instance. The vigilant position of TE4 to make sure reflection was included in the lesson outline,

etc. The teacher educators did not explicitly talk about these norms, but you could sense they were

there. Just as Habermas (as cited in Bolton et al., 2005) claims norms underlay conversations.

Dramaturgical action is the final feature of communicative action (Habermas, 1990). An action

that reminds us of that constant negotiation of the subjective and intersubjective aspect of the self

when in public. This could explain in part why TE3 was so reserved and cautious to participate

at the beginning of the discussion. As shown, she was not the only one feeling the pressure when

making their lesson outlines presentations in action 21. It is possible TE3 may have wondered what

her colleagues would think of her if she said ‘this’ or ‘that’; or questioned whether a step should go

before or after another. In essence, this is what Habermas’s (1990) dramaturgical action may have

meant in this step of the change laboratory.

There is a condition communicative action has to meet for it to be successful, though. Per Habermas

(1990) for that to be the case, the action has to be free of contradictions. All actions before this

one presented teacher educators opportunities to surface contradictions; when they answered the

questionnaire on metacognition, when they shared their understanding of it, when they shared

their practices. These were all scenarios when contradictions either in theoretical understanding or

practical understanding could come to the surface. However, the questions to ask now are, have

those scenarios allowed the participants deal with those contradictions and resolve them? Have all

existing contradictions surfaced at this point of the change laboratory?
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Answers to those questions can not be found in this step of the change laboratory. They might be

answered when the change laboratory is completed. What can be stated at this point, however,

is that there were some reasons to believe this new collective lesson outline was more likely to

be respected by all the activity system. The reasons being, a) the lesson outline was a collective

achievement, and b) the commitment teacher educators demonstrated to achieve consensus.

Another way to understand the strength of the agreed outline is by drawing on Vanderveken’s

explanation of the discursive goals. According to him there exist “only four possible discursive goals”

people can attempt when they converse (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 246), one of them is deliberative.

As stated, the main purpose of this conversation was to negotiate four individual lesson outlines

to make one. That in essence requires deliberating. Whenever we deliberate we have to make

a choice among several alternatives, which means we have to evaluate the options. This is what

teacher educators were doing in this action. They appraised the four lesson outlines they had

individually presented in action 21, to decide on one, or create one to which all the activity system

should commit to. To reach that decision, as Habermas (1990) reminds us, arguing is an essential

tool, which teacher educators knew they had to use and presented throughout the discussion. TE1

explicitly warned the rest of the activity system of this when I gave them the sub-task: “Okay then,

but if each one is going to make a case (for their own proposals), then they need to argue why ”

(TE1. Fifth Step CL, 20-10-17).

Action 24: Evaluating/ refining the lesson sequence.

Action 24 happened at the very end of action 23, this action was initiated by the teacher educators.

Despite the time and thorough discussion the teacher educators spent to complete action 23, they

went over the agreed lesson outline one more time. They revised their notes, checked the board

and confirmed the final decision they had reached about the lesson outline. Again they took some

time to contemplate what they had achieved. After all, action 23 must have been the first time

that they had collectively constructed a ‘hypothesis’ of how to mirror their shared understanding

of a conceptual tool (metacognition) in practice. It would have been interesting to have captured

the teacher educators’ thoughts about what had just happened, but we had already gone beyond

the ending time of the session, their students were waiting for them; there was not time.

Action 25: Understanding the new sub-task.

Teacher educators made sure they had understood the sub-task for the next session of the change

laboratory. This new sub-task, was more demanding than the previous one (see description of this

sub-task in the sixth step). Perhaps the pressure came from the fact that making the sub-task work

was a commitment not just to themselves at an individual level, but to the activity system. This
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might be why reaching this common understanding was essential to effectively commit to a common

plan of action too.

6.1.7 Actions and interactions prompted in the sixth step.

Planning and teaching to collect mirror evidence of new practices

Actions happening in the sixth step belong to the backstage of the activity, thus, like in steps 2 and

4 I can only speculate based on what the sub-task asked teacher educators to do that these were the

actions carried out. The sub-task consisted in, like in step 2, planning, teaching, observing a lesson

using the agreed lesson template. The instructions I gave teacher educators said the following:

Design a lesson to make sure your student teachers understand that teaching metacognitive
strategies will be essential to achieve more effective learning in their future students. This
lesson must follow the didactic sequence we agreed upon in the session on Friday, October
20th. The second part of the instructions elaborated on what both the teacher educator and
observer are expected to do during and after the lesson.

During and post teaching of your lesson (The teacher). Report one.

- Record the progress of the class designed in Session 6. - Get feedback from both your colleague
and your undergraduate students to verify how effective the metacognitive strategies were used
to help your future teachers understand the importance of teaching metacognitive strategies
in class. - Watch the video of your lesson and choose the sections that demonstrate how you
aligned theory and practice on this topic. For the next session you will have 10 minutes to
present the assessment of lesson outline.

After lesson observation (Your colleague) Report two.

- Watch the video and give feedback to your colleague on the development of your lesson. -
Watch your colleague’s lesson. Provide two examples of aspects that were very positive in
leading the student to use metacognitive strategies, and one aspect that you think could be
improved. - Prepare a 5-minute presentation.

These instructions were emailed to all teacher educators, to avoid misunderstandings. Table 6.7

below shows the expected actions of this step.

Table 6.7: Actions and Interactions in the Sixth Step of the Change Laboratory

Actions Type of interactions
26. Planning a lesson to try out the collectively created lesson outline. In pairs
27. Teaching/ observing the lesson In pairs- with student teachers.
28. Receiving feedback from a peer and your student teachers In pairs - with student teachers
29. Preparing reports for the next session. Individual
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6.1.8 Actions and interactions prompted in the seventh step (part one).

Presenting mirror evidence, evaluating and improving the new lesson outline. The ped-

agogical aim of this step was that teacher educators evaluated the effectiveness of the implemented

agreed lesson to promote the explicit use of metacognitive strategies and make student teachers

aware of its meaning in the learning process. The outcome of this final step was a reflection upon

the experience of the change laboratory.

The participants were all expected to plan and teach a lesson, however, only two teacher educators

were able to teach. TE1 did not teach because on the day of her lesson there was an extra curricular

institutional event, so her class had to attend it. TE3’s course, on the other hand, had finished

before reaching this step of the change laboratory. Actions carried out in this part of the step can

be seen in Table 6.8.

Table 6.8: Actions and Interactions in the Seventh Step of the Change Laboratory (part one)

Actions Type of interactions
30. Evaluating the planning of the lesson. Individual
31. Presenting mirror evidence of teaching using the new lesson outline.
(Use of video recorded lessons).

Individual to Activity System

32. Reporting lesson observations and feedback given. Individual to Activity System
33. Discussing the importance of explicitly addressing the value of
metacognitive strategies with student teachers.

research community of practice

34. Answering the second questionnaire about metacognition to contrast
perceptions about understanding and practices from before and after the CL

Individual

Action 30: Evaluating the planning of the lesson.

Action 30 saw the teacher educators evaluating their planning of the lesson by listing the challenges

they had encountered. The idea behind this sub-task was for the participants to identify possible

contradictions or challenges they may have encountered when using the new lesson outline. Once

they finished the list they were given ten minutes to talk about these challenges with a peer.

Action 31: Presenting mirror evidence.

Teacher educators presented how they taught the lesson based on the outline agreed in the previous

step of the change laboratory. This was the time to show evidence of how the proposal made by

the research community of practice had been put to work in practice. To do this, teacher educators

first presented some background information that gave us the context to understand the part of the

lesson they would show. They used the recorded parts of the lesson when their student teachers

were applying metacognitive strategies, that is, the final segment of the lesson. Unfortunately, from
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the start of this action it became clear the videos may not be fully exploited as that day the Internet

was very slow and/or the volume of videos was very low.

Three main findings emerged from analysing actions the teacher educators described they did while

teaching their lessons. The first one was that by attempting to implement the new lesson outline

teacher educators were consciously thinking how to do their teaching better. In other words, the sub-

task to purposefully use the shared meaning of metacognition in practice was double bounding. That

is to say, while teacher educators were planning and thinking about how to effectively encourage

their students use metacognition, they were inadvertently thinking about a more effective teaching

practice. Examples of this can be seen in TE4’s description of how he planned his lesson about

‘New School’ for the subject of Culture, Language and Society II, in Excerpt 6.1.5.

Excerpt 6.1.5. Consciously thinking about practice

Now, what was my idea? My idea of metacognition, yes? Analyse their ability to listen, yes?

But, I was thinking, how can I do this? Because, for me the best way is to make a comparison,

right? So, I had this video about the New School and the first time, I didn’t show them the

captions, they just listened and answered the questions. (TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

What can be inferred from what TE4 says is that not only did he worry about how to teach the

content, but also how to get his students to analyse how they listened to video material in English.

It is very likely that while doing this he also had to revise how to develop listening skills when

learning a foreign language, as he would have to anticipate the difficulties his student teachers may

encounter when listening to the video material. Another aspect he may have had to revise was the

strategies he could suggest student teachers use to remedy the listening difficulties. This is seen in

Excerpt 6.1.6 of his presentation:

Excerpt 6.1.6. Using metacognitive strategies better

And then, after the presentations were done, they were evaluating, writing a personal paper.

Why and where do you find the difficulties when you listen, yes? And the reasons, yes? And

they, they say, then how...ok, teacher it is because of the vocabulary! Because this is a reason,

isn’t it? Or, it is because I have a lot of trouble identifying the individual words, yes? Because

here’s the difference, some words are key to... do you understand me? Or, teacher, I can’t

understand the general meaning, right? So, they are identifying their own weaknesses, and

then the strategies to improve. (TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

This first finding is corroborated by analysing TE2’ presentation of his mirror evidence. Two aspects

connected with his practice are made visible. The first arises from what seems to be a moment of

evaluation of his own practice. In Excerpt 6.1.7, we can see how he critiques the practices of teachers

who only give worksheets and expects their students to learn by memorising. To put this in context,
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this is the same participant who in an earlier session of the first/trial change laboratory admitted

he only worried about what he had to teach, whether “they got it or not” he would continue his

lesson. Meaning, covering all the content was his priority. Now, he is practically condemning that

practice.

The second surfacing aspect in TE2’s presentation is the hard work he put into planning his lesson.

This is seen as he states how difficult it was to plan a lesson following the lesson outline all of them

had co-constructed. what is to say, convert a theoretical proposal into teaching practice. This is

what he appears to imply when he compares a lesson that expects students to memorise something

to the lesson he had designed.

Excerpt 6.1.7. Becoming aware of practices

If I simply tell them (his student teachers), this is a maths property (law), take out a worksheet

and learn it by heart. That’s the easiest one! when a teacher gives their students a photocopy

and then makes them underline. That is easy, right? How hard is that? That’s why I say,

it’s hard to prepare, to plan all this. (TE2. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

Further substantiation of this first emerging finding is given in TE2’s response to my question about

the effectiveness of the lesson outline. I asked him this question after intervening in an interaction

between TE1 and TE3 who were discussing whether TE2 had supported his student teachers to

consciously realise how they learnt what they had learnt in his lesson. To defuse the discussion which

seemed to be going nowhere I asked them if we carried out the same process of self-evaluation to

these students three weeks later, would the result be the same? What had student teachers actually

learnt? In Excerpt 6.1.8 TE2, who had kept quiet while his colleagues discussed, jumped in to say:

Excerpt 6.1.8. Understanding value of effective practices

Sure, but what is the strategy? It is to lead the student through this exercise so that they

remember... When the student revises for a test and remembers for his exam, he will know

and say we did a prior knowledge exercise, then we did this, oh and then ...Oh and the guy

starts to remember. In this way he manages to abstract and determine if what he learned

in that moment can be useful for his test... Again he takes up what he easily understands.

Because I managed to use a mechanism so that this fellow gets a route in his mind and can

study it. (TE2. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

Notice how he reevaluated the essence of the lesson outline the research community of practice

proposed back in action 23. What is the strategy? Meaning, what did we do this for? For him,

what he was expected to do in practice was to lead students to recognise there is a ‘route’, as

he calls it, to learn something. His lesson was about leading students trough that route and he

expects them to recall it when they have to prepare for a test, not just to learn the content he was
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teaching. This change of perception about his role as a teacher educator was even more meaningful

considering in August, at the start of the change laboratory, he admitted in one of his classes he

would mostly worry about the content he had to teach.

Returning to TE4’s presentation, another aspect to highlight about it was how eager he was to

show us, his research community of practice, what he had experienced before, during, and after the

lesson. The speed at which he spoke, the excitement in his voice, and effort to convey his ideas

clearly were only matched with the signs of relief he got when he found a sign in our faces that

assured him we were following him. This may explain why nearly every utterance finishes in yes?

isn’t it? right?. To some extent, it was a need to share the whole process, as if by doing that, what

he had learnt would not stay just with him.

To determine why exactly TE4’s felt this way, why the time he presented mirror evidence of his

practice in action 11 he was so calm unlike this time, can only be speculated. The major difference

between these two moments is that, this time the participants were expected to adhere to a lesson

sequence they had collectively created and agreed to follow in their practices.

The same eagerness was observed in TE2 when he wanted to show the video of his lesson but all

sorts of technical problems prevented it. He tried so hard that when he finally managed to play

it, despite the volume being too low to hear a thing, we patiently listened to him doing voice-over

for about five minutes. In the end, he accepted the idea was not working and I promised to watch

the video later. Again, what is significant from both participants’ behaviour is the perceived need/

desire to show us, to let us see their lived experience.

The second main emerging finding was that collecting evidence of student teachers’ learning, pos-

itively affected the teacher educators’ learning. It is as though ‘seeing’ their student teachers’

learning was confirmation of their own learning (mirrored in their teaching practices). TE4, in

Excerpt 6.1.9 could hardly contain his enthusiasm when he told us what his student teachers had

written on their blogs at the end of the lesson:

Excerpt 6.1.9. Mirror evidence of student teachers’ learning

...and after the lesson, because we have a blog for reflection. And, I was reading, and it’s

true, for the first time, for the first time! I felt that they understand how to analyse a video.

(TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

TE4’s excitement originated in seeing learning happening in his students, which for this teacher

educator was an indication that what he was doing was effective. This feedback is the best an

educator can get about their practices, and perhaps this is the reason why it was so significant for

him. The same can be said about TE2, in Excerpt 6.1.10, as he reckoned how he liked the way his

student teachers seemed to have understood the concepts he was explaining:
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Excerpt 6.1.10. Mirror evidence of student teachers’ learning 2

Here I begin to address the topic ... We begin to analyse each of the properties of exponen-

tiation and I guide them through exercises. I find it very cool. Because as soon as the rule

is given, as I do the exercise, the student already associates very well what is here with what

is here (showing on the slide). And, I thought it was good, because to the extent that they

were abstracting that, and I was giving them the exercise, they were able to understand it

more easily. (TE2. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

What is also worth highlighting in Excerpt 6.1.10 , is the example from TE2’s practice that confirms

he was now more aware of checking if his students were understanding. Better said, he clearly

appreciated that he had found a way to help his students understand what he was explaining “more

easily”. A real contrast with that first picture he presented to us in the first change laboratory of

him as a teacher who did not seem to care about this.

The third main finding relates to what could be called an expansion of teacher educators’ under-

standing of metacognition. The interaction between TE1 and TE3, the lesson observers, shows how

they try to reconcile their theoretical understanding of metacognition to what they saw happening

in practice. Excerpt 6.1.11 we take the discussion right after TE1 asserts she believes there was

something missing in the process of student teachers’ reflection about how they learnt what they

learnt in the lesson of TE2:
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Excerpt 6.1.11. Expanding Understanding of Metacognition.

TE3: because, for example, I made a reflection there, and I wrote the good aspects (of the

lesson)... let’s say when he (the educator) used the exercise of evaluation, of self-evaluation of

themselves. They did it thoroughly. They had the confidence to say to themselves, I learned

or I didn’t learn. For me, that was the metacognition of self-evaluation of their learning.

TE1: Yes, but I say I learned, but... How did I learn?

R: How did I learn?

TE3: I believe that, and this also happened to me, that there, for example, as Andrés said,

it was useful for us to revise the concepts, and do the exercise alongside. As we progressed,

we did more exercises that helped us to ...

TE1: I think there should always be a ‘but’. Analysis, something that sort of identifies that

action better. I think that it is very abstract, and I think that it has to be grounded. When

I say I am capable of associating, of analysing, of transferring.

TE3: And if they said to connect, we could connect the subject with something else. Isn’t

that more than enough?

TE1: But not for learning strategy. Because... In general, one knows that there is a theory

and at the end of the exercise they are connecting.

(TE1 and TE3. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

The interaction between the two teacher educators who observed the lessons was specially significant

to understand how shared understanding may be achieved. I have two observations to make to

unpack this in an orderly manner. The first is that this interaction seemed to be a continuation of

the process of shared understanding of metacognition started in the step 2 of the change laboratory.

This seemed to be the missing step teacher educators needed for the shared understanding they had

worked on till now to mature. If we look back at the six previous steps of the change laboratory,

all actions prompted in them were leading to this moment, when all teachers had gone from an

individual journey of theoretical understanding of metacognition and metacognition in practice to

this communal commitment of understanding this concept in practice. This action had come to

exist because of the research community of practice’s proposed understanding of metacognition in

practice (the agreed lesson outline) and resulted in giving the teacher educators real evidence of

how they could do metacognition.

The second observation refers to the teacher educators’ expansion of the meaning of metacognition

in a pragmatical manner. When, in line 1 of the conversation in Excerpt 6.1.11, TE3 stated “I

reflected there and wrote the two good aspects of the lesson”, what she implied was that she did stop

to consider her answer, she did not rush, she grounded her feedback on that collective understanding

of what her colleague was expected to be doing in practice. And though TE1 did not seem to agree,

her reply in the fourth line showed she had clear understanding of how her colleague had covered
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this part of the lesson outline. Later, in line 4, she also showed us how, by being a lesson observer,

she found herself in the place of the learner, using metacognition and living the same experience

the rest of the class was going through. This makes me wonder, what would happen to TE3’s

pedagogical practices if this reflecting became a permanent feature of her teaching.

Another example of the expansion of meaning of metacognition is provided by TE1. When she

insisted she thought there should be something else in that step (see line 10 in Excerpt 6.1.11)

because as it was done is too abstract, she was questioning what practice of metacognition should

look like beyond teaching practice. For her, real use of metacognition would imply not only that the

student is capable of doing the task, but knowing how he did it. TE1’s theoretical understanding

was probably the result of trying out the lesson outline the research community of practice had

co-constructed, their hypothesis or ‘theory of metacognition in practice’. This appears to indicate

that theorising and testing that theory in practice was contributing to enhancing TE1’s theoretical

understanding of metacognition. Or, to quote CHAT’s premise, that theory is enhanced by practice

and vice versa. Also, at this point, TE1’s example can be interpreted as a clear sign that expansive

learning was happening.

Corroboration of the expansion of teacher educators’ understanding of metacognition in practice is

given in the authentic interest of teacher educators in wanting to find out how their colleagues could

tell this understanding looked in practice. For instance, in Excerpt 6.1.12 when TE1 asked her

colleague how he could ascertain what had been the effect of making students use metacognition

in his lesson. It was as though for her it was not enough that his students had used the strategy

during the lesson. She was asking for more, what ‘visible’ proof did he have of the benefit of using

the agreed lesson outline.

Excerpt 6.1.12. Metacognition in Practice

TE1: Oh, congratulations! Bravo, but did you find that out by mistake?

TE4: That.. I, OK, for me that is evidence, isn’t it?

TE1: That is, the, what are they called?

TE4: The blog of Alix this week is very good.

TE1: Because of what they wrote on the blog this week, it’s (learning) already improved ?

TE4: Yes, Alix’ blog this week is very strong. It is very analytical, but it is much more

analytical than before. It was very descriptive before. Just description. But now, I thought,

she understands her cognition.

(TE1 and TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

It would be interesting to know what motivated TE1 to ask her colleague this question. Was it

because she was interested in testing the outline they had proposed or was this a question perhaps

she would have asked herself had she had the chance to implement the lesson? Whichever may be
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the case, this question demonstrated a new level of understanding of metacognition in practice, or

perhaps a new way to measure the extent of purposefully planned pedagogical practices.

To understand the meaning and importance of this action for the activity we need to go back to

action 23 when the research community of practice agreed on a lesson outline through which they

would effectively use their shared meaning of metacognition in practice. In agreeing to this outline,

the teacher educators were, from a discursive standpoint, making a promise to each other, like

signing a verbal contract with each other.

This commissive point may have been the driving force behind TE2 and TE4’s determination when

planning and teaching their lessons. Also, this may account for the pressure they seemed to have

experienced, specially when they found out they were the only two implementing or trying out the

outline. They may have felt even more responsible and accountable to the research community of

practice. In seeing this action through this lens, the collective interaction and outcome of action 23

becomes more clear. Something worth considering to understand and explain how and why shared

meaning of learning tools matters for pedagogical practices.

As seen, this action was made up of several underlying layers which may have been taxing for the

teacher educators. If we look at action 31 through the lens of Habermas’ (1990) typology of action,

we can classify it as a communicative action, i.e. it contains the other three actions of his typology.

They are the teleological, dramaturgical and regulated actions.

The first underlying action has to do with the telos or purpose the educators had when presenting

their reports. Their purpose was partially given in the instruction of this sub-task: to report

and show us what they had done in their lessons. However, teacher educators may have other

purposes, but this is precisely, a characteristic of a teleological action, that the speaker reconciles

their intentions with the intended purpose of the action.

Dramaturgical action, the second in Habermas’s (1990) typology, highlights the idea of self-image

which may have been a permanent issue in the mind of the two educators presenting. As illustrated

earlier, the excitement, eagerness, perhaps pressure the participants felt when presenting their

implementation of the outline could be felt in the room. Since they were, in a manner of speaking,

the only ones testing how effective the collectively agreed lesson outline was. The educators were

probably conscious of their self image in front of the research community of practice; therefore, the

need to carefully chose their words, how they presented things, to negotiate their individual-group

accountability is plausible.

A communicative action is also a regulated one. The regulation in action 31 was imposed by the

research community of practice early in action 23 when the whole group agreed to use the lesson

outline as the new road map to plan and teach their next lesson. Fulfilling this agreement, as

explained earlier, may have been the reason why the two educators were so committed to follow

this lesson outline, it was also something they worried about as TE4 let us know in Excerpt 6.1.13
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below.

Excerpt 6.1.13. The Commissive Point of the Agreed Lesson Outline

R: Okay, can I ask a question? Did you follow the sequence as we had agreed here?

TE4: I thought so, didn’t I? (nervous laughter)

R: No, I’m asking because, of course, not seeing it (the whole lesson), it’s very difficult to

know if you did. If it was done. Okay, all good.

TE4: But, yes, I was thinking. I was worried about this. Yes, we had the same concern,

the biggest concern was this.

(TE1 and TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

Though I asked the question out of curiosity, the way TE4 answered made me realise the sub-task

had meant much more than I had anticipated. His reply was that of a child when is caught doing

some mischief, he truly looked nervous, flustered, anxious, to the point that I had to reassure him

I was not doubting or evaluating him. I explained my question stemmed from the fact that they

were only presenting part of the lesson. But that aside, what is worth noting here is his awareness

and true concern to abide by the tacit contract the research community of practice had signed with

and through the lesson outline.

Action 32: Reporting lesson observations and feedback given.

In this action 32 the lesson observers reported to the whole research community of practice what

they had seen during the implementation of the lesson outline. In essence they repeated what

they had told their colleagues: two examples of aspects that were very positive in leading the

student teachers to use metacognitive strategies, and one aspect of the lesson they thought could

be improved.

What stood out from this action was the quality of feedback teacher educators presented. This

feedback was focused and objective, which showed the observers knew what they were expected to

be looking for. The lesson outline had provided a road map for the planning and teaching of the

lesson, therefore the observers knew what should be happening in practice. They also knew what

metacognitive strategies students should be using. This is what TE2 seemed to be referring to when

reporting about TE4’s teaching, see Excerpt 6.1.14.
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Excerpt 6.1.14. Focused feedback

Ah, well, yes. Well, I looked at the outcomes and found it interesting because somehow he

gave strict fulfilment to the strategy. I did notice what the teacher said, that it would be

better if the student participated a little more. Many times one gets excited and when one

realises, well, I have to give the student the opportunity to defend himself as well.

(TE2. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

The outcomes TE2 was referring to were the goals of the agreed lesson outline, which he called the

strategy, to use the shared understanding of metacognition in practice. Those were the positive

aspects of TE4’ teaching. In connection to the aspect to improve, he also mentioned specifically the

issue of teacher Versus students’ talking time. Though he was very careful not to put it this way,

this is what he seemed to be implying as he drew on a comment TE1 previously made about the

typical traditional teachers who spend most of the teaching time talking and do not allow students

to talk. In action 35 we will see how TE4 agreed with this feedback and highlighted it was something

he did not like doing, but found himself doing because of the lesson outline.

This, nonetheless, did not distract the lesson observers from spotting other aspects of their col-

leagues’ pedagogical practices. The other examples of effective feedback have already been given

in Excerpt 6.1.11, when the two observers disagree about what they saw in the lesson of TE2. It

was interesting to see how, despite the fact that both observed the same lesson, they did not find a

point of agreement about to what extent the metacognitive strategy was properly used by student

teachers. This appears to be one more thing to consider when talking about shared understanding

of practice the extent to which all members of the same research community of practice get to the

same level of understanding at the same time. How does an research community of practice achieve

this? Perhaps, the right question to ask is if it is possible.

Another aspect to highlight here is the difference between the feedback the lesson observers gave in

this action in comparison to the feedback given in the trial change laboratory. This time teacher

educators listed aspects to improve in their peers’ lessons. This could be attributed to the fact that

the teacher educators knew what to observe in the lessons, it could also be that the trust that started

to build in the intervention floor had grown stronger at this point of the intervention. Perhaps that

maturity allowed teacher educators see feedback as something less personal than professional, to

understand the purpose of objective feedback is a way to ascertain how their colleagues were doing.

Using Vanderveken’s (2001) typology of conversation, it can be inferred that giving feedback has

a descriptive goal, the speaker’s intention is to describe the world as it is (Vanderveken, 2001). A

condition of this type of discourse is that in order to be satisfied it must be true (Vanderveken,

1990, p. 247). This condition of satisfaction may be what gave the character of effectiveness to the

feedback teacher educators received. That, and the fact that the recording of lessons contributed

with observable evidence. The importance of effective feedback for the activity of investigated is
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discussed next.

DiPaola and Wagner (2018) remind us that good feedback matters because it is focused, objective

and timely. If implementing the outline mattered so much to the teacher educators who taught their

lessons using the research community of practice’s agreed lesson outline, it is very likely they may

have wanted to know about their performance, in other words, how well they did their teaching.

This is the strongest reason why the quality of feedback mattered. The three characteristics that

DiPaola and Wagner use to describe effective feedback could be used to describe the feedback the

teacher educators who observed the lessons gave. That is, the teacher educators knew what to

expect about the practices of metacognition and could give appropriate suggestions about it, unlike

the time they observed their peers using their individual understanding of metacognition in step 2

of the change laboratory.

However, the lesson observers were not simply looking at their colleagues’ practices, they were

mostly assessing if what they all had proposed as an research community of practice stood the

test of real practice. This can explain why when reporting about their colleagues’ lesson both

TE2 and TE3 were quick to mention that they had followed the outline, that they had strictly

implemented the lesson sequence. Also, when TE1 asked TE4 about this she was questioning the

effectiveness of the outline. Therefore, it was in the teacher educators’ interest to give objective

and timely feedback. They needed to know if their co-constructed s‘theory of practice’ was effective

or not. This eagerness to know how things had gone in practice by the two teacher educators who

could not try their lesson outline only shows the importance of practice to reaffirm the theoretical

understanding of the conceptual tool- metacognition.

Action 33: Discussing the importance of explicitly addressing metacognitive strate-

gies with student teachers.

In action 33 the teacher educators discussed the importance of explicitly addressing the value of

metacognitive strategies with their student teachers. A major contradiction between what teacher

educators thought was important to do in practice and what they did in their lessons emerged in

this action. To show it, I first present the conversation they engaged in when answering to the

question I posed about if they considered it was important to address the topic of metacognition

with their student teachers. They all swiftly said yes, as shown in Excerpt 6.1.15:
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Excerpt 6.1.15. Explicitly discussing metacognition with student teachers

TE3: Yes.

TE2: Of course. I think, it was important to recognize the experience we gained . And that

the student could also understand how we were able to develop the process. The fact that

you approach the subject and the strategy, that someone opens the panorama for you, it is a

window, that not all teachers do. I look at my teaching act in another place and you don’t do

all that reflection and you don’t do all that kind of things because they say... We’re not going

to teach, okay? We are going to be, for example, in my case, I am going to be an engineer,

and what you teach me explicitly is useful to me, and I don’t want anything else. But the

reflection here at this moment seems so important that even I would like to take it there, the

model. Because, I say it’s important that the student recognizes that it’s a strategy, even for

his own life, the way he connects things. How he can study, how he can see life, how he can

conceive the concepts.

It can be appropriated is by using that strategy. It seems to me that it is very appropriate.

TE4: I have thought about this during the research: And I know that some teachers sometimes

hide some parts of the mechanism from the students. But with them, I can’t think of a good

reason to do this, right? For me, yes, explain and they will not necessarily understand

everything. Because they sometimes don’t...or they are worried, right? For example, for

them, they don’t want to use words like metacognition all the time, but they understand.

They are a little bit afraid to use these words very... (formal)

(TE2, TE3 and TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

As seen in TE2’s reply, he was highly impressed with the effect the use of metacognitive strategies

had in his student teachers. Again, he compared his past to this present form of practice which

resulted in an insightful moment. He seemed to comprehend the value of metacognition beyond his

lesson. So impressed was he that he questioned why should this not be useful for an engineering

student (the students he mostly teach at other university). As he himself stated, this is a strategy

for life, as it helps a student connect things. This was why he even considered to try out the model

in his other teaching position.

The manner in which TE2 did all this reflecting is also worth noticing. First, he did not appear to

be talking to us, the research community of practice, but himself. Second, this was a moment of

realisation about his doing (his practice), not an answer to my question. Third, perhaps the most

difficult to convey in words, this reflection sounded very genuine, the way he said what he said, the

time he took to say it. It was as though while hearing his own voice he was actually seeing things

anew.

Moving now to TE4’s answer, what is meaningful about what he said is the importance of explicitly

talking to student teachers about the mechanism. He must have been referring to 1. the metacog-
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nitive strategies teacher educators were expected to have student teachers use and reflect upon; 2.

to explicitly talk with student teachers about using metacognition to help them elicit its relevance

in their future teaching practices. Another aspect to highlight from this participant’s answer is that

this issue was in his mind throughout the intervention. Nevertheless, if this was what this teacher

educator and his colleague thought, their answers to question 1 could not be more baffling.

Question number 1 of this part of the step asked how explicit the student teachers’ reflection about

metacognition had been. In Excerpt 6.1.16 we can see the importance of defining what explicit

means in the context of teaching about teaching. Let us see how TE2 and TE4 understood it.

Excerpt 6.1.16. What it means to explicitly address concepts of learning

TE2: How explicit was the reflection ...

R: Students’ reflection upon metacognition?

TE2 : It depends on what the definition of explicit is, doesn’t it? Because they didn’t use

the word metacognition. But they were analyzing their language skills from... So, they were

doing metacognition, (laughter).

R: Agreed. TE4, did the same thing happen in your case? I mean, they did metacognition,

but you didn’t explicitly address the topic of metacognition?

TE4: No, we did not tell them explicitly.

TE2: No. I did specifically speak about metacognition.

TE3: Yes!

TE2: But, at the end. Only at the end.

TE4: They know all about...

TE2: I did it at the end, (of the lesson) let’s say, so as not to lose the ...

R: At the end, but you did it!

TE2: At the end, I did it, let’s say so as not to lose the excitement of the strategy. So that I

would not bias them, but that at the end they would say, ah, yes, I did indeed do the whole

exercise. (TE2 and TE4. Seventh Step CL, 03-11-17)

The answers given here, even the one that TE2 gives in line 6 are examples that actions do not

mirror thinking all the time. If in question 2 the two teacher educators did not hesitate and agreed

that talking explicitly about metacognition was important, then they both should have done it

when the moment was due in their lessons. Instead what their answers show is they were not even

sure they had spoken about metacognition. Not even TE2 who claimed to have done it, as when

he presented his mirror evidence the video showed he did not prompt his student teachers consider

the role of metacognition in their student future professional lives as teachers, instead, it was him

who did the talking and reflection upon metacognition. A task that was part of student teachers’

reflective process.
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The reasons why participants’ answers to question 1 were so baffling are because, a) the expected

action had explicitly been addressed and agreed as a research community of practice, it was part of

the agreed lesson outline; b) I had explicitly mentioned that reflection needed to be done in this final

lesson; c) we had agreed part of learning about teaching was to explicitly involve student teachers

in reflecting upon the conceptual tools they would have to use as teachers. This contradiction

may be understood from different perspectives: how difficult it is to align thought and action, for

instance, or that the commitment to the agreed lesson outline was not that strong, or that I should

have checked all teacher educators understood this point, or perhaps , this behaviour demonstrates

Vanderveken’s (2001) point: the effect of our speech acts once they are out may or may not achieve

what they were made for. Because, as he claims, the completion of some illocutionary acts is in the

hands of the hearer (Vanderveken, 2001, p. 246).

Action 34: Answering the second questionnaire about metacognition.

In action 34 the teacher educators answered a second version of the original questionnaire about

metacognition to contrast their perceptions about their theoretical and practical understandings of

metacognition before and after the change laboratory. To carry out this sub-task teacher educators

received the first questionnaire, answered at the start of the change laboratory in action 2, and the

second version of it which contained some minor variations. To answer the Linkert scale questions,

the participants looked at their initial answers to the questions, then, considering what they had

learnt during the intervention, appraised them. Did they agree with the answers they had given to

the first questionnaire? If not, what should have been the most accurate answers? If they felt their

answers should have been different they would need to explain why.

Questions 1 to 5 of the Questionnaire. In this sub-task teacher educators confronted what

they thought they knew and did in their current practices, to what they now understood and did in

their practices regarding metacognition. The answers provided by TE3 showed there was a major

dissonance between what she thought she knew and did, back in action 2, and what she actually

knew and was doing, as we can be seen in Figure 6.2. From here on I will refer to these dissonances

as contradictions.
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Figure 6.2: TE3’s evaluating theoretical and practical knowledge of metacognition.

As can be seen in Figure 6.2, the most distinctive change of perception in TE3 is found in his

answers to question 4 which is about her practice. When she answered this question in step 1

of the change laboratory she agreed she was explicitly addressing metacognition with her student

teachers, yet now in this step she very much disagrees. In her reflection she wrote why she changed

her answer: “No, I didn’t really do it, because I didn’t even identify that clearly” (TE3. Seventh

Step CL, 2nd Questionnaire Metacognition, 03-11-17).

In TE3’s answers to questions 3 and 5 surfaced another change of perception. Again, these questions

are about practice. As seen in her initial answer to question 3 she agreed she encouraged her

student teachers to use metacognitive strategies. However, after they implemented their agreed

lesson outline and they had their students explicitly use metacognitive strategies, she disagreed

with her initial answer as she realised she was not doing this before this lesson. This came out of

her reflection when changing her initial answer: “I wasn’t doing it in the best way. I thought I was,

but the reality was different (TE3, Seventh Step CL, 2nd Questionnaire Metacognition, 03-11-17).

TE3’s answer to question 5 is even more revealing; she went from not knowing whether she was
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helping her student teachers be aware of the importance of metacognition in their practices, to now

very much disagreeing she was. Her reflection tells us why this was so: “I was not doing it, because

I did not identify the importance of it for their future as teachers. (TE3, Seventh Step CL, 2nd

Questionnaire Metacognition, 03-11-17)

There were a few things that stood out in TE3’s answers. First, there is need to remember the

historicy of this participant, she was a novice teacher educator and this was the second semester

in this role. Also, she was not a qualified teacher. Therefore when she said I did not identify the

importance of metacognition, or “I did not identify” how to use metacognition in practice, the

question is not why she did not, but why should she. These conceptual tools (learning concepts)

are commonplace for any qualified teacher, but she was not one. In the second place, this change

laboratory was the first opportunity, not only for her, but for the rest of experienced teacher

educators, to collaboratively work out a shared meaning and understanding of metacognition. The

third matter to notice is how she insisted in using the verb identify, not understand. The meaning

of this verb in Spanish, according to the RAE (Real Academia Espanola Dictionary), is to make

two or more truly different things appear and consider like one. The two different things in her case

could be her thinking and her acting.

Moving now to examine TE2’s answers, they corroborated what we learnt from TE3’s answers.

However, a bit of context is needed to appreciate them. Because he was not present in the session

the rest of his colleagues answered the first questionnaire, the instructions I gave TE2 were different.

I told him to answer questionnaire 2 first, and approach the questions based on his current state of

knowledge and practice of metacognition. Then, I told him to go back to that initial moment when

he should have answered questionnaire one, what would have been his answers then, considering

what he knew now? Like TE3’s his answers from the present to the past varied greatly, as can be

seen in Figure 6.3.
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Figure 6.3: TE2’s evaluating theoretical and practical knowledge of metacognition.

From Figure 6.3 we can see that TE2’s answers to questionnaire 2 were significantly positive. In four

of them he very much agreed with the statements. Then, looking at his answers to questionnaire 1,

it stood out the significance difference between what he thought he knew theoretically an practically

about metacognition before the change laboratory to what he thought he knew now. This is precisely

what needs to be highlighted from TE2’s answers, in view that both teacher educators reached about

the same significant differences in their answers, we need to consider that the problem of reaching

this moment of realisation for both is that they may treat their answers as an end result, rather

than what they are: their theoretical and practical meaning of metacognition is developing. What

the teacher educators thought they understood at this step of the change laboratory was only part

of the developmental process of their understanding of the concept of metacognition, if we are

to respect Vygotsky’s premise of development. Their theoretical and practical understanding will

continue to expand as long as they keep engaging existent understanding.

Returning to TE2’s answers, when asked to explain the different answers to question 1 in Figure 6.3,

he reckoned that was the case because he could now see his improvement of theoretical foundations.

Regarding question 2, TE2 admitted that because of the intervention he had recently read and

looked for teaching material. About the use of metacognitive strategies explored in question 3, he
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said he now had “a greater capacity to do so”. The comments he wrote to questions 4 and 5, which

asked about his use of metacognition in practice, confirmed my perception that the topic had not

been properly addressed with students teachers. He stated he did it but “only at the end of the

lesson”, which may mean the students did not have enough time to reflect upon it.

As far as the other two participants are concerned, in their reflections they identified what they

were wrongly assuming about their understanding and practice of metacognition. For instance, in

relation to questions 1 and 2 TE4 stated he had now deepen his understanding of the topic: “I

knew of the studies but my understanding is now greater” (TE4, 2nd Questionnaire 03-11-17). Or

in the case of TE1 who recognised that “it (the change laboratory) motivated me to find more

information. And, I observe there are several approaches”. (TE1, 2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17)

The answers to the rest of this part of the questionnaire by TE4 denoted a sense of acknowledgment

and admission of false beliefs about his practices. About his answer to question 3, he acknowledged

that he had been “totally overconfident” in believing he was using the metacognitive strategies

with his students, but at the end of the intervention thought “this is perhaps my major area of

improvement”. His justification to changing his answer to question 4 confirmed that overconfidence:

“Again, I was overconfident, but I hadn’t realised exactly how I should do it”. TE4’s admission

shows that perceptions and beliefs of what one knows can be deceptive. Regarding his answer to

question 5, TE4 agreed he helped his students be aware of the importance of metacognition in their

careers as teachers, but reflected that he needed “to be more explicit, though, I have improved”

(TE4. 2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17).

Questions 6 and 7 of the second questionnaire about metacognition. The final two

questions, 6 and 7, were open-ended and aimed at identifying the participants’ contradictions in

their theoretical- practical understanding of metacognition. The analysis of the teacher educators’

answers have contributed to the identification of four types of contradictions in teacher educators’

theoretical and practical knowledge of metacognition. Figure 6.4 illustrates them.
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Figure 6.4: A typology of surfaced contradictions in theoretical-practical understandings of metacog-
nition.

What stands out in the participants’ answers to questions 6 and 7 was that they were able to see

and point out where their contradictions about their theoretical and practical understandings of

metacognition were. The significance of this finding is that whereas at the start of the formative

intervention all teacher educators agreed with the purported ‘gap’ between theory and practice in

teaching, their answers to questions 1 to 5 of the initial questionnaire transpired that they were not

aware of their own contradictions, as shown in action 34.

To show this change, I now unpack each teacher educator’s answer starting with TE3’s in Excerpt

6.1.17. Analysing her answer to question 6 I identified three types of contradictions between her

theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition. Question 6 asked the following: consid-

ering what you knew and did about metacognitive strategies before the intervention and what you

understood and did when implementing the new lesson outline, how far, do you think, was your

knowledge of theory from your teaching practice? This was what she had to say about this:

Excerpt 6.1.17. Identifying Contradictions 1

Very distant since I only had superficial knowledge of the topic and only I was handling

(using) it, but I did not bring the topic into my lessons in the best way. I didn’t know, I

didn’t know the real underlying importance of the topic and its implementation. (TE3. 2nd

Questionnaire, 03-11-17)
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In the first place, it was a brave thing for this educator to openly admit the ‘gap’ between what she

knew and did regarding the concept of metacognition before and after the intervention. Secondly,

her answer presented the first type of contradiction in her theoretical knowledge of metacognition.

She reckoned she did not have enough or indepth knowledge of the concept of metacognition: “I only

had superficial knowledge of the topic”. This contradiction had to do with theoretical knowledge

and it means that knowledge of the learning concept needs to be broaden. Now, this contradiction

must have surfaced because the conceptual tool (article about metacognition) I introduced in the

third step of the change laboratory presented some facets of the concept that the participants

appeared not to know about. Therefore, it is possible when TE3 claimed that she did not know

‘enough’ about the topic, she was referring those facets of metacognition she did not know about

rather than her understanding of it.

The second part of that utterance referred to yet another reason why the alleged ‘gap’ between

theory and practice may exist. TE3 realised she was not actually prompting her student teachers

to use metacognition: “only I was handling (using) it”. What TE3 appeared to suggest was that

perhaps she was talking about metacognition, but not making her student teachers actually use it.

The ending of TE3’s first sentence “I did not bring the topic into my lesson the best way” introduces

the second type of contradiction which is how she was using metacognition in her classroom was

based on a misconstrued meaning of it.

The third kind of contradiction presents when understanding of the concept does not appear to

have happened or matured. An example of which can be appreciated when TE3 concluded she

was not properly using metacognition in practice because she did not know the real importance

of this learning concept. In the original quote in Spanish, TE3 said, “no conoćıa, no sab́ıa de

la importancia del tema”. In Spanish, unlike English, there are two verbs that may be used to

denote know. They are ‘conocer and saber’. The use of saber suggested TE3 was not talking

about knowledge, but understanding of the concept. The emergence of these contradictions in

TE3’s answers were confirmatory of the false beliefs and perceptions she had alluded to in the first

part of the questionnaire. This contradiction justifies why she modified her answer in the second

questionnaire.

Turning to TE2’s answer, what surfaces from analysing it is the second type of contradiction. As

seen in Excerpt 6.1.18 the teacher educator admitted he thought he knew how metacognition should

be used in practice, but as he stated, he did not. This implies in the intervention he must have

gained something, perhaps an extra insightful piece of knowledge or practice which he became aware

he was missing. Interestingly, he said he did not understand how his theoretically and practical

understanding have come closer; yet, he saw that as something likely to happen in the future: “I

will understand how to articulate them” because of the process (intervention) experienced.
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Excerpt 6.1.18. Identifying Contradictions 2

I claimed to understand the metacognitive pedagogical processes in which theory could be

understood with practice. Now with this process, I will understand how to articulate them.

(TE2. 2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17)

The fourth type of contradiction in theoretical and practical knowledge of metacognition came to

light in TE4’s answer. As observed in Excerpt 6.1.19, this participant, unlike TE3, thought he

knew the ideas (theoretical knowledge) of metacognition, but he admitted what he was doing was

not correct.

Excerpt 6.1.19. Identifying Contradictions 3

I think I knew what the ideas surrounding the area of metacognition were. However, I was

not implementing this correctly. I didn’t appreciate how difficult it was to guide the class in

the direction of allowing the students to view critically the process of their cognition. (TE4.

2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17)

This answer implies that the intervention helped TE4 to confirm his theoretical knowledge of

metacognition was accurate, and it also made him realise his practice did not mirror what he

knew. What he added next demonstrated this, since he admitted he had not appreciated the diffi-

culty of mirroring his understanding in practice. Specifically, help students be critical about their

learning, which was something he got evidence of through his student teachers’ blogs written while

the intervention was in progress.

In connection with TE1’s answer, because she did not elaborate much, it was very difficult to

categorise the contradiction that appeared to surface in her answer. What she appeared to be

saying was that in her case it was not a matter of having many ‘gaps’ to fill, rather that the

few existing ‘gaps’ were really deep when she answered: “Not very distant, but with deep gaps

that I have been able to overcome” (TE1, 2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17). Her answer could be

alluding either to theoretical or practical knowledge of metacognition. However, since TE1 could

not implement the agreed lesson outline, it is almost certain her answer could be referring to her

theoretical knowledge of metacognition. This could well be interpreted as her understanding of

those issues not being mature enough before the change laboratory.

Moving on to question 7 of the questionnaire, this question asked teacher educators in which way

the change laboratory had affected their pedagogical practices in view of their current theoretical

and practical understanding of metacognition. A short explanation was requested. Based on the

answers the participants gave to this question, it could be determined a mayor salient theme was

that they all seemed to be more aware now of three particular dimensions of their pedagogical

practices. To begin with, the explicit attempt to mirror shared meaning of metacognition in practice
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positively affected three important dimensions of the pedagogical practices of teacher educators. To

paraphrase what they stated, the change laboratory changed how they did what they do (awareness

of their lessons). It also made them think about the object of their activity (the learning of their

student teachers) and finally, how they perceived who they are (awareness of their role as educators).

The emerging themes and sub-themes are captured in Figure 6.5.

Figure 6.5: Evaluating the effect of the change laboratory in pedagogical practices: Emerging
Themes.

I now unpack the answers of all teacher educators to show how the themes and sub-themes came

about. I start by looking at TE4’s answer whose practice seems to have been affected the most,

as in his answer he appreciated how the intervention changed a particular aspect in the three

dimensions mentioned above. For instance, in the first part of his reply, he explicitly acknowledged

that: “Now I am aware of the structure of my lesson”. Then he added: “I am constantly looking for

opportunities to have my students analyse their own language and I notice that they are looking for

ways to improve”. This was interpreted as being aware of his student teachers’ learning by getting

them more involved in their own learning. The next part of his answer hinted at him being more

confident in his role as a teacher educator. The first example of this was when he claimed “I am

now more confident in investing certain parts of the class in reflection”. The second example was

that he stated he was “also more open about the processes of the lesson with the students” (TE4,

2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17).
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Regarding TE3, who was not a trained teacher, she claimed the changes had been impressive.

First, she said the experienced lived “has made made me more demanding in terms of planning

and preparation and development of the class”. This was classified as more awareness about lesson

planning. Second, she implied that the intervention positively affected her role as teacher educator

as she claimed “It makes me question more about the work I do in each session”. And finally, she

also perceived the lived experience helped her become more aware of her student teachers’ learning

in two ways, first, she claimed: “helps me identify whether they (her student teachers) really learn”;

and second “(identify they) make sense of the topic taught” (TE3, 2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17).

Now, as far as TE2 is concerned, his answer was not as enthusiastic as his peers’. In fact, he was

very cautious not to assert there had been any narrowing of the alleged ‘gap’ between his theoret-

ical and practical understanding of metacognition. Nonetheless, he was positive that: “Indeed, a

more assertive learning process can be conducted by making appropriate use of metacognition in

pedagogical practice” (TE2, 2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17). This sense of awareness is about student

teachers’ learning.

Regarding TE1, her answer appeared to indicate she was referring to her increased awareness about

her student teachers’ learning: “I have discovered the skills and interests of the guys, when they

express themselves with technical vocabulary and how they apply it in their micro lessons” (TE1,

2nd Questionnaire, 03-11-17).

To understand the substance of the emerging findings in the answers to questions 6 and 7 of the

second questionnaire of metacognition, we need to look at them through the lenses of CHAT, and

situated learning. Using CHAT’s structure of human activity (see Figure 2.1). In light of the

structure of human activity, the changes in teacher educators’ practices would correspond to the

three elements of the top triangle of their activity system. That is, the lesson is one of the tools

teacher educators use to do their job. Awareness about student teachers’ learning is part of the

object of the activity of teaching about teaching. Awareness about the role as teacher educator

refers them as subjects of their activity system.

Looking at action 34 under this lens, three conclusions can be drawn about it. First, becoming aware

of what the lesson sequence is, its planning and how to teach it are a clear indication that TE3 and

TE4 were improving this conceptual tool. According to CHAT it is by rethinking the tools that

they can be improved and human beings improve their craft, work or what CHAT calls the object

of the activity system. Furthermore, the findings from the analysis of action 34 seem to indicate

that investigating and re-signifying the conceptual tools used by teacher educators qualitatively

improves the other elements of their activity system.

Second, collectively understanding and figuring out the object of the activity system is the purpose

and aim of the activity system (Engeström, 1987). When the educators stated they have become

more aware of how their student teachers learn, this means they were more concerned about the
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object of their activity which is teaching about teaching. Figure 6.5 shows how this sub-theme came

up in all of the educators’ answers, something that is not surprising considering the main concern

of teacher educators is their student teachers’ learning. However, what this finding also indicates is

that the task of figuring out the object of this activity system has only started.

Third, the four teacher educators are the subjects of their activity system; the activity is carried

out by them. Rethinking, questioning, improving the other two elements of their activity system

was bound to have a cascading effect on the subjects. Thus, that TE3 and TE4 question their role

as educators, or feel more confident about what they know, or be more open to share with their

students, was very likely to happen. This resonates with the premise of situated learning and the

role of the community of practice in the process of re-configuring its members’ identities. Though

it is true the other two participants did not mention anything in connection with this sub-theme,

it is likely that this may surface in another action.

Overall, the significance and place of action 34 for the activity of investigating theoretical and

practical understanding of learning concepts is twofold. Firstly, it provided teacher educators the

mirror evidence needed to confirm existing dissonances/contradictions between what they posi-

tively thought they understood and did versus what they actually understood and did regarding

metacognition. Secondly, it gave teacher educators the opportunity to identify exactly where those

dissonances, or contradictions located. These two major findings provide important insights into

the activity of investigating shared meaning of metacognition and its use in practice.

There are two ways to look at this revealing finding. On the positive side, the four teacher educators

have come to a point of realisation about the existing contradictions between their thinking and

doing. Now they truly knew. Another positive point is that they were not told, they have found

out by themselves. This was not the result of a simple test, or based on assumptions, it was the

outcome of investigating their understanding and doing of metacognition together as a research

community of practice. As a consequence, now their existing contradictions had been made visible,

which means, they knew what they needed to work on.

On the negative side, however, many questions arise about how to best deal with surfacing contra-

dictions. Once the contradictions surface, what does it take and how long does it take to properly

address them? How could this activity system deal with their contradictions in the most effective

and pragmatic manner? It appears that without tackling them in the course of the activity, proper

understanding of the learning concept may not happen. This raises the question, as to whether

there can be good practice without proper understanding of the learning concept in use.

As a final note, regarding the place of this action to understand the activity investigated in this case

study, it is important to highlight what the teacher educators’ evaluation of the change laboratory

revealed. The emerging themes and sub-themes suggest that the intervention may be the very

answer to the questions about how to deal with surfacing contradictions in the activity. This topic
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is addressed in chapters 7 and 8 where I further examine these emerging findings.

6.1.9 Actions and interactions prompted in the seventh step (part two).

Action 35: Evaluating the formative intervention, and theoretical and practical un-

derstanding of metacognition.

This action was the final formal part of the change laboratory. As the end approached, it was time

for teacher educators to evaluate the development of the intervention, but most importantly, this

was the final chance for another reflection upon their practice. In this action, teacher educators

participated in the second group interview. I asked participants four questions aiming to evaluate

three main aspects: their perception about their prior and current understanding of metacognition;

their perception about the gap between their theoretical an practical understanding of metacogni-

tion, and their view on what they considered had helped them narrow this ‘gap’ more effectively.

Table 6.9 summarises the purpose of this last action of the change laboratory.

Table 6.9: Actions and Interactions in the Seventh Step of the Change Laboratory (part two)

Actions Type of interactions
35. Evaluating the formative intervention, and understanding of metacognition in theory and practice before and after
the change laboratory.

Activity System

The most salient aspect of teacher educators’ answers to the two first questions during the interview

was their confirmation of thoughts and feelings about surfacing contradictions identified in action

34. To present these findings I address teacher educators’ answers on an individual basis to highlight

the type of contradictions they allude to. In some of the excerpts of this action both the English

and Spanish version of the data are presented. This is done because the participants’ original

expressions carried a meaning that could not be captured in the English translation. Thus, in order

to keep the essence of the message the original Spanish version is kept.

Question 1: How prior knowledge about metacognition has been modified. In their

answers, three of the participants specifically alluded to contradiction type 3 - the need to broaden

knowledge about the concept. To begin with, let us look at TE4’s answer in Excerpt 6.1.20.

Excerpt 6.1.20. Contradiction Type 3 (1)

For me, I had read about metacognition. And I understood the ideas, but the appreciation

of how...(he reconsiders), how difficult it is to achieve in students... At this moment I am

thinking, I am really thinking about their cognition, and evaluating their cognition, and

evaluating their cognition processes. I had not. I had not appreciated how difficult this is

(nervous laughter). (TE4. Group interview, 03/11/2017)
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TE4’s answer was a verbal confirmation of his written answer in the questionnaire 2 of metacog-

nition, as presented in action 34. We learnt then that he had some ideas about metacognition,

but implied they were not enough, as he realised he had not been using metacognition properly

in practice. In this new answer he reflected upon what he was doing, but was able to name what

he was not doing. He confirmed that using metacognition demands more than what he was doing

before the intervention. What TE4 appeared to imply was that having ideas about the concept does

not automatically translate into practical knowledge. TE4’s answer confirmed that his theoretical

understanding of the concept was incipient, and there was not practical understanding of it, or, at

least that his understanding was not mature enough. These are examples of contradictions type 3

and type 4.

TE1, TE3 and TE2 also confirmed that, before the change laboratory, their understanding of

metacognition was not mature to be properly used in their practice (contradiction type 3). For

example, TE1’s answer conveyed the idea that what she knew about metacognition was unfinished,

was missing something. In Excerpt 6.1.21 both the English and Spanish version of the participant’s

answer are presented because the word ‘cortico’ in this context is quite difficult to translate properly

into English.

Excerpt 6.1.21. Contradiction Type 3 (2)

Well, I had also read and more than read I had not the full concept, as if ‘unfinished’.

Pues yo también hab́ıa léıdo y más que léıdo teńıa el concepto como cortico, como sin termi-

narlo. (TE1. 2nd Group Interview, 03-11-17 )

The concept was missing something (it was cortico). It is not clear whether TE1 was alluding to

the meaning or her understanding of metacognition. She might have been referring to not having

mature understanding of the concept, as she claimed that (having read) had not been enough for

the concept to be whole (full). It is as though what she knew before the change laboratory was in

need of ripening.

TE3’s answer confirms the lack of ‘wholeness’ of the concept of metacognition felt by TE1. That

is what she appeared to imply when claiming that to ‘have’ the concept of metacognition was not

enough. First, because whatever she thought metacognition was does not align with her new concept

of metacognition, which she can see now that she has acquired a new meaning and understanding

of metacognition. Also, she can see that to ‘use’ metacognition in practice requires more than

‘knowing’ the concept; this could be referring to something deeper which could be understanding

the learning concept too (see Excerpt 6.1.22).
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Excerpt 6.1.22. Contradiction Type 3 (3)

I really only had the concept. That is, I thought I had it! Because, seriously, this is so much

more.

Yo realmente solo teńıa el concepto. ¡Y eso, créıa que lo teńıa! Porque, en serio, esto es

much́ısimo más. (TE3. 2nd Group Interview, 03-11-17)

The expression TE3 used, ‘seriously, this is much more’, just sounded like a moment of reckoning

or realisation. ‘This’ very likely referred to the task of the intervention; their attempt to theorise

about metacognition and test their ‘theory’ in practice. What she appeared to be saying was this

was much more complex than she thought or what she was doing in practice. The second part of

her answer in Excerpt 6.1.23 confirmed this interpretation, as she stated:

Excerpt 6.1.23. Contradiction Type 2

And I thought I was applying it in the lesson, but, I was not. I was not, because I didn’t really

know the strategies and I didn’t know what the methodology was and what metacognition

involved within each session.

(TE3. 2nd Group Interview, 03-11-17)

In this answer, TE3 was able to point out what exactly were her contradictions and how she could

improve her theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition. First, she highlighted she

needed to broaden her knowledge about the metacognitive strategies which is contradiction type 1.

The second aspect she mentioned related to her practical understanding of metacognition which she

referred as not knowing the methodology or how to use it in practice. This confirmed that how she

had used metacognition so far was based on a misconstrued meaning of it which is contradiction

type 2.

In turn, TE2’s answer seemed to be a continuation of the reflection he started in action 34, only

that he was now more open about what was the source of his surfaced contradiction, as seen in

Excerpt 6.1.24:

Excerpt 6.1.24. Another Type of Contradiction

So, I think that, although it is true, uh, I don’t think I understand certain elements that help

them (the student) to construct knowledge, and conduct a learning process, one doesn’t carry

it out in an organized manner...

(TE2. 2nd Group Interview, 03-11-17)

The answer TE2 gave this time revealed a new contradiction many teacher educators may encounter

if they have not been trained as teachers. Unlike his colleagues, this teacher educator openly reck-

oned his was a problem of not understanding some of the foundations of learning and constructing
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knowledge, nor of students and methodology. This must have been what he referred to when he

claimed “I don’t think I understand certain elements that help them”. The ‘elements’, as he called

them, could be for instance, the understanding of those founding conceptual tools teachers learn

about: theories of learning, didactic, pedagogy, etc. Also, when he said “one does not do it in an

organised manner”, he could be referring to methods, approaches - the other conceptual tools the

teachers’ job depend on. Clearly, the contradiction surfaced in this case goes beyond the learning

concept in question or how to use it in practice.

Question 2: Narrowing the ‘gap’ between theory and practice. The second question asked

the participants whether there was now a narrower ‘gap’ between the theory and practice of the

concept of metacognition, and in their opinion what had helped them the most to get there. There

were four themes that emerged in their answers: 1) having gained better practical understanding of

the concept; 2) having cooperated and collectively attempted to find an answer; and 3) having lived

the experience of a socio-constructive process of knowledge which served as an example of what to

do in practice. The fourth theme is addressed at the end of this section.

TE1 was quick to declare what had contributed the most to reducing her ‘gap’ between theory and

practice was gaining better theoretical understanding of the place of prior knowledge in the process

of learning. In Excerpt 6.1.25 we can appreciate how she reflected about this:

Excerpt 6.1.25. Avenues to Narrowing the ‘gap’

Be clear about the importance of prior knowledge. This is also a key. There is a key that

is a cornerstone. That they realise how they have their knowledge: whether it is complete,

whether it is only halfway, whether it is wrong. ...I think that it helped me a lot to be able

to look at the other, if I hadn’t done the exercise of looking... It does not matter that one

has so many years of experience as a teacher. If one does not look at what one is doing with

a magnifying glass, one does not succeed. (TE1. Group interview, 03-11-2017)

What TE1 seemed to be saying was that better theoretical understanding of the concept helped her

use it better in practice. Understanding better the place of prior knowledge for students’ learning

process, led to her knowing what to look for in practice. The more aware their students were of

their learning, the clearer for them how far they would need to go and do. Again, this sounded more

like a reflection than an answer, as she seemed to be thinking out loud when she finished answering

the question.

For two participants, TE4 and TE3, what helped them to narrow the ‘gap’ was having cooperated

and as a collective attempted to find answer to the tasks. Both mentioned this, although for TE4

it was not as easy as for TE1 to identify an aspect or element that may have helped him, as seen

in Excerpt 6.1.26:
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Excerpt 6.1.26. Avenues to Narrowing the ‘gap’ 1

Er, I don’t know exactly when I... understood... It’s... We’ve had a lot of discussions,

discussions, right? and I don’t know, at times during this process of discussion. But I don’t

know when my appreciation of this concept, nor why it improved! (The participant struggles

and blushes when admitting he does not have an explanation. The rest of the participants

laugh with him). (TE4. Group interview, 03-11-2017)

After I asked for clarification, he elaborated his answer and concluded that it was the whole process

of the change laboratory, but he could not pinpoint one specific aspect: “Yes, during the process of

the activity. But, I don’t know when specifically” (TE4, Group interview, 03-11-2017).

TE4 was not the only one who alluded to the whole process of the change laboratory as the reason

for narrowing the ‘gap’ between theory and practice of metacognition. TE3 also supported his view

by offering her appreciation of the change laboratory. She thought it was not only the collaborative

work they did to complete the sub-tasks and two tasks of the intervention. She reckoned that she

learnt from having experienced the change laboratory as this has become a model for her lesson

designs, in Excerpt 6.1.27 we can appreciate what she meant:

Excerpt 6.1.27. Avenues to Narrowing the ‘gap’ 2

...thanks to the sessions I’m kind of on my way. And the collaborative work with my colleagues

helps me more. I mean, to be able to... that all share the experiences and to see that we all

meet on Sundays to build the concepts, to define, to clarify, to deepen. It has helped me more

because when I go to prepare my lessons, like... no, I remember that, in the class, uh, well, in

the session, first we said this, then we did this, and then we made the consensus and agreed

that the best thing is this. Then, I go for this option and I start to develop the session taking

into account that collaborative work I lived, of which I was a part. (TE3. Group interview,

03-11-2017)

TE2’s answer was more cautious than his peers’. For him, the process has just started and he would

not dare say there has been a narrowing of the ‘gap’. That, in his view, would depend on what

he does after the intervention. Nonetheless, he reckoned the intervention has helped him become,

perhaps more aware of the importance of planning and knowing the aim of the lesson. This is what

he appeared to say in Excerpt 6.1.28.
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Excerpt 6.1.28. Avenues to Narrowing the ‘gap’ 3

Thus, to talk about how much the gap is closed, it will be to the extent that I carry on (doing

what they have experienced), to the extent that I gain experience in this exercise. Because,

up to now we are understanding it (de una manera muy pequeña) in an incipient manner. I

feel that this is the case, but I have felt that I have grown. To the extent that I have organised

myself, I have prepared the material, I have sat down to think over for a while and finally

when I throw myself into the ring, I understand that I can organise myself better. (TE2.

Group interview, 03-11-2017)

Findings from this final action 35 can be summarised as follows: First, answers to this group

interview helped corroborate the existence of theoretical and practical contradictions in teacher

educators’ understanding of metacognition and made visible a new contradiction that non- qual-

ified teacher educators may face. Second, whereas in action 34 the teacher educators could sense

contradictions in their understandings of metacognition, in action 35 they could identify more ex-

actly what they were. Third, this action also provided another opportunity for teacher educators

to verbalise their appraisal of their practices and in doing so reflect upon their learning. Fourth, it

is clear that these teacher educators have understood that a way to work out their contradictions

is as an activity system.

It is important to examine the magnitude of the emerging findings in action 35. In the first place, as

Engeström (2001) states, contradictions are to be taken as opportunities for changes to happen, but

if they are not properly identified, how can activity systems work on them? What actions 34 and

35 show is a way to achieve that first step. If action 34 gave educators the possibility of realising

the existence of contradictions which they were not aware, action 35 allowed them to go further

by confirming and then stating what exactly those contradictions were. Combined their written

answers in action 34 and then speaking in action 35 triggered a process of reflection that imprinted

a new meaning to the change laboratory.

Second, the fact that in these actions the teacher educators were able to identify reasons for their

contradictions can be interpreted as having developed theoretical and practical understanding of

the learning concept, as they are talking from a place that allowed them to see what they were

lacking. This was why all participants were clearly seeing their new theoretical understanding of

metacognition as something more complete, a better version of the concept they had at the beginning

of the change laboratory. This was possible because they questioned their practical understanding

of metacognition in light of their new theoretical understanding. In other words, they now had a

clearer idea of what to look for in their practices to appraise them more effectively.

Third, a mayor contribution of action 35 was that it prompted the teacher educators to assess their

old versus their new understanding of metacognition, which turned out to be a moment of reckoning.
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To reach that moment of reckoning, though, the teacher educators very likely resourced to what

Dewey (1933) calls reflective thinking. As explained in Chapter 2, reflective thinking differs from

ordinary thinking, and consists in making clear something that was obscure through the application

of thought (Dewey, 1933).

Looking back at what the teacher educators were doing when surfacing their contradictions was a

reflective action that consisted in confronting what they thought they knew with what their practice

mirror evidence showed them and later with what their reflection had made clear to them. This

must be what Dewey meant when he insisted that reflective thinking leads to making clear or visible

what is obscure. This was precisely what action 35 demanded the four participants to do. This

action highlighted the place of reflecting for teacher educators’ learning.

Reflective thinking leads us to consider how far one thing signifies another, (Dewey, 1933). He

claimed this was the central factor of reflective thinking. When we reflect we question the reliability

of the evidence we have collected to reach any conclusion (Dewey, 1933). This was what the teacher

educators did when they questioned their colleagues for evidence of the use of metacognition by

their student teachers. They were looking for reliable evidence that the lesson had been effective

in translating the concept into practice, as they had proposed. As Dewey (1933) put it, reflective

thinking leads us to question if the evidence is enough to warrant our beliefs.

What it takes to set reflective thinking in action is simply “a question to be answered or an ambiguity

to be resolved” (Dewey, 1933, p.14). The question presented to teacher educators in this part of

the intervention took the form of a task or a challenge: how to use the concept of metacognition

in teaching practice. The participants had an end to achieve, so their thoughts, actions and chain

of thoughts were channeled in that direction. This is what Dewey claims reflective thinking, in

contrast to ordinary thinking, does: it “enables us to act in deliberate and intentional fashion”

(Dewey, 1933, p.17) to obtain what is not there yet. In his words, this allows us to convert sudden

or not planned action into intelligent one (Dewey, 1933).

Thinking does not happen as spontaneous combustion, and it is futile to expect anyone to solve a

problem if they have not experienced the same conditions previously (Dewey, 1933). This is were the

development of the change laboratory takes prevalence, as it became the arena for purposefully and

explicitly thinking and talking about the participants’ thinking and doing of metacognition. Many of

the artifacts and psychological signs they created collectively may have mediated teacher educators’

reflective thinking and helped them see clearly the two opposing realities of their theoretical and

practical understanding of metacognition. This was, in essence, a metacognitive process of their

learning.

The final significant aspect of action 35 refers to what may be a pathway for teacher educators to

work out their surfaced contradictions. The answer came from the participants when asked what

had helped them the most to reduce the gap between theoretical and practical understanding of
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metacognition. Collaborative work was the most cited answer throughout different moments of the

change laboratory. It was through those instances of discussing, planning with a peer, sharing their

practices and understanding of metacognition with others, that they said to have benefited the

most. This is a clear reminder of the relevance of shared meaning, of co-constructing meaning of

each piece of theory that is thrown at us (teacher educators). This gives us a clue of how teacher

educators may learn more effectively about their practices when they act as an activity system

which share an object.

What exactly helped teacher educators reduce the gap between their theoretical and practical

understanding of metacognition may be quite hard to determine. Assuming it may have been

the collaborative work of the change laboratory makes sense from the socio-cultural tradition, as

learning is a byproduct of social relations and interactions. The four teacher educators appreciated

the role the change laboratory played in helping the activity system reach a common understanding

of the concept of metacognition and then collectively to propose a lesson outline to enact that

understanding in practice.

A final noteworthy contribution of action 35 was that it prompted the surfacing of a fifth type of

contradiction in teacher educators’ understandings. TE2 highlighted a reality his activity system

faces which may be one of the strongest contradictions they will need to face. Like him many

teacher educators may find themselves in the same situation of not having the proper training and

knowledge base teachers are expected to have. This contradiction is so real, and yet so little spoken

about that this participant needs to be praised for raising awareness about the reality of many

teaching training programmes in Colombia. A case in point, his situation and that of one of his

colleagues who participated in this formative intervention. Participants whose contradictions are

likely to have their origins in this lack of training.

6.2 Synthesis- Discussion

Drawing on CHAT it can be inferred that the second task carried out in the understory layer

became the object of the teacher educators’ activity system. That is, the participants’ actions had

a clear goal, their conversations a defined purpose (how to use in practice their shared meaning of

metacognition), and more importantly, they shared that purpose.

According to Leontiev (as cited in Engeström, 1987), there is not activity without a motive. In the

change laboratory what motivated the chain of actions teacher educators carried out was the need

to collectively find a possible answer to the task presented. This is the place of the task in this

intervention, since this presented a temporary but unified object to the teacher educators’ activity

system. In Leontiev’s words (as cited in Engeström, 1987) when what we do is subjected to a

purpose, then we can call that action.
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Analysis of the activity of investigating theoretical and practical understandings of the concept pf

metacognition brought to light that at least 35 actions were required to complete it. These actions

were prompted by the sub-tasks of the seven steps of the change laboratory, but what made them

possible was the interactions participants undertook, e.g. peer work, peer observation, and group

discussions. The 35 actions had a clear purpose and were aimed at one specific goal. When actions

align in their purpose there is activity.

Along with CHAT, two auxiliary lenses were used to draw this conclusion, the typology of action

and the typology of conversation. Analysing data through these lenses foregrounded the goals of the

35 actions and the purpose of conversations and discussions carried out in the change laboratory.

Although all 35 actions were important, the weight of actions 34 and 35 in helping teacher educators

explicitly surface contradictions in their theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition

must be highlighted.

The understory layer of the formative intervention also illuminated five major types of contradictions

that emerged in the teacher educators’ theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition.

Contradiction type one can be defined as participants’ reckoning that their knowledge of the learning

concept needed broadening. Contradiction type two consisted in teacher educators using the concept

in practice based on a misconstrued meaning of it. Contradiction type three showed that theoretical

understanding of the concept was not mature. The type four contradiction is one in which the

teacher educator may have the theoretical understanding of the concept but not the practical one,

and contradiction type five showed the lack of knowledge base of an untrained teacher.

The findings of this layer of analysis are significant in at least two major respects. First, by minutely

describing what happened when the four teacher educators engaged in the task of investigating their

theoretical and practical understandings of metacognition, it has been demonstrated the intricacy

of this activity. This task must not be assumed as a straight forward endeavour, something that

can be sorted out within a traditional-type professional development programme.

Second, the findings also suggest a task may turn into an activity if actions are purposeful and its

goal is collectively shared. This implies that to work out the contradictions between theoretical and

practical understandings is itself a purposeful and goal oriented process. It would be interesting to

investigate further the genesis of such contradictions and what it would take teacher educators to

tackle them.

Third, there are two strong emergent themes in the findings which must be pointed out: one is that

most of the teacher educators mentioned the lack of maturity of the concept of metacognition which

brings about the relevance of Vygotsky’s (1987) premise of the development of ordinary concepts

and their connection with scientific concepts. The other theme was the role of reflective thinking

to surface teacher educators’ contradictions.
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Chapter 7

The Canopy Layer

Introduction

The canopy of the Amazon rainforest is described as the richest of all layers1. The richness of the

Amazon’s canopy is appreciated in its density of flora and diversity of animals. The density of

branches and leaves build up a maze where most of the animals of the rainforest live. Its foliage

absorbs ultraviolet rays which protects millions of insects, birds and other small animals. This layer

is the main life sustaining source of the rainforest, it provides food, fruit and flowers for birds and

flying animals that inhabit it.

The richness of the intervention canopy is found in the extra layer of information it provided to better

understand the intricacy of the activity the teacher educators carried out in the change laboratory.

Finding this richness came from two factors. The first was the follow-up sessions of the change

laboratory, and the second was the continuation of data analysis out of the field. This analysis

at this layer illuminated and further our understanding of the activity. In the first place, to carry

out the activity of investigating theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition required

15 core actions. Second, the 15 core actions mediated six actions to co-construct understanding of

shared meaning of metacognition.

The analytical procedure.

In this layer, I undertook further analysis of the activity carried out in the change laboratory to

investigate teachers’ theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition. The analysis was

guided by two questions. The first question sought to understand, what was the interplay among

the 35 actions described in the understory layer. This first process of analysis can be comparable

1Information adapted from https://sciencing.com/ and https://www.nationalgeographic.com/
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to that of a gardener when pruning their garden. I then clustered the remaining actions according

to commonalities in their goals and purposes. Like the gardener, my purpose was to remove actions

that were not substantial to the activity, or that when cut off the activity could still happen. The

pruning of the 35 actions yielded clusters that made visible 15 actions, without which the activity

would not have been completed. I called these the 15 core actions of the activity.

The second question that guided this canopy layer of analysis was, what were the 15 core actions

mediating. Investigating what the core actions had mediated presupposed reading beyond the

purposes of conversations and moving to a new layer of interpretation. Hence the need to explicitly

draw on conceptual tools of my theoretical framework. In particular, the concepts of mediated

action and understanding, discussed in Chapter 2, were crucial to making visible the mediating role

of these actions in the activity of investigating theoretical and practical understanding of concept

of metacognition. Section 7.2 illustrates in detail this next step of the analytical process.

The new analysis of the 35 actions developed by using the emerging findings of the understory layer,

then condensing them, displaying and drawing and finally verifying new conclusions. Condensation

consisted in the selection and simplification of the actions. The display can be seen below in the

process of analysis of the 35 actions and later the 15 core actions. Finally, drawing and verifying

conclusions consisted in triangulating conceptual tools used to make sense of the mediating actions

surfaced in the final step of analysis of this layer.

7.1 Pruning and Clustering: From 35 to 15 Core Actions

The pruning and clustering of the 35 actions consisted in rereading their descriptions to select

those which illocutionary force may have played a decisive role in the completion of the activity

investigated. For instance, action 1: talking about the publishing of the article (step 1 of the change

laboratory) though important for the intervention as a whole, was not relevant to the activity, thus

it was not taken into account. Also, action 5: understanding the task for the next session (same

step 1), though relevant, was considered an auxiliary action, since it did not play a central role for

the activity. The other five actions that fell into this category of exclusion were actions 10, 17, 20,

25 and 30.

The next step of the analysis consisted in confirming the underlying purpose of the 28 selected

actions. After this, actions were renamed highlighting their underlying purpose, or what is to say,

what they had mediated for the activity. For example, action 2 originally identified as answering

the first questionnaire about metacognition, became surfacing teacher educators’ understanding

of the concept since this was the underlying function, or, what this action had mediated in the

participants. Table 7.1 shows how actions 2 to 4 turned into the core actions 1 to 3.
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Table 7.1: Core Actions 1-3

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core actions
2. Answering the first questionnaire about metacognition. 1. Surfacing understanding of the learning concept.
3. Sharing understanding of metacognition. 2. Sharing understanding of the learning concept with a peer.
4. Discussing understanding of metacognition collectively. 3. Sharing understanding of the learning concept as activity system

Next, through data display, I identified the clusters of actions which shared the same goal or

purpose. For instance, core action 4 is the result of a cluster of four actions of the step 2 of the

change laboratory. The reason being, the purpose and goals of the four initial actions led to the

same communicative purpose, as can be seen in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2: Core Action 4

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
6. Planning a lesson to show how understanding of metacognition is used in practice

4. Planning with a peer and showing them how
existing understanding of the concept was

used in practice.

7. Teaching/ observing the lesson.
8. Receiving feedback from peer.
9. Preparing report for the next session.

Core actions 5 and 6 emerged from actions 11 and 12 which happened in the first part of the third

step of the change laboratory. Core action 5 surfaced the goal of action 11 which was sharing teacher

educators’ current practices. Core action 6, made visible the goal of action 12 which was to give

the teacher educators an opportunity to appraise their current practices as a research community

of practice, see Table 7.3.

Table 7.3: Core actions 5-6

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
11. Presenting mirror evidence 5. Sharing current practices with the activity system.
12: Reporting about lesson observations and feedback 6. Appraising current practices with the activity system.

Actions 7, 8 and 9 originated from highlighting the goals of actions 13 to 16 which happened in

the second part of the third step of the change laboratory. In this step I introduced a conceptual

tool to the activity system, an updated article about metacognition. Core actions 7 to 9 are at the

intersection between the teacher educators’ old and the new theoretical and practical understanding

of metacognition. Confronting contradictions, core action 7, constructing a new meaning of the

concept, action 8, and sharing that new meaning, action 9, could possibly be the most determinant

moment of the co-construction of teacher educators’ new psychological sign. A new shared meaning

of metacognition, which was critical to carry out the task. Table 7.4 presents the original and core

actions emerging from them.

Core action 10 was foregrounded by merging actions 18 and 19 which overarching goal was to

individually propose a lesson outline to use shared meaning of metacognition in practice. Core

action 10, in Table 7.5, saw participants theorising practice by showing how to better use their new

psychological sign (shared meaning of the concept of metacognition) co-constructed by the research
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Table 7.4: Core Actions 7-9

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core actions
13. Reading about metacognitive skills. 7. Confronting contradictions in current

understanding of the learning concept.14. Understanding (confronting existing knowledge?)
15. Summarising information. 8. Constructing a new meaning of the concept.

16. Sharing information summarised with the activity system
9. Sharing meaning of the learning concept with the
activity system.

community of practice. The original actions 18 and 19 happened in the fourth step of the change

laboratory, and consisted in rereading the article about metacognition and individually creating a

lesson outline.

Table 7.5: Core Action 10

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
18. Rereading the article about metacognition.

10. Individually creating a lesson outline to mirror shared meaning in practice.
19. Creating a lesson outline to mirror shared meaning of metacognition in practice.

Core action 11 came about by foregrounding the common goal actions 21 to 24 shared. These

actions happened in the step five of the change laboratory and saw teacher educators negotiate

their individual lesson outlines to come up with one agreed lesson sequence to effectively mirror

their shared meaning of metacognition in practice, see Table 7.6. As explained in the understory,

this was one of the richest discussion of the intervention.

Table 7.6: Core Action 11

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
21. Presenting the outline of the lesson to mirror shared meaning of
metacognition in practice.

11. Sharing and negotiating lesson outlines
to create one to effectively mirror shared

meaning in practice.

22. Listening to proposals.
23. Negotiating the four proposals to create one collectively. & Activity System
24. Evaluating/ refining the lesson sequence.

Core action 12 came about from another cluster of four actions. The goals of actions 26 to 29

were aligned towards one common purpose: The planning of a lesson that used the agreed lesson

outline the teacher educators had co-constructed as a research community of practice. The four

actions happened in the sixth step, the backstage, of the change laboratory. Table 7.7 shows the

four actions that gave origin to core action 12.

Table 7.7: Core Action 12

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
26. Planning a lesson to try out the collectively created lesson outline. 12. Planning a lesson using

the agreed lesson outline, and showing
a peer how shared meaning
was mirrored in practice.

27. Teaching/ observing the lesson
28. Receiving feedback from a peer and student teachers.
29. Preparing reports for the next session.
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The underlying goal of action 31 was to share the new practices by teacher educators when teaching

the lesson planned according to the lesson sequence co-constructed by the activity system. This

is core action 13 which had initially been described in the understory layer as presenting mirror

evidence about new practices, as shown in Table 7.8.

Table 7.8: Core Action 13

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
31. Presenting mirror evidence of new practices. 13. Sharing new practices with the activity system.

The cluster of actions 32 and 33 emerged as these two actions shared the goal of appraising new

practices and reflecting about them, hence giving origin to core action 14. In Table 7.9 it can be

appreciated how actions 32 and 33 were initially described in the understory layer.

Table 7.9: Core Action 14

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
32. Reporting lesson observations and feedback given. 14. Appraising new practices

(Reflecting: why this is critical for
student teachers) as activity system

33. Discussing the importance of explicitly addressing the value of
metacognitive strategies with student teachers.

The final core action is number 15 which ultimate goal was to confront contradictions surfaced

in the old theoretical and practical understanding of the concept of metacognition. As shown in

Table 7.10, this core action came about by highlighting the common goal actions 34 and 35 shared.

Table 7.10: Core Action 15

Originally Identified Actions Corresponding Core Action
34. Answering the questionnaire about metacognition to contrast prior
perceptions to the present ones.

15. Confronting contradictions
in the old theoretical and practical

understanding of the learning concept.
35. Evaluating the formative intervention, and theoretical-practical
understanding of metacognition before and after the change laboratory.
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Going from the 35 actions described in the understory to the 15 core actions meant looking beyond

what teacher educators were doing, that is, this layer of analysis focused not in what the action

was (description done in the understory layer), but in which way the action had contributed to

the completion of teacher educators’ activity. Pursuing this line of analysis paid off as the goals of

the actions were more clearly foregrounded, thus revealing in some cases what teacher educators’

mental functions the actions had mediated. However, were the 15 core actions enough to explain

the activity of comparing theoretical to practical understanding of the concept of metacognition?

This question is addressed in the next moment of analysis of this layer.

7.2 Surfacing Mediating Actions: From 15 Core to Six Me-

diating Actions

Further analysis of the interplay among the 15 core actions foregrounded that they had medi-

ated six actions to share theo-practical understanding of a new shared meaning of metacognition.

These six mediated actions were: 1) making theoretical understanding of metacognition visible; 2)

making practical understanding of metacognition visible; 3) co-constructing theoretical meaning of

metacognition as an activity system; 4) co-constructing practical meaning of metacognition as an

activity system (theoretically); 5) co-constructing practical meaning of metacognition as an activ-

ity system (practically), and 6) confronting surfaced contradictions in the old theoretical-practical

understanding of metacognition.

I followed the same analytic moments that made visible the 15 core actions. This time the 15 core

actions became the data to be analysed, using data display as shown in Figure 7.1 surfaced the

first pattern which was that the 15 core actions belonged into two categories, that is, the goals of

some actions appeared to be explicitly related to either theoretical or practical understanding of

metacognition. This is how the two categories (actions about theory and actions about practice)

shown in Figure 7.1 came about.
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Figure 7.1: 15 Core Actions to investigate theoretical and practical understanding of the learning
concept metacognition.

This display was saying that more digging was necessary, that is, further investigation of the 15 core

actions was crucial. It was apparent that what had emerged in the previous part of the analysis was

only the tip of the iceberg, the surface of what the actions of the understory had possibly mediated.

Therefore, analysis would need to continue. This time the questions that guided my search were 1)

what was the interplay among the 15 core actions? and 2) how much more had they mediated in

the activity investigated?

Next, the display also made visible the clusters of core actions. They come to light by questioning

what the core actions could possibly have in common. For instance, in the case of the first cluster,

what was the interplay among the first three core actions? Other than what the three actions had

in common (all were about theoretical understanding). In other words, what I set to find this time

was whether there was a bigger purpose or aim of those core actions. I sought to understand what

exactly these three core actions were mediating for the activity. This is how the first mediated

action emerged, see Figure 7.2.

Pursuing this line of questioning made visible that the underlying purpose of the first cluster was

that teacher educators made public their private, personal understanding of metacognition. Put

another way, actions 1 to 3 mediated the action of making teacher educators’ understanding of

metacognition visible to themselves and their activity system as shown in Figure 7.2. To reach this
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conclusion demanded rereading the goals of the actions and the transcripts of teacher educators’

conversations to confirm their discursive purposes.

Figure 7.2: Six mediated actions to co-construct understanding of theo-practical meaning of
metacognition.

These mediated actions brought about the underlying purpose of the 15 core actions. The different

shades of greys in the illustration highlight whether the cluster of core actions was mediating,

primarily, theory or practice based understanding of metacognition. There are three shades because

in some if the clusters it was difficult to decide whether the action was aiming at theoretical or

practical understanding. Thus, it was decided it may have been both. That was the reason why

there are theo-practical mediated actions.

However, although this new layer of analysis had led to a deeper understanding of the activity, I

still had two questions to answer. What did these six mediated actions meant as a whole, what were

they saying about the activity of investigating theoretical and practical understandings of learning

concepts? These questions demanded, revisiting the conversations of the participants once again,

and linking to theory to try and form explanations, possible hypothesis and inferences.

Something that was more salient this time I was rereading the conversations and answers of the

participants to interviews was how they all pointed at understanding when they were appraising the
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formative intervention. The understanding they were talking about was not individual, it had been

co-constructed. This was what the mediated actions appeared to be leading to, the co-construction

of shared Understanding of the meaning of metacognition.

The significance of this finding, aside from helping understand better the activity carried out in the

formative intervention, is that it corroborated that focusing on mediation to advance my under-

standing of the activity was a sound approach. In support of this inference, I situate my explanation

in some of the theoretical bases of this study. First, the idea of mediated action by Vygotsky, and

second, the concept of understanding.

7.2.1 Mediated action.

The six actions appeared to be mediating the four teacher educators’ co-construction of a theo-

practical understanding of their shared meaning of metacognition as a community of practice. This

finding highlighted the important role that meaning played in the construction of understanding.

More than that, it demonstrated the relevance of Wittgenstein and Anscombe’s (1953) conception of

meaning as use, which highlights that the same word will have a different meaning depending on the

context and the community that uses it. For as a prerequisite for a co-construction of theoretical-

practical understanding of metacognition, these teacher educators had to simultaneously undertake

the task of collectively constructing its meaning.

These mediated actions also highlighted the undeniable dialectical relationship between theory and

practice, a premise substantially supported by Vygotsky (1987). This idea will be further discussed

when addressing the six mediated actions individually. However, I turn first to examine how the

concept of mediation as understood by Vygotsky is connected with the activity investigated in this

study.

Defined as “the process through which the social and the individual mutually shape each other”,

the concept of mediation is at the core of Vygotsky’s legacy to social science (Daniels, 2015, p. 35).

The social condition of mediation resides in the origin of the tools and psychological tools which

Vygotsky claims to be the vehicle for mediation. Though they operate at different levels2, what the

tools and psychological tools have in common is that they are born out of the social relation with

other people in the external world. Hence, they are influenced by the culture and context where

they are produced. In the case of tools, these are useful material artefacts that operate outwards,

whereas a sign is a more ideal artifact intended to operate inwards. As (Daniels, 2015) argues, signs

“direct the mind and behaviour”.

To examine this argument, it is important to situate it in the context of the activity investigated

2A thorough explanation of how Vygotsky first conceived tools and signs to operate, and how his concept developed
throughout his short life is presented by Blunden (2015b) and Miller (2011)
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in this case study by looking at two aspects. First, it is considered the tools and signs through

which mediation is made possible. Engeström’s (1987) argues that by improving their tools, human

beings improve their practices. This argument has a new meaning in light of the six mediated

actions revealed in this layer of analysis, and the role of the change laboratory is more evident too.

When I presented the second task to the teacher educators, the change laboratory became a real

workshop of/for practice enabling these four teacher educators a chance to improve the tools they

use in their practice. In other words, they could qualitatively improve two conceptual tools they

use when teaching: the concepts or ‘prior knowledge’ and ‘metacognition’. The chance to achieve

what Stetsenko and Arievitch (2002) call the crystallisation of cultural tools human beings create

to become competent members of a community (p.87).

According to Blunden (2012) the concept of tools and mediation can be traced to Hegel’s attempt

to resolve the problems of the Kant’s legacy (p. 105). The making and use of tools for labour and

its continuous improvement is for Hegel what maintains the cultural development of communities

(Blunden, 2012, pp. 106-107). Accepting this premise demands that we accept that if the effort

to improve the work tools is collective, then shared understanding must be a prerequisite. This

prerequisite is what the six actions identified appeared to be mediating when the teacher educators

were collectively creating a lesson outline to effectively use their shared meaning of metacognition

in practice. Another example when that shared understanding was needed was when they were

trying to decide whether the new teaching practice was effective or not, and evaluating what else

should their system activity do to improve that conceptual tool.

The second aspect to examine is that the six mediated actions could explain the participants’ per-

ception that their understanding of metacognition had actually improved. One possible explanation

for this perception of change can be found in the cycle of meaning-making of understanding that

can be seen in the mediated actions. As Figure 7.2 shows, the first action mediated that teacher

educators could actually ‘see’ their theoretical understanding of metacognition, which may have

been something they had not done in this manner before. The second action mediated the visi-

bility of their practical understanding of metacognition, again, something they may not have had

the chance to experience before. The third action mediated the collective building of meaning of

metacognition. The fourth action contributed by mediating the co-construction of a ‘theory’ of

practical meaning of metacognition. The fifth mediated the co-construction of practical meaning

and the sixth allowed the teacher educators to consciously confront their contradictions in both their

theoretical and practical understanding of their meaning of metacognition. Therefore, if the mean-

ing of metacognition was being re-signified, it is fair to conclude the six actions must have mediated

a better understanding of it. Said otherwise, the collective effort of metacognition meaning-making

helped mediate a better individual understanding of the concept as well.
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7.2.2 Mediating Shared understanding.

In defining understanding Newton (2011) highlights two features that may prevent shared under-

standing in an activity system. The first is that most understandings are to a certain extend

‘idiosyncratic’, and the second is that they are ‘polymorphic’ (Newton, 2011). The idiosyncrasy in

understanding is due to the prior knowledge that the learner carries to a new situation (Newton,

2011, pp. 20-21). Its polymorphism, on the other hand, appears to be explained in that under-

standings vary according to where and when they are built. What this implies is that even within

a community of practice there is room for difference in understandings among its members. This

was something the six mediated actions helped re-mediate by allowing the teacher educators con-

struct a shared understanding based on the resignification of metacognition achieved in the change

laboratory.

To explain my assertion, I draw on Ritchhart et al. (2011), to present how each mediated action

came about, what they meant, and how they have contributed to building shared understanding

of the meaning of metacognition in these four teacher educators. Ritchhart et al. (2011) suggest

that to foster understanding in their students, teachers can help them by prompting certain types

of thinking. They assure to promote understanding in students, teachers must encourage them to

observe closely and describe what’s there, to build explanations and interpretations, to reason with

evidence, to make connections, to consider different viewpoints and perspectives and to capture the

heart and form conclusions (Ritchhart et al., 2011, p. 11). These six types of thinking provide a

guide to comprehending the role the mediated actions played for the participants to build shared

understanding.

Making theoretical understanding of metacognition visible.

When a learner faces a new challenge the competence they possess to resolve it is what we know as

“prior or pre-understanding” (Miller, 2011, p. 377). Miller insists that it is called this way because

only until the problematic situation is resolved, it can be determined if the existent competence

was enough for the learner to succeed in solving the situation. Newton (2011) and Ritchhart et

al. (2011) seem to agree with Miller (2011) in that to acquire new understanding the learner must

suppress their prior understanding so as not to impede the new learning. In view of these premises,

making teachers’ understanding of metacognition visible reveals its value in the process of mediating

shared understanding.

Core actions 1 to 3 mediated making teacher educators’ theoretical understanding of metacognition

visible to themselves and to the activity system. This mediated action opened a door for teacher

educators to put their current personal and subjective theoretical understanding of the concept of

metacognition out there into the activity system for them and others to see. What this action
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mediated was a matter of acknowledging teacher educators’ pre-understanding of the concept of

metacognition that they brought to face the challenge in the second task of the formative interven-

tion.

The place of making theoretical understanding visible was truly understood at the end of the

intervention when it emerged that the underlying purpose of the teacher educators’ activity was

to build shared understanding of the new shared meaning of metacognition. This process may

have been hindered or not happened at all if it had been “predicated on inadequate existing or

pre-understanding” which Miller (2011) argues happens when prior understanding is not engaged.

Figure 7.2 shows the three core actions that mediated the visibility of teacher educators’ theoretical

understanding of metacognition.

The four teacher educators needed to be aware of their theoretical pre-understanding of metacog-

nition as a starting point of the process of co-constructing new understanding of metacognition.

This process of visibility of current understanding was mediated through teacher educators’ con-

scious thinking about their existing understanding of metacognition, and through the written mirror

evidence they had collected of their pre- understanding, in which they also identify existing con-

tradictions. Succinctly put, what the teacher educators gained with this mediated action was to

closely observe what was there, as (Ritchhart et al., 2011) would put it.

The importance of this mediated action is that making visible the teacher educators’ existing under-

standing of the concept of metacognition was a necessary starting point to build shared understand-

ing of it. The activity system required negotiation and agreement of the meaning of metacognition.

From a CHAT perspective, perhaps, this can be viewed as a step into surfacing the historicy of the

tools (psychological concepts and signs) the teacher educators used in practice. These tools may

have been cultivated with other activity systems that these educators were part of in their earlier

professional lives, also as students and student teachers.

Making practical understanding of metacognition visible.

Core actions 4 to 6 mediated making teacher educators’ practical understanding of metacognition

visible. If making teacher educators’ theoretical understanding of metacognition was important for

the reasons exposed in the previous section, then their practical understanding ought to be visible

too, as this is the extension of the former. Therefore, failing to make teacher educators’ practical

understanding visible could have led to a partial shared understanding of metacognition. It could,

thus, be said that making practical understanding visible was the continuation of the first mediated

action. This mediated action gave teacher educators the opportunity to ‘show’ their cultivated

experiential understanding of metacognition for them and their activity system.

As teacher educators we rarely have the chance to look at our practices since we are immersed in
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them. The busy schedules of the workplace prevent us from doing so, and/or when we have time

to talk about our practices, we may not actually investigate indepth the theory underpinning our

‘doing’ (J. Loughran, 2019). J. Loughran argues that not to be aware of this theoretical underpinning

obscures the perception of the educator about their professional knowledge. Similarly, J. Loughran

appears to suggest that what causes the problem is that the teacher’s practical knowledge is not

explicit.

The problem of not seeing what we do, or, not thinking why we do it, is that our actions may

be grounded on unconsciously cultivated assumptions and beliefs we do not necessarily know of as

Dewey (1933) warns us. Also, as Miller (2011) has asserted “the reasons we provide for our actions

are predicated on understandings that are usually taken for granted and underpin the particular

form of our actions” (Miller, 2011, p. 376). The way he sees this is that people in general tend to

confuse reason with intent. He explains that when providing a reason for an action, the agent who

produces the action relies on a prior or pre-understanding to produce the necessary action (Miller,

2011). For instance, standing on a chair to reach an object presupposes the understanding that the

chair will serve to elevate and bring one closer to the object (Miller, 2011). This understanding

could be the product of self-regulation or could be learned through instruction or other-regulation

(Miller, 2011, p. 376).

Therefore, in an intervention where teacher educators were investigating their theoretical and prac-

tical understandings of learning concepts, it was apparent that their practical pre-understandings

needed to be brought to the surface. In the first place because the visibility of teacher educators’

practices must have been what prompted them to question the how and why of their practices;

or at the very least, to consciously realise that there were contradictions between their theoretical

and practical understandings of the learning concept. Becoming aware, starting to question what

was there appeared to be the contribution of this mediated action to the main activity of teacher

educators’ co-construction of understanding of metacognition.

It was critical to bring to the open assumptions that guided teacher educators’ use of metacognition

in their practices, given that part of what fuels practices is their understanding of theories. This

mediated action reminds us that when talking about pedagogical practices, we ought to see them for

what they are, an intersection of theoretical and practical understandings of conceptual tools. The

dialectical relation between theory and practice is highlighted by this mediated action. Figure 7.2

shows the core actions that made up this mediated action.

Co-constructing theoretical meaning of metacognition as an activity system.

Core actions 7 to 9 mediated the co-construction of theoretical meaning of metacognition as an

activity system. What this meant was that it is very likely that in the first two mediated actions

the teacher educators were becoming aware of contradictions at theoretical and practical level which
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must have in turn triggered a process of resignification of the concept of metacognition. Therefore,

the three core actions that underpin this mediating action (confronting contradictions, individually

constructing new meaning of metacognition, sharing meaning with the activity) must have acted

as the final nudge that the process of re-signification of metacognition needed to come to fruition.

To comprehend the place the co-construction of theoretical meaning of metacognition as an activity

system played in achieving shared understanding it is essential to revise what can be called meaning-

making. Dewey (1933) is suggestive here as he argued there are clues to look for to investigate if a

person has grasped the meaning of a thing or an event. For him meaning making is about “seeing it

(the event, situation, or thing) in its relations (originally in italics) to other things: to note how it

operates or functions, what consequences follow from it, what causes it, what uses it can be put to”

(Dewey, 1933, p. 137). Dewey adds, all type of knowledge and scientific quest has a main purpose:

“clothing things and events with meaning” aiming, thus, to understand them (Dewey, 1933, p. 138).

Although it was impossible to conclude that the teacher educators engaged in all the actions Dewey

argues are involved in meaning making, evidence at the end of the change laboratory supported

the conclusion that theoretical meaning of metacognition was mediated. For instance, when in

action 35 TE1 claimed the concept she had of metacognition was not whole, that it was missing

something (see Subsection 6.1.9 on page 156) gained new meaning in this light. Drawing on Dewey’s

explanation of meaning making it became clear this participant probably meant that she had not

grasped the whole meaning of metacognition, as if she had not explicitly seen it in relation to other

concepts. As TE1, the rest of her colleagues implied their understanding of metacognition was not

‘mature’ enough, or that they did not know how to use metacognition in practice, as shown in

Figure 6.4 when the teacher educators’ contradictions come to the surface. It is therefore possible

to conclude that this action mediated the creation of a new common language and meaning for

talking about metacognition in the educators’ activity system.

Wittgenstein’s (as cited in Schroeder, 2006) view of ‘meaning is use’ can help us to understand

how the participants built that needed shared meaning of metacognition. If meaning is use, a)

this implies it happens in practice; and b) the possible ways to build it is through language, in

conversations, and interacting. These are the conditions which were prioritised through the change

laboratory, as can be seen in actions 7 to 9 in Figure 7.2 which underline this mediated action.

The other implication of Wittgenstein’s explanation of meaning is that it highlights its situational

condition. This implies that the meaning one (teacher educator) assigns to learning concepts change

as we use them, talk about them, and most importantly as we move from one activity system to

another and use them in our practices. Wittgenstein insisted “Any instance of speech, it seems,

relies on the speaker’s meaning something by his words” (as cited in Schroeder, p. 146). In the

change laboratory that meaning also emerged from the doing and using of the concept in practice.



179
Co-constructing practical meaning of metacognition as an activity system (in the-

ory).

Core actions 10 and 11 mediated the co-construction of a collective hypothesis of teacher educators’

about how to use their shared meaning of metacognition in practice. This mediated action was the

outcome of negotiating teacher educators’ individual hypothesis (individual lesson outlines) about

how their shared meaning of metacognition should be used in practice. In essence, this mediated

action became a bridge between theory and practice. That is, the teacher educators had the

possibility to collectively theorise about their practice which must have showed teacher educators

a pathway to transition from theory to practice, and how to walk that fine line when one becomes

the other.

Most importantly, this action must have served to show the teacher educators that as individu-

als they all had a different practical understanding of metacognition which could be enhanced or

qualified with their colleagues’ understanding. Thus, the hypothesis (the agreed lesson outline)

created as an activity system had become more robust and pedagogically grounded. That is to say,

this action mediated the collective creation of a conceptual tool for these educators to use in their

context at work.

The underlying value of this mediated collective action may explain the binding effect of the lesson

outline. As discussed in chapter 6, at the end of the negotiation of the four individual lesson outlines

the participants manifested a certain sense of achievement that they did not express in the trial

change laboratory of the intervention (see Sub-subsection 6.1.6 on page 125). Furthermore, in their

subsequent planning of their new lessons (see fourth step of the second change laboratory) the

participants felt compelled to respect their agreed lesson outline and follow it.

Co-constructing practical meaning of metacognition as an activity system (in prac-

tice).

Core actions 12 to 14 mediated the co-construction of practical meaning of metacognition as an

activity system. This was the complement of the previous mediated action. While the previous

mediated action had given teacher educators the chance of theorising about their practice (through

the creation of the agreed lesson outline), this action led to the place where they could test their

hypothesis of practice while teaching. This action mediated the creation of a shared language of

their practices about metacognition.

This mediated action also made visible the challenges of using the shared meaning of a learning

concept in practice. While the previous action had mediated the hypothesis of an agreed lesson

outline that proposed how to go about using their shared meaning of metacognition in practice,

this mediated action facilitated that teacher educators confronted that hypothesis while testing it
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in their real teaching practices. Therefore, it was likely that this action mediated the surfacing of

challenges in their ‘new’ practice which must have led teacher educators to reflect on their ‘theory’

or hypothesis about their practices, that is, why the contradictions between theory and practice.

The value of this mediated action for the collective co-construction of understanding these educators

were building resides in that confrontation. This was an understanding of, for and in practice; to

parallel this action to the idea of Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999a) about how the three types of

knowledge about practice influence what teachers do. That is to say, teacher educators were drawing

on their theoretically co-constructed idea of practice, they were testing that in their practices and by

questioning it (which they did when they appraised their lessons), expanding their learning about

both their theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition.

Confronting surfaced contradictions in the old theoretical and practical understand-

ing of metacognition.

The final core action mediated the confrontation of surfaced contradictions in pre-understandings

of metacognition teacher educators had brought to the change laboratory. This action made pos-

sible an explicit moment of teacher educators’ reflection upon their theoretical and practical pre-

understandings of metacognition which may have led to confronting them and consolidating their

co-construction of new understanding.

To explain how this may have happened, it is necessary to evaluate the place of contradictions for

CHAT. First of all, a contradiction by definition is a problematic situation that develops throughout

the existence of activity systems and in all of its components. A contradiction is an essential part

of any learning activity, since when the activity system recognises them they are compelled to

“reassessing and negotiating their tools and goals” (P. Grossman & Dean, 2019, p. 158). Hence, in

CHAT contradictions are an opportunity for expansive learning. However, Engeström (2001) warns,

for expansive learning to happen, the inner contradictions of the system have to be historically

located. The seeking of origins of contradictions is, in a manner of speaking, an investigative task

that helps locate the reasons for them which, in principle, is the first task of a researcher attempting

to solve a problem.

The significance of surfacing contradictions in this intervention was that teacher educators got to

explicitly see them. This action also meant that teacher educators could verbalise their ‘problems’

and share them with the activity system. When you can see what is problematic, you may be

prompted to think about possible ways to solve it. This is what this action appears to have mediated,

a process of reflective thinking through which teacher educators confronted their contradictions.

On the subject of reflective thinking Dewey(1933) stated that it aims at conclusion, and that it is

different from ordinary thinking because “it has a purpose” which means the person has control
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over their ideas (Dewey, 1933, p. 6). This type of thinking, Dewey insisted, “impels to inquiry”,

which these teacher educators engaged in from the beginning of the formative intervention. To

comprehend what reflective thinking implies for learning in teachers we need to look at a more

situated concept put forward by Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999a). What they call ‘inquiry as

stance’ is a concept of how teachers learn derived from their notion of ‘knowledge of practice’.

The premise behind knowledge of practice recognises the dialectic relationship of knowledge gained

through practice and theory to achieve better understanding of teaching practices, which is another

way to say that teachers learn “from inquiry within communities” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999a,

p. 250).

Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s (1999a) concept of ‘inquiry as stance” has some common features to

J. J. Loughran’s (2004) concept of self-study which encourages teachers to inquire or reflect upon

what they do in practice, what they know and understand. Both identify the need for teachers to

engage in purposeful thinking about what they do and know to gain better understanding about

how they learn and consequently improve it.

The most important contribution of this mediated action for the process of co-constructing un-

derstanding about the meaning of metacognition is that it prompted reflective thinking as many

of the sub-tasks depended on it. Put differently, this mediated action particularly created the

moment-space for the participants, to stop and think about their contradictions surfaced all along

the change laboratory. To validate this point we need to go back to the original actions that

underlined this mediated action. Actions 30 to 35 of the second change laboratory involved evalu-

ating the planning of the lesson following their agreed lesson sequence, presenting mirror evidence

of new practices, appraising that new practice, discussing the importance of explicitly addressing

the value of metacognitive strategies with student teachers, answering the second questionnaire of

metacognition, and evaluating the intervention.

It can be inferred that while the activity system was engaged in reflecting and inquiring into their

own practices, they may have been co-constructing or sharing theoretical and practical understand-

ing of their shared meaning of metacognition. This inference is drawn on the types of thinking

actions involved in understanding according to Ritchhart et al.’s (2011), which illustrate what the

participants did throughout the formative intervention.

Investigating theoretical and practical understandings of metacognition included teacher educators

observing and describing closely the contradictions in theoretical and practical understanding. It

also saw teacher educators building explanations and interpreting those contradictions, reasoning

with evidence (collected in many of the steps of the change laboratory), making connections and

considering their colleagues’ viewpoints to finally reach a conclusion. This was seen in the data with

instances of teacher educators saying: “I thought I knew”, “I thought I was doing it”, or simply “I

did not know” (From TE3, TE1, TE2 in actions 34 and 35).
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The conclusions reached by these teacher educators highlights the significance of this mediated

action for teacher educators’ learning. If surfacing contradictions is a condition for learning to

happen, then the chances that the teacher educators might have expanded their learning about

their practices are high. Also, if learning is a socio cultural process, as Vygotsky, Engeström, Lave

and Wenger claim, then, sharing a common language and having a mutual understanding is critical.

7.3 Synthesis-Discussion

The most significant finding of this layer was that while the teacher educators were engaged in

the task of investigating their theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition, the co-

construction of understanding and meaning of metacognition was underway. The co-construction

of that understanding of metacognition was mediated by six actions, namely, 1) making theoretical

understanding of metacognition visible; 2) making practical understanding of metacognition visible;

3) co-constructing theoretical meaning of metacognition as an activity system; 4) co-constructing

practical meaning of metacognition as an activity system (theoretically); 5) co-constructing prac-

tical meaning of metacognition as an activity system (practically), and 6) confronting surfaced

contradictions in the old theoretical-practical understanding of metacognition.

These mediated actions demonstrated how the teacher educators navigated between theory and

practice of metacognition, and theorised and tested those theories in practice. It can thus be sug-

gested that the mediated actions led to the improvement of teacher educators’ conceptual tools

and psychological signs. As, they prompted the surfacing and confronting of contradictions in the

existing teacher educators’ understandings, and their reflection upon the implications such contra-

dictions had in teacher educators’ practices. Examples of this improvement can be found in their

resignifying of the learning concept, the collective proposal of a lesson outline to use metacognition

in practice, and a new practical approach to use the concept in practice while teaching.

The main conclusion to be drawn from this layer of findings is that without the presence of media-

tion the outcome of the formative intervention would probably not have come into existence. In fact,

the intervention and the change laboratory were the main mediated conceptual tools that shaped

the activity. Particularly, the interactions that germinated in the change laboratories, because me-

diation is the process through which the social and the individual shape each other (Daniels, 2015).

For instance, the diverse forms of interactions throughout the intervention allowed the participants

to make their individual contribution to the activity system and this in return contributed to further

the individual development of each teacher educator.

Another aspect brought to light in this layer of analysis is the conceptual tools teacher educators

created during the intervention that mediated a better theoretical and practical understanding of

the concept of metacognition. This finding validates what A. Leontiev (1978) and Engeström (1987)



183
argue about the improvement of cultural tools as, according to them, changes in practices are the

outcome of such improvement. Put differently, this finding suggests that the improvement of the

conceptual tool (the use of metacognition in practice) leads to a qualitative improvement of the

teacher educator’s psychological sign (theoretical understanding of metacognition), and vice-versa.

Thus the dialectical relationship between theory and practice.

The findings that emerged in this layer suggest that to build shared understanding demands ex-

plicitly and purposefully aimed actions from the activity system. This activity requires collective

commitment and the guidance of a knowledgeable other (KO) to lead the discussions, and analysis

of the activity as it happens. It is very likely these teacher educators would have learnt more about

their theoretical and practical understandings of metacognition had they had the opportunity to

conduct the detailed analysis I did off the field. Trying to make sense of the collected data was

critical to reveal the whole process of understanding (meaning-making and shared meaning process)

of the activity the teacher educators carried out.

The most meaningful takeaway from this layer is how it advances our understanding about teacher

educators’ learning. In the first place, the findings show this process is both collective and individual.

That is to say, teacher educators’ individual theories, the small-t- theories Korthagen et al. (2006),

must be recognised to attempt a collective undertaking of understanding how theory and practice

intertwine while teaching about teaching.

This finding has an important implication for the design of the workplace of teacher educators. I

would contend that in view of what has emerged in this layer teacher educators’ workplaces should

operate as a permanent change laboratory in which they can theorise about teaching-learning and

challenge their theories in practice. A practice that will acknowledge the dialectical relationship

between theory and practice flowing.

A more indepth approach to the place of learning and understanding for the activity investigated

in this study will be addressed in the emergent layer. As we are left now with one final question to

ponder. Can it be affirmed that what happened to the activity system is an example of expansive

learning?
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Chapter 8

The Emergent Layer

Introduction

The emergent layer of the intervention consisted in drawing and confirming the final conclusions

of the study. The emergent layer brings to the surface that (while engaged in the formative inter-

vention) the four teacher educators co-constructed understanding of what learning/teaching about

teaching means for their activity system. This is what Engeström (2009) calls redefining the object

of their activity system.

The emergent layer of the Amazon’s rainforest is the place for the tallest and perhaps longest living

trees in the ecosystem. Paradoxically, conditions of this layer such as extreme sunlight, and strong

winds make it somehow inhospitable for animals and plants alike 1. This is why it is not the most

populated layer. There are some similarities in that with the emergent layer of this case study.

First, in the Amazon rainforest the trees that make it to the emergent layer benefit from the other

three layers, but also protect them from the most severe weather conditions. The same can be

said about the findings of this layer of the intervention. On the one hand, they are a fruition of

what started to develop in the intervention floor, and then continued to develop in the understory

and canopy. On the other hand, these findings give us clues about how to improve conditions and

actions of the other three layers of the activity.

Second, like the trees in the Amazon rainforest’ emergent layer, an activity system always has to

face unfavourable conditions and inner contradictions that may, if not prevent, slow down the cycles

of teacher educators’ expansive pedagogical learning. Thus, it is difficult to determine how far this

activity will develop. That will depend on the activity system’s agency, and many other variables

which are beyond the scope of this study.

1Information adapted from https://www.nationalgeographic.org/encyclopedia/rain-forest/
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The next subsection describes the analytical process followed in this layer.

The analytical procedure.

In this layer the analysis of the activity came to a successful fruition. The conditions created in the

change laboratory initiating phase were critical in prompting the 35 actions of the understory. The

pruning of these actions foregrounded the 15 core actions of the activity which in turn mediated six

actions to co-construct theoretical and practical understanding of shared meaning of metacognition

in the canopy. However, further scrutiny of all findings brought to the surface that all actions and

interactions had led to the co-construction of understanding of the object of the teacher educators’

activity system.

To reach this conclusion demanded returning to the tenets of expansive learning. This time all

findings were scrutinised through the googles of expansive learning; however, this time I looked

at the findings with the purpose of answering the following questions; 1) Could what the teachers

educators experienced during the intervention be called a cycle of expansive learning? 2) If so, what

did they learn?, 3) If not, what to call this?

The final conclusion from this analysis is that what the teacher educators experienced was a cycle

of expansive pedagogical learning. To verify this conclusion I analysed data from the six folow-up

meetings of the intervention. These sessions presented a clear opportunity to find out what had

happened seven months after the intervention. Also, they allowed me to confirm my interpretation

of what had happened during the intervention.

The analytical process that took place in this layer allowed me to shift from the parts to the whole

of the activity. That is to say, from the abstract to the concrete of the activity, or as A. Sannino et

al. (2016) would put it, I achieved a theoretical abstraction of the task teacher educators engaged

in the intervention. This matters because this new layer of findings presents clues to the underlying

question of this research: how teacher educators learn, and suggests it is through a cycle of expansive

pedagogical learning.

8.1 A Cycle of Expansive Learning

The idea of a cycle of expansive pedagogical learning draws on the theory of expansive learning

introduced by Yrjö Engeström (1987). After having examined the original concept of Engeström

(see chapter 2 for more details about it), I argue for an amended definition toward the use of the

term expansive pedagogical learning in the context of this case study. As introduced in chapter 2,

Engeström (1987) defines expansive learning as
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“...a historically new type of learning which emerges as practitioners struggle through devel-
opmental transformations in their activity systems, moving across collective zones of proximal
development” (Engeström, 1987, p. 7).

There are other characteristics of expansive learning put forward by Engeström. First, learning

expands once the activity system works together to resolve its inner contradictions. Second, those

contradictions bring with them a history that must be traced and acknowledged. Third, it is only

by identifying the origin of its internal contradictions that the activity system may be successful in

facing them. Fourth, expansive learning is not the outcome of decisions made outside the activity

system, rather, it is the co-construction of its multi-voices. Lastly, a key feature of expansive

learning is that it develops in cycles Engeström (2001).

To explicate how expansive learning happens Engeström’s borrowed from another concept present

in the first generation of CHAT. He argues: “Expansive learning bases on the dialectics of ascending

from the abstract to the concrete” (Engeström, 1987, p. 11).

Since one of the guiding questions of this layer of analysis is whether the teacher educators of the

study expanded their learning, I now further elaborate on the concept of going from the abstract

to the concrete. I use it as a goggle to look at findings of the preceding layers anew, seeking to

illuminate how my study aligns and maybe extends the theory of expansive learning.

The following three subsections examines more closely three facets of the theory to address the

following aspects. The first is to consider if there was an instance of ascending from the abstract to

the concrete in this formative intervention. The second subsection considers if the contradictions

that the teacher educators addressed led to the formation of a germ cell. The third is if the teacher

educators’ learning expanded, how it expanded. Through this analysis I sought to confirm or

disconfirm whether what happened in the intervention was a cycle of expansive learning.

8.1.1 Ascending from the abstract to the concrete.

The concept of ascending from the abstract to the concrete highlights that to grasp the meaning

of a phenomena two types of abstractions are needed, one is empirical and the other is theoretical

(A. Sannino & Engeström, 2017). The differences between them is that while empirical abstraction

focuses on the “superficial features of the phenomena”, theoretical abstraction “refers to its genetic

origin” (A. Sannino & Engeström, 2017, p. 83). Sannino and Engeström claim that representing

phenomena only from the empirical abstraction is incomplete. Theoretical abstraction is needed

as it provides a “modeling of a functional relationship that explains the simple principle behind a

complex whole” (A. Sannino & Engeström, 2017, p. 83).

If ascending from the abstract to the concrete is evidence of expansive learning then it can be

suggested that the activity the teacher educators realised during the intervention must have led to



187
expanding their learning. A reason why this can be asserted is that data showed how the teacher

educators moved from some initial or partial meaning of metacognition which they seemed to be

saying in action 35 in their answers the second group interview. See TE1 and TE3 answers in

Excerpts 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 :

Excerpt 8.1.1. From the abstract to the concrete 1

Pues yo también hab́ıa léıdo y más que léıdo teńıa el concepto como cortico, como sin termi-

narlo. (TE1. 2nd Group Interview, 03-11-17)

Well, I had also read and more than read I had not the full concept, as if unfinished.

Excerpt 8.1.2. From the abstract to the concrete 2

Yo realmente solo teńıa el concepto. ¡Y eso, créıa que lo teńıa! Porque, en serio, esto es

much́ısimo más. (TE3. 2nd Group Interview, 03-11-17)

I really only had the concept. That is, I thought I had it! Because, seriously, this is so much

more.

These answers gain a new meaning in this layer in the light of the concept of ascending from the

abstract to the concrete. When TE1 claimed the concept she had of metacognition was ‘cortico’, as

if ‘unfinished’, or when TE3 stated she ‘only had the concept’, they seemed to mean that they had

only grasped a superficial meaning (an empirical abstraction) of metacognition, not the concrete

one. Put in Davidov’s words (as cited in Engeström, 1987), metacognition was “a mere word”

empty of meaning.

As explained more fully in Chapter 2 the concept of ascending from the abstract to the concrete

is a pillar of expansive learning theory, as this implies “a rich reconceptualization of the object of

the activity” (A. Sannino et al., 2016, p. 605). A clear sign that reconceptualization is happening

is the emergence of a ‘germ cell’ which is the earliest most visible outcome of a process A. Sannino

and Engeström (2017) describe as follows:

“Theoretical abstraction allows one to generate and project complex, theoretically mastered
concrete manifestations, and developmental forms of the reality under scrutiny. The germ cell
is a vehicle for ascending to the concrete.” (A. Sannino & Engeström, 2017, p. 83)

The concept of germ cell supports a claim that the intervention was the onset of a cycle of expan-

sive learning. First, the change laboratory prompted the educators to scrutinise their theoretical-

practical understanding of metacognition. Second, at the end of the intervention the educators’

answers confirm that they were more confident about their understanding of the concept of metacog-

nition. This may be due to the fact this understanding was drawn from both their theoretical and

practical meaning of metacognition, which in turn may have helped these teacher educators get

closer to a concrete abstraction of metacognition. The data from the change laboratory substanti-
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ates this claim as the process aligns with Engeström’s (1987) expansive learning cycle:

“... the initial simple idea is transformed into a complex object, into a new form of practice.
At the same time, the cycle produces new theoretical concepts - theoretically grasped practice
- concrete in systemic richness and multiplicity of manifestations.” (Engeström, 1987, p. 11)

However, ascending from the abstract to the concrete would not have been achieved had it not

been for another important feature of the theory of expansive learning, surfacing and confronting

of contradictions. In fact, in this new light, the part the contradictions played in teacher educators’

learning is more revealing.

8.1.2 Contradictions and the germ cell of the activity.

The germ cell which emerges when confronting contradictions is a novel construction proposed by

the subjects of the activity system (A. Sannino et al., 2016). In this formative intervention the

germ cell the teacher educators co-constructed was the lesson outline to use their shared meaning of

metacognition in practice. This novel conceptual tool through which the participants hypothesised

how to use in practice their shared meaning of metacognition.

Furthermore, according to Engeström (1987) an objective of the change laboratory is to get partic-

ipants to recognise the need for change, or raise consciousness about the ‘need stance’, since once

this need is felt changes are most likely to follow. Although it is hard to determine when in this

intervention, the teacher educators felt the need for changes in their practices. It may be possible

that the ‘need stance” was not a state by a process that stared to build up the moment the teacher

educators collected mirror evidence of their personal theoretical and practical understanding of

metacognition.

It can then be suggested that the concurrence of surfacing of contradictions, the building up of the

need stance, and the decision of the teacher educators to do something to change the state of their

contradictions, contributed to the emergence of the germ cell.

8.1.3 How teacher educators’ learning expanded.

According to Engeström expansive learning is a very lengthy process that presents in cycles (Engeström,

1987). He states that the presence of “small-scale cycles of innovative learning does not in itself

guarantee that there is an expansive cycle going on” (Engeström, 1987, p. 12). He also warns that

smaller cycles may be “isolated events that become stagnant, regressive, or even fall apart” (p. 12).

Besides, “the occurrence of a full-fledged expansive cycle is not common, and it typically requires

long-term effort and deliberate interventions” (Engeström, 1987, p. 13).

Considering that expansive learning presents in cycles and that the findings of the study this far
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are based on the data of the first two phases of the intervention, the answer to the question whether

the teacher educators expanded their learning can not be conclusive. That is, we could simply be

looking at a cycle of expansive learning. The reasons to make this claim are, for instance, that

by the time the intervention finished the teacher educators’ new understanding of the meaning

of metacognition appeared to be in the making. Second, when the first stage of the formative

intervention finished, the teacher educators had not had the chance to properly address all their

surfaced contradictions.

Part of addressing contradictions is to encourage the tracing of participants’ history of their prac-

tices. That is, the journey into the past, present, and future of these teacher educators’ practices

during the intervention should have been more explicit and purposeful. Unfortunately, this was

only partially done during this intervention. This may mean the real roots of the contradictions

were not uncovered. A major reason for concern here is, Virkkunen and Newnham (2013) have

noted that the purpose of the change laboratory is not exclusively to create change “but to deepen

the understanding of the causes of the problems” in the activity system (p. 11).

However, data from the follow-up meetings enabled me to draw a different conclusion. These

meetings happened a semester after the change laboratory of the development phase. We had

six Zoom meetings from June the 5th to the 8th of August, 2018. In Excerpt 8.1.3 the teacher

educators were answering the final question of the fifth working document, this was the closing

conversation of these meetings. The question asked: Bearing in mind that up to this point, a) you

have begun the task of explicitly materialising your conceptual tool: the theory of learning to teach,

b) you have carried out an introspective study of the evolution of your practices and c) you have

experienced what it takes to try to mirror theory in your pedagogical practice. What do you intend

to do in the future so that your practice materialises the new conceptual tool you have created (the

learning to teach theory)?

We join the conversation after TE2 has stated that the way to move forward, in his opinion, is to

revise the micro- curriculum of all teacher educators, as seen in Excerpt 8.1.3.

Excerpt 8.1.3. A Future Practice 1

R: How do we do this specifically?

TE2: Specifically, well, we had a historical moment in which we began to revise our subjects,

and before that, we did not mediate the didactic part in such a way, the connection between

theory and practice. I simply could have thought that we would be teaching the maximum

common divisor and that’s it. But, now it’s, let’s take that and give it applicability through

a didactic that allows the student to establish an approach to study and that they learn that

the manner they are learning it, can be used to teach. (TE2. last Zoom follow-up meeting,

06-08-2018)
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In TE2’s answer we can see how he realised what may have been a cause of a contradiction, when

he stated in the past he did not work out the connection between theory and practice as he does

now. The example he provided is that he was concerned not just about teaching the student teacher

content, but also how to teach. This shows he has a better understanding about what his practice

should care about. When I asked TE3 (see Excerpt 8.1.4) what were her thoughts about her

colleague’s answer she replied the following:

Excerpt 8.1.4. A Future Practice 2

As TE2 said, it is important that we are all part of this system, that is talked about. I believe

that it is the most crucial thing for the university and it would be the biggest challenge for

the institution to get everyone to speak the same language and for everyone to really aim for

the same thing. Because as I said in the last lesson, students are going to experience this.

And they are going to experience it with each lesson, whether it be in different subjects or

on different topics, they are going to identify it, and in this way they are going to be more

aware of what we said in the last lesson about observation and action. They are going to

have another idea, right? Another idea of how to do things, and they are going to be able to

compare what they have in their minds with what the teacher is doing and with what I think

I have to have as a future teacher. (TE3. last Zoom follow-up meeting, 06-08-2018)

Contrary to her colleague, TE3 saw the need to go beyond their own activity system. She was sug-

gesting that all teachers teaching student- teachers regardless of the activity system they belonged

to, should speak the same language of the teacher educators’ activity system. The reason she gave

for this, though, was similar to that of her colleague’s. She was thinking about how their collec-

tive effort would impact on the future practices of the new language teachers. Like her colleague,

her understanding had gone beyond that of using understanding of metacognition in practice to a

broaden sense of her pedagogical practices and how this related to her role of teacher educator.

In fact, what we could see emerging at the end of the six follow-up meetings was what Engeström

would call the end goal of a formative intervention: To help the activity system work out what the

object of their activity is. For both of these participants’ the underlying preoccupation about their

practices now seemed to be that how they did their teaching was bound to affect the way these

future teachers learnt about teaching, hence their pedagogical practices. This was the reason why

they felt the need to find ways for other teachers to speak the same language. This is an example

of redefining, rethinking thus understanding what the purpose of teacher educators is.

The first follow-up session was very engaging and revealed unexpected results of the intervention.

In this session we talked about what teacher educators had done between the end of the intervention

and the follow-up sessions, and about the history of their practices. To close the meeting I asked

the participants to summarise what they would take with them from the session. Below are the
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answers. TE2, in Excerpt 8.1.5, shared an extensive reflection:

Excerpt 8.1.5. A Past Practice

The way I learn to teach is a dynamic that cannot be forgotten. That must be kept in

permanent evolution in the sense that I must tend to make my student become not only a

repository of information. The didactic, the pedagogical part that I have to do in the daily

life of my lesson must be done in such a way that I can find out if the student appropriates

knowledge and how they can apply it. If I don’t have feedback from my student, everything

I undertake will be empty because I return to the traditional methodology in which only the

teacher speaks and I have no way of finding out what is going on in the student’s mind. I’m

going back to the traditional(teaching), that can’t happen to us. (TE2. first Zoom follow-up

meeting, 12-06-2018)

TE2’s answer showed that his understanding of the dialectical relationship between theory and

practice was in full germination, so was his metacognitive skill. Not only was he more aware of

the role he played as a teacher educator, but he saw his student teachers as part of that learning

community to help his practices develop. This teacher educator had a new understanding that

what he did mattered, specially if it was with student teachers. To understand the value of what

TE2 has said we need to remember this participant had no qualification as a teacher, thus, to hear

him say this only after four months of a formative intervention was revealing in the sense of the

effectiveness of a formative intervention.

Another aspect to highlight from TE2’s conclusion is how he considered what they have done as

an activity system something distant from the traditional way of teaching. In fact, earlier in this

conversation he confessed he had taken what he calls ‘this method’ to the other university where he

works, see Excerpt 8.1.6. He then reckoned, once again, that this was just the beginning and that

he needed to have it (the method, as he calls it) clear because of the responsibility he had towards

his student- teachers.

Excerpt 8.1.6. Appreciating the Relation Between Theory and Practice

I think that, in this moment of learning, I am making an appropriation as a human being, as

a teacher. It (mirroring theory in practice) must be clear enough for me to tell the student

what the best strategies would be so that in the end they can say that ‘apart from the content,

I can understand how this teacher is teaching me to be a teacher in the future.’ (TE2. first

Zoom follow-up meeting, 12-06-2018)

As can be seen in Excerpt 8.1.7, TE3 offered a conclusion that hinted at how what her colleague

stated could be achieved. She insisted in the value of collaborative work the change laboratory

brought to the activity system:
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Excerpt 8.1.7. Suggesting a Future Practice

To maintain at all costs collaborative work, to give an example. Because that way the

student notices it too. They also realise that their own teacher works collaboratively, and

how they can implement it in their future professional life. (TE3. first Zoom follow-up

meeting, 12/06/2018)

Regarding TE4, his opinion was that work needed to be done across all other activity systems of

FUNDES. As he stated earlier in the conversation, not to have shared with other colleagues what

they had learnt was something the first stage of the intervention was missing. His preoccupation,

as seen in in Excerpt 8.1.8, stemmed from understanding the negative effects of exposing students

to a traditional teaching methodology, as he let us see in his own words:

Excerpt 8.1.8. Suggesting a Future Practice 2

I hear in the other programmes, that students cannot work independently. These students

learn a process of transmission from the teacher, and if the teacher is not there, they do not

have the tools to do anything. So, they also need, like us, to give the students the tools to

learn and help them not only with content, but how to learn, how to reflect on their own

learning. (TE4. first Zoom follow-up meeting, 12-06-2018)

The findings of this final layer of analysis indicated that the educators have built a new understand-

ing. There was a clear sign that the activity had expanded beyond the tasks of the formative inter-

vention. In the discourse of these participants there was a new interest and purpose that surpassed

the goal of the task of investigating their theoretical and practical understanding of metacognition.

They were co-constructing a new shared understanding of what effective teaching-learning about

learning was. A new understanding of teaching about teaching was emerging.

What the emergent layer of this formative intervention reveals is that learning/teaching about

teaching was gaining a new meaning for these four educators. In terms of practice, as shown in the

final conversations, these teachers were not just thinking about the effectiveness of their own, but

also their colleagues’ practices. And, closely connected with their practices was an explicit need of

co-constructing a collective purpose for their activity system. Also, how these teacher educators

talk about their role as teacher educators denotes it has been resignified.

Considering this new perception the participants had about their practices, the way they now saw

their roles as teacher educators, and the place they gave their student teachers, it can be positively

asserted that the activity system of these teacher educators expanded their pedagogical learning,

and hopefully has continued to expand further. While this is not a full cycle of expansive learning,

it definitely is an evident beginning of what I argue is a cycle of expansive pedagogical learning.

In concluding this section it is worth noticing that the emerging findings of the four layers suggest
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that teacher educators’ pedagogical learning expanded in five areas. First, the teacher educators

experienced working as an activity system. That is to say, they learnt to collectively work for a

common goal. Second, teacher educators explicitly talked about what should be the object of their

activity system. This concern became salient when the talk switched from teaching to teaching-

learning about teaching. This may be the reason why, in Engeström’s view, figuring out the object is

the main task of any activity system. Third, the abstract theoretical and practical understanding of

the concepts of prior knowledge and metacognition have come closer to their concrete form. Fourth,

the participants gained a new meaning of their role as teacher educators. Fifth, the participants

realised what challenges the task of aligning their theoretical and practical understanding of their

conceptual tools.

8.2 Expansive Pedagogical Learning

From this study I argue the need for a specific concept of expansive pedagogical learning (EPL)

that is explicitly about teacher educators co-constructing theo-practical understanding of their

pedagogical knowledge and practices. The concept is illustrated in Figure 8.1.

Figure 8.1: Expansive pedagogical learning.
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Expansive pedagogical learning is a cyclical, collective and inclusive activity through which teacher

educators co-construct theo-practical understanding of their knowledge base and practices. EPL is

assumed as a theo-practical endeavour in which all voices (novice and expert teacher educators and

student teachers) count because its outcome is collectively co-constructed. EPL also grounds on

shared meaning and its best ally is reflective thinking. EPL is situated, in flux, and therefore an

elusive process to capture.

Expansive pedagogical learning demands surfacing and confronting contradictions in theo-practical

understanding of concepts, theory, practices of teaching-learning and learning about teaching. Sur-

facing contradictions is critical for the emergence of the ‘need stance’ which leads to purposeful,

goal oriented actions to change teaching practices.

Though elusive, a sign that expansive pedagogical learning is happening is the activity of co-

construction of theo-practical understanding of conceptual tools, theory, practices of learning-

teaching about teaching. Finally, the main reason to call this expansive pedagogical learning is

because the focus of this learning is explicitly the pedagogical practices of learning/teaching about

teaching.

8.3 Synthesis-Discussion

Interpreted in the light of on Engeström’s theory of expansive learning, the layers of findings of

the study indicate that the activity teacher educators carried out during the intervention was

the beginning of a cycle of expansive pedagogical learning (EPL). This can be asserted as the

findings show that the teacher educators’ learning expanded in five areas as mentioned at the end of

Subsection 8.1.3. EPL shares most of the features of Engeström’s theory of expansive learning, but

its focus is the co-construction of pedagogical knowledge-practices. That is to say, EPL is situated,

ongoing and co-constructed within teaching practice. It relies on surfacing contradictions, but

unlike expansive learning, expansive pedagogical learning aims at shared, collectively constructed

theoretical and practical understanding of teaching about teaching.

This overarching finding raises intriguing questions about the how and why of the teacher educators’

pedagogical learning. Concerning how the participants’ learning expanded, Wenger (2009) claims

when participants actively take part in the practices of social communities, meaning, practice,

community and identity come together and shape each other. Said other way, learning occurs. For

Wenger these are the elements that should be fully characterised when talking about social learning

(Wenger, 2009). Regarding the question of why the participants’ learning expanded particularly

in the five areas mentioned, may be the simplest answer is because in essence those five areas are

aspects of legitimate concern in the work and practice of educators. In which case, the intervention

just served as a mediating tool for teacher educators’ to purposefully and explicitly engage with
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those aspects.

Another pertinent question to ask is how empowered the teacher educators might have been at

the end of the intervention to continue addressing their contradictions. The question is relevant

because, as explained, contradictions exist within each of the elements of the activity system and

among themselves (Engeström, 1987). The contradictions this activity system may face in the future

could be, first, chances are that the new created psychological tool (the agreed lesson outline) will

become a contradiction for the activity system. That is to say, the lesson may have worked in

the context of the 2017 student teachers’ activity system, but this may not be the case when

implemented with other student teachers’ activity system. Second, another contradiction activity

systems face is the changing nature of their object. Because context changes, the needs of the

teaching programme at FUNDES will change too. Therefore, the object of the activity system will

need to be renegotiated, reshaped. Third, the understanding of teaching-learning about teaching

these educators co-constructed is situated, local and collectively made. Hence, when a new educator

arrives to the activity system the old members will need to think of how to welcome them into their

community of practice, allow legitimate participation and co-creation of a new meaning of the

conceptual tools of the activity system.

There are a few more difficulties this activity system may have to face which could challenge

the expansion of the teacher educators’ learning. To begin, activity systems are not bodies that

remain stable over time; like a living organism, they undergo changes. For instance, this formative

intervention was only completed by two participants. One of them had left FUNDES before the

follow-up sessions, and the other could not complete it because of a personal situation they were

going through. Another challenge is the professional formation and contractual affiliation of the

members of the activity system. For instance, the two participants who completed the follow-up

were not full timers nor qualified teachers. These conditions most certainly have turned this cycle

of expansive pedagogical learning into one of those sporadic cycles of expansive learning which

Engeström (2001) warns us about.

Changes in practices demand a long introspective process (Engeström, 1987; Virkkunen & Newn-

ham, 2013), in the context of this study though it is true that the intervention gave rise to the

educators’ consciousness about their practices, the introspective journey might have ended before

the teacher educators fully understood the history of their contradictions. Thus, this could mean

the formative intervention should have been longer, however, the question remain as to how long

is long enough for the ‘need stance’ to be sufficiently strong to prompt the participants to exert

genuine changes in their practices.

A few new questions emerge at this stage of the study, but they are beyond the scope of this the-

sis. For instance, what does it take to sustain or expand the beginning of this cycle of expansive

pedagogical learning? What are the chances of this expansive cycle overcoming the constant chal-
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lenges and contradictions an activity system lives with? Also, in the absence of an interventionist

researcher will the activity system continue to purposely work towards a shared object? These

questions can only be answered by the activity system and FUNDES.
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Part IV

Closing or Opening?
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Chapter 9

Discussion-Conclusion

The purported gap between theory and practice has been a persistent topic of interest in education,

as in a range of fields. In the field of teacher education, where theory and practice cohabit in a tense

relationship, this issue has long been at the centre of an unresolved debate. Studies show the concern

in teaching programmes for valuing academic knowledge over teaching practices (P. Grossman &

Dean, 2019; Kinsella, 2007), and the need for bridging rather than dividing theory and practice

(Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; J. Loughran, 2014; Salter & Kothari, 2016). The problem is that

in many instances, theory and practice are seen as belonging to two separate worlds, as if they

operated as independent entities.

In this study I sought to closely examine this persistent question by inviting four teacher educators

of an English teaching programme in Colombia participate in a formative intervention in order to

examine their theoretical and practical understandings of concepts of learning, and to explore what

happened when they collectively addressed possible contradictions in such understandings. A second

purpose of the study was to contribute to the disciplinary discussion regarding the development of

a conceptual framework for supporting novice teacher educators’ entry pathway to the profession,

and teacher educators’ ongoing learning. For this reason the general question of the research was

framed in a qualitative manner, to give myself some latitude about how the formative intervention

created a context for teacher educators’ learning.

Chapter 9 presents the final discussion and conclusion of the thesis in response to the research

questions that guided the study. The chapter contains seven sections as follows: Sections 9.2 and

9.3 provide summary key findings and discussion of how these findings illuminate a way forward in

answering the research questions. In section 9.4 I consider the significance of the study in advancing

our understanding of teacher educators’ learning, while the implications of the findings are presented

in section 9.5. Sections 9.6 considers the boundaries of the research and recommendations for further

studies. I close the chapter with a personal reflection.
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9.1 Summary of Key Findings of the Study

Amain question and two sub-questions guided this inquiry. 1.What happens when teacher educators

collectively investigate the perceived tensions between their theoretical and practical understandings

of formal learning-teaching concepts? 1.1. What do teacher educators learn from engaging in this

activity? 1.2. What are the conditions that enable this learning? These questions enabled the

exploration of teacher educators working the alleged theory/practice ‘gap’.

The answer to what happens when teacher educators collectively address contradictions in their

theoretical and practical understandings of conceptual tools used while teaching is not singular.

Many aspects emerged when analysing what happened in the formative intervention. Those aspects

aspects are synthesised in Figure 9.1. The question now is what all these findings suggest about

the activity of investigating theoretical and practical understanding and their nexus.

Figure 9.1: Synthesis of findings.
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Regarding the first research question, when overlapping the first three layers of findings it emerges

that the teacher educators redefined the activity of teaching about teaching. As seen in Figure 9.1

several activities carried out during the intervention led to their redefining the activity of teaching

about teaching. To put this finding in the context of CHAT, what the teacher educators did was

to redefine the object of their activity system. In addition, as the findings of the canopy layer

show, the core activity of redefining teaching about teaching was co-constructing meaning and

shared understanding of the concept of learning/teaching through examining understandings of

metacognition. Furthermore, the findings of the intervention floor highlight that the features of

social participation that germinated when the four teacher educators worked on the first task were

critical for redefining their activity.

In relation to the second question of the study, the last finding of the emergent layer in Figure 9.1

gives some clues about teacher educators’ learning, as this suggests that while redefining the object

of the activity of teaching about teaching, the four teacher educators expanded their pedagogical

learning. The ways in which their pedagogical learning expanded advances our understanding of

how to approach teacher educators’ ongoing learning.

The following two sections seek to locate the findings of this study in the context of the research and

literature considered in the conceptual framework. In doing so, I draw on research and theoretical

literature to make sense of where and how my research and findings ‘fit’ within the field of teacher

education and CHAT, while highlighting the contribution it makes to the field.

9.2 Redefining the Object of Teaching about Teaching in

this Formative Intervention

The findings of this study can be distilled into three points that illuminate what ‘redefining the

object of teaching about teaching’ means. The first is that redefining this activity is essentially a

purposefully guided activity of reflective thinking about the conceptual tools used in teaching about

teaching. The second is that it is aimed at and/or motivated by the co-construction of meaning

and shared understanding of those conceptual tools. The third point is that for this redefinition of

activity to happen, key conditions of social participation are required.

Defining what the object of teaching about teaching is is a lifelong task for every teacher educator.

It would be pretentious to assume that there is a single and correct answer; that would be ignoring

the place of context, history, culture and social processes at the heart of learning/teaching. This is

why the insights drawn from this study are not intended to be generalised, but rather seen as a path

that can be followed by teacher educators in communities of practice to co-construct an answer to

the question. Let this preamble also remind us that the insights here presented are contextually
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and time bounded.

The most insightful gain for the teacher educators’ activity system was that in redefining the object

of teaching about teaching they had co-constructed a shared understanding of the aim and motive

of that activity. That is, they shifted from an individual to a collective understanding of the aims

of their teaching. Even if this collective understanding may have lasted only in the space and time

of the intervention, the activity system had a better chance of then aligning its actions towards

a common, shared aim. In Engeström and Sannino’s (2010) words, we can see why this matters.

They claim the object has the double nature of being both generalised and specific. The former is

a societal construct, whereas the latter is personal (p. 6). Simply put, because activity systems are

unstable formations (people come and go), their objects are constantly being reshaped and such

changes ought to be explicitly known to all members of the activity system.

Leontiev (2014) argued that there is not human activity without a motive and an aim. However,

when the motive is not the same and the aim has not been worked out as a collective, chances

are that, as in the case of these teacher educators’ pre-intervention activity system, the object is

not clear to everyone. This fact highlights two important premises put forward by Engeström and

Sannino (2010). First, that the activity of the activity system is primarily to work out its object.

In the context of this study that would be the same as figuring out the motives and aims of the

teaching programme. The second is that in redefining the object, actions about how to teach student

teachers of the English as a foreign language preparation programme will very likely collectively

align.

In A. N. Leontiev’s (2014) view, the object is the aim and the motive of the activity; for him,

there is no such thing as “an objectless activity”. It would make sense, then, to assume that the

activity of the teacher educators’ activity system should be oriented to and correspond with the

object of the teaching programme. Hence defining the object of the teaching programme should be

the priority of the activity system. The importance of redefining this object lies precisely in that

this way the teacher educators would explicitly be aware of how to align their actions towards the

programme aim. Furthermore, as stated earlier, redefining the object of teaching about teaching,

in the particular context of this study, was mediated by an action of reflective thinking.

Reflective thinking has been a thread running through this study. It was first discussed in the

conceptual framework when it emerged as one of the common characteristics identified in the five

studies of teacher educators investigating their teaching practices. To further understand the place

of reflective thinking in learning, I drew on Dewey’s explanation of it too. Then it surfaced again

when my participants were attempting to understand their contradictions (see the understory layer).

Now, once again, while CHAT has helped me understand that what happened in the intervention

was an activity of redefining the object of teaching about teaching, it is Dewey’s concept of reflective

thinking that provides the conceptual tool to theorise what reflective practice means for teacher
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educators’ learning.

Subsection 9.2.1 draws on Dewey’s (1933) concept of reflective thinking to argue that redefining the

object of teaching about teaching should be seen as a reflective activity. Next, in Subsection 9.2.2

I present what co-constructing meaning and shared understanding of conceptual tools is, and in

Subsection 9.2.3 I evaluate the conditions of social participation that make it happen.

9.2.1 Reflective thinking about concepts of learning to redefine the

object of teaching about teaching.

Before proceeding to examine the process of reflective thinking, it is necessary to ponder the signif-

icance of the finding of the understory layer, which is that the task of investigating theoretical and

practical understanding of the concept of metacognition turned into an activity, see Figure 4.2. The

importance of this finding can be explained by Vygotsky’s principle of dual stimulation. According

to Engeström (2009), Vygotsky’s premise was that once the task is given to the subject, they always

interpret, reconstruct it and “the nature of the task could be radically changed” (p. 15). This seems

a reasonable explanation of why the task evolved into an activity.

However, a more important implication of this reconfiguration of the task is that potentially new

psychological formations emerge (Engeström, 2009). In the context of this study, this was evidenced

in the participants’ increased awareness of their role as teacher educators, their student teachers’

learning and their lesson structure, as explained in the understory layer. That is to say, increased

awareness about the role of being a teacher educator, being more concerned about student teachers’

learning and how to plan lessons contributed to redefining the teacher educators’ activity of teaching.

This also gives us a clue about what redefining the object of teaching about teaching may look like.

Returning now to the process of reflective thinking, as explained in chapter 2, Dewey claimed that to

properly address a conflicting or problematic situation people must switch into a state of mind that

requires observation, engagement and reflective thinking (Dewey, 1933, pp. 102-106). As Dewey

pointed out, the five phases of reflective thinking do not happen in a sequential order (p. 115).

They operate in a dialectical relationship, that is, they feed back and complement each other.

The activities that the participants undertook in the change laboratory were very similar to the

activities in Dewey’s phases. In the sense that, through them the teacher educators faced a prob-

lematic situation (their contradictions), had to consider how to overcome them, and developed

hypotheses that they could test in their practice. Thus, I now draw on Dewey’s phases of reflec-

tive thinking because they presented a new lens to interpret the layers of findings of the study.

With their assistance I could put my findings together and explain what makes up the activity of

redefining the object of teaching about teaching.
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Suggestion.

According to Dewey Dewey, suggestion is the moment when the individual’s mind jump into action

looking for possible ways to solve a problematic situation. During the formative intervention an

activity that brought the teacher educators to a similar state of mind was the collection of mirror

evidence to surface contradictions in understandings. Surfacing contradictions is what led to the

participants’ ‘need state’, a condition in formative interventions for real changes of practices, as

Ellis (2017) 1 notes. Ellis claims these surfaced contradictions are the ‘buds of development’.

In the formative intervention of this study, surfaced contradictions in teacher educators’ theoretical

and practical understanding of the concept of metacognition were most likely the ‘developmental

bud’ of the co-construction of meaning and shared understanding of this concept. Since, as the

findings of the understory showed, there were four types of contradictions in their understandings.

This assumption is based on Dewey’ (1933) claim that when facing a problematic situation the

idea that first directs us is to act, to do something (p. 107). However, the initial thought is

suppressed, which leads us to consider the conditions, the existing resources, the difficulties, and so

other suggestions appear (Dewey, 1933, p. 108).

From the experience in the formative intervention, it can be said that collecting and surfacing

contradictions is an activity that requires explicit actions and time. For example, as seen in the

findings of the understory layer, the change laboratory was comprised of seven steps made up of

35 actions. The co-construction of meaning and shared understanding of metacognition comprised

nearly half of that activity sequence. This finding implies the activity of collecting and bringing

contradictions to light can be time-consuming, but it is nonetheless a critical process in a formative

intervention.

Collecting mirror evidence was an activity that contributed to teacher educators making visible their

understandings in the objective world, questioning them and spotting the contradictions in their

understandings. My version of the change laboratory gave the participants the time needed to reach

the ‘need state’ required to genuinely engage in the transformative activity of their practices. The

concept of need stance in Dewey’s view would be comparable to his ‘suggestion’ phase of reflective

thinking, since for him suggestion is the moment when the idea that something needs to be done is

born. Yet, this moment is also the beginning of another very important phase of reflective thinking,

which is intellectualisation.

1Notes taken from Ellis, Viv at the 2017 Winter School in Cultural-Historical Activity Theory Approaches to
Researching Teacher Education, Catholic University of Australia.
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Intellectualisation.

In the formative intervention confronting surfaced contradictions is the activity that can be com-

pared to Dewey’s phase of intellectualisation. The similarities between the activity of confronting

contradictions of the intervention and the goal of Dewey’s internalization are appreciable.

Some evidence of the intellectualisation phase of teacher educators’ reflective thinking was found

in the answers they gave when asked to consider how their prior knowledge about the concept of

‘metacognition’ had been affected after three steps of the change laboratory. TE4’s answer was

a window into what must have been his process of intellectualization. The contradiction he was

confronting here was how to mirror theoretical understanding in practice. Though we cannot see,

using this study’s methodology, what exactly his process of intellectualisation was, it is clear he

needed to think, consider, and evaluate what the problematic situation was in order to come up

with a possible answer. An answer that came in the shape of a hypothesis.

Regarding the manner to address contradictions, in my formative intervention there were two main

differences with how Engeström (1987) claims this can be done properly. In his view, since con-

tradictions are historically accumulated, tracing their origin is the way to resolve them. However,

in the formative intervention of this study, contradictions were addressed differently. First, the

participants traced the origin of their teaching practices, although, to have been consistent with

Engeström’s (1987) formative intervention methodology, what should have been traced was the

origin of contradictions in the teacher educators’ theoretical and practical understanding of the

learning concepts. Second, tracing the origin of teaching practices was done more explicitly during

the follow-up phase of the formative intervention. However, if I had followed Engeström’s (1987)

methodology strictly this should have been done during the initiating and the development phases,

that is, while the change laboratories were in progress.

The changes in understanding and practice made through addressing contradictions were the result

of how the intervention in this study unfolded. This finding emerged while I was investigating in

which way teacher educators’ learning had expanded in the emergent layer. It was a decision taken

when it became salient that an underlying contradiction to the teacher educators’ understandings of

metacognition was their understanding of learning and teaching, as seen when the participants were

discussing their lesson outlines (see Sub-subsection 6.1.6). However, given the time constraints of

the study, I did not have time within the change laboratory sessions to investigate teacher educators’

contradictions further. Thus, the evidence of the activity of redefining the object of teaching about

teaching came from data collected in the follow-up sessions when the teacher educators were tracing

the origin of their teaching practices. It appears the retrospective journey into their past as learners

prompted teacher educators to reflect about the object of teaching about teaching. Therefore, it is

reasonable to consider that the outcome of the intervention might have been different if the teacher

educators had had the opportunity to investigate the source of their contradictions over a longer
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period of time.

The final phase of data analysis was carried out when the intervention was over, from which four

types of contradictions in teacher educators’ understandings of the concept of metacognition were

identified. Thus, although the participants confronted their contradictions throughout the second

change laboratory of the development phase of the intervention, neither of us knew what to call

them at the time. Had this understanding emerged during the change laboratory, it might have

given the teacher educators and me more insights as to where and how to trace the origin of such

contradictions.

The place of confronting contradictions in this formative intervention may have been the germinal

point of the teacher educators’ expansive pedagogical learning, for it is very likely that while con-

fronting these contradictions the teacher educators were pushed in the direction of the next three

phases of Dewey’s reflective thinking.

Hypothesis, reasoning and testing the hypothesis by action.

As described in Chapter 2, the final three phases of Dewey’s (1933) reflective thinking are the

“guiding idea or hypothesis, reasoning (in the narrower sense), and testing the hypothesis by overt

or imaginative action” (p. 107). Dewey’s descriptions of these three final phases of reflective

thinking provided a lens to interpret the next three activities of the formative intervention. The

three activities are theorising about teaching practices, reconciling small ‘t’ theories with Big ‘T’

Theories of learning/teaching about teaching and practicing theory to reformulate it.

As Dewey (1933) explains, the phases he proposes do not follow a sequential order. Likewise, the

occurrence of the three activities of the intervention when the teacher educators were 1) theorising

about teaching practices; 2) reconciling small ‘t’ theories with Big ‘T’ Theories of learning/teaching

about teaching, and 3) practicing theory to reformulate may have overlapped too. This is because

while one activity is likely to have triggered the other, one activity could also be the result of another.

Ultimately, these activities are intertwined, to the extent that one seems to be the continuation of

the other. Therefore, I have decided not to explain them in a sequential manner, rather they are

described more organically.

The activity of theorising about teaching practices, which involved asking each teacher educator to

propose (theoretically speaking) how to use shared understanding of metacognition in practice in

a lesson sequence, could be what Dewey calls the guiding idea. However, although Dewey’s phase

conceives of this action as an individual endeavour, in this intervention, this activity was carried

out both individually and then collectively. This was shown in the understory layer, when the four

lesson sequences were negotiated as an activity system to formulate an agreed ‘hypothesis’ of how

to best mirror theoretical understanding in practice.
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Drawing on Dewey (1933), we can understand the meaning of theorising about teaching practices.

What the teacher educators did in this activity was to ‘elaborate a mental idea’ of what their

practices should be like. Another aspect to highlight about this activity is that the teacher educators

were able to create a shared hypothesis that was based on the shared meaning of metacognition

they were co-constructing, and on mirror evidence collected of their contradictions. Collected mirror

evidence is what Dewey (1933) would call “the data or facts that set the problem before us”, gives

us more information about it, and prompts modifications in the original suggestion to turn into the

hypothesis (p. 109).

The hypothesis, however, is a hook for further thinking, as it “leads us to make more observations,

to collect more facts, so as to see if the new material is what the hypothesis calls for” (Dewey,

1933, p. 110). In this intervention, the new material Dewey makes reference to was the agreed

lesson sequence the teacher educators created in actions 23 and 24 of the change laboratory (see

Subsection 6.1.6). This can be argued to have been the moment when the phase of reasoning of

reflective thinking took place.

The phase of reasoning was vital for the activity of reconciling small ‘t’ theories with Big ‘T’ Theories

of learning/teaching about teaching and appears to have been the seeding moment of redefining the

object of teaching about teaching. A strong argument to make this claim is given in Dewey’s (1933)

explanation of what reasoning involves. Per Dewey, it is in this moment that the mind recurs to the

past; past experiences connect with the problem faced and knowledge accumulated of the subject

(p. 111). To put it in Dewey’s words, “the idea leads up to another idea known by previous tests

to be related to” (p. 111).

Therefore, it can be inferred that when the teacher educators were asked to hypothesise about

how their new understanding of formal theory of metacognition could be used in their practices,

they most likely thought about their past theoretical, practical understanding and past experiences

with this learning concept. Importantly, the history of teacher educators’ practices was never more

prominent in any other action of the intervention than when discussing their individual proposals

(see full discussion in action 23 in Subsubsection 6.1.6 on page 125). It was in this action when

the participants’ personal pedagogical theories of learning/teaching were out there in the objec-

tive world, because the discussion to convert four hypothesis of how to mirror understanding of

metacognition in practice into a single one, was more a discussion about how the teacher educators

conceived learning/teaching about teaching. This process can be construed as the bridge between

formal pedagogical theory and the personal pedagogical theory of each teacher educator, because as

Wenger (2009) reminds us “what we think about learning influences... what we do when we decide”

what to do about it (p. 215).

Although Dewey’s description of the testing of the hypothesis does not indicate how it should

happen, the intervention showed what it may take to reach the moment of conclusion about a
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hypothesis of teaching practice. In the intervention, we can view the agreed lesson sequence as

the mirror of their shared understanding of metacognition, that is their shared hypothesis. This

hypothesis was developed through shared planning with a peer, and then the testing through actual

teaching of the lesson by two members of the activity system. Through the collection of evidence

in that testing of the lesson sequence, and the resulting feedback from others, they refined their

hypothesis.

The three actions described above are examples of the place the community of practice played in

the verification of teacher educators’ hypothesis in practice, which validates Lave and Wenger’s

(1991) argument of situated learning and how this is embedded in real practice. The place of the

community of practice may also explain why, when teacher educators were asked what had helped

the most in narrowing down the gap between theory and practice, they pointed at collaborative

work, as seen in action 35 - questions 1 and 2 of the second group interview in Subsection 6.1.9.

Although the activity of the intervention of practicing theory to reformulate it, resembles Dewey’s

phase of testing the hypothesis by action it is worth highlighting an important difference among

them. While Dewey’ phase revolves around an individual reflective thinker, in the intervention

this activity was the result of an activity system. The positive aspect of which was noticed as the

corroboration of the hypothesis was enriched with the three teacher educators’ different conclusions

(one teacher educator was unable to teach a lesson using the agreed lesson structure), and that

teacher educators were able to discuss their conclusions.

In summary, this subsection has shown how the numerous actions and activities carried out during

the intervention can be equated to Dewey’s (1933) reflective thinking activity. As can be seen, the

actions and activities involved different types of interactions: individual, pair work, intra- and inter-

activity systems work. These findings support the conclusion that all these actions and activities

were instrumental in co-constructing a new meaning and shared understanding of metacognition,

and in redefining the object of teaching about teaching.

Reflective thinking played the double role of first, prompting teacher educators to imagine how to

address their contradictions in practice. Second, it helped the participants reformulate their ‘theory’

of practice after verifying it, while allowing teacher educators find their own answers. A process that

sounds also very similar to what can lead to the formulation of “professional knowledge or knowledge

of practice” according to J. Loughran (2019), who points out that it is through experimentation

and testing of solutions that one can achieve this outcome.
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9.2.2 Co-constructing meaning and shared understanding to redefine

the object of teaching about teaching.

Redefining the object of teaching about teaching was aimed and/or motivated by the activity of

co-construction of meaning and shared understanding of the concept of metacognition. To better

understand why this can be claimed, let us consider the place of meaning making and shared

understanding in this activity.

Action 23 described in the understory layer shows that is was while the participants were engaged in

theorising about using their understanding of metacognition in practice that they were prompted to

consider their understandings of learning (see Subsubsection 6.1.6). It was in that action that they

questioned why a certain action should come before another in the lesson outline, what would be

the best way to prompt their students use of metacognition, and this served as another opportunity

to surface new contradictions. In other words, in action 23 the teacher educators’ needed to see

metacognition in a broader context, in relation with other concepts. This reflects the process which

Vygotsky (1987) referred to as generalisation, that is, perceiving the concept within its system, in

relation to other concepts. In this instance, metacognition was taken for what it is, a part of a

larger system which is learning/teaching.

As noted in the conceptual framework of this study, when Vygotsky (1987) researched concept

formation, he concluded that word meaning was a synonym of generalisation. In his view, gener-

alisation is a genuine act of thought required for concept formation (p. 244). In the conceptual

framework I also pointed out how personal and formal pedagogical theories seem to share the same

developmental routes as Vygotsky’s notion of everyday and scientific concepts. In Vygotsky’s (1987)

comparison of ordinary and scientific concept formation we find some reasons why. As, he points

out, unlike everyday concepts, scientific concepts are systemic, base on synthesis, come from anal-

ysis and conscious awareness (see Subsection 2.2.1). Vygotsky (1987) also states that a scientific

concept cannot be simply given or adopted. The elaborate path that led in this intervention study

to the activity of co-constructing meaning and shared understanding of metacognition suggests

Vygotsky’s assertion was well-founded.

About meaning and concept formation, Davydov’s premise of ascending from the abstract to the

concrete (as cited in Engeström (1987)), also helps us see the significance of this finding and its

relation with reconciling teacher educators’ personal and and formal pedagogical theories. Contrary

to the concept of concrete and abstract used by Dewey (1933) when explaining reflective thinking,

for Davydov the development of a concept can be traced when it evolves from an abstract (not

grasped as a whole) to a concrete state (perceived in its holistic and systemic interconnectedness)

(Engeström, 1987, p. 204).

In addition, Leontiev’s perspective of the ‘double life of meaning’ confirms the relevance of the
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activity of co-construction of the meaning of metacognition by the teacher educators. Leontiev’s

explanation implies that the objective meaning is always changing, acquiring new meaning when

it becomes part of a person’s subjective world. If the meaning given to the words and concepts

develop, we must not assume others understand exactly what we mean when we use them. Even less

in a context like that of teacher educators, whose personal meanings of concepts are permanently

being engaged in the objective world of teaching practices. That is not to say that the meaning of

all conceptual tools used by teacher educators must correspond completely; that would contradict

the theory of development of meaning presented here. However, this study shows that a formative

intervention can be a place/time where/when the teacher educators’ personal meanings meet, in

objective activity, to co-construct a collective image of their psychological tools and signs. In other

words, the intervention can prompt a cycle of collective and conscious meaning of the concepts,

ideas, or theories investigated.

In this study, co-construction of meaning of the concepts of learning was important because the

teacher educators achieved a shared professional understanding and discourse of what it means for

them to teach about teaching. However, if we adhere to Vygotsky’s (1987) premise of understanding

presented in chapter 2, understanding may never be fully reached since, in his view, to understand

someone’s thought we would have to uncover what motivates such thought, something that goes

beyond the scope of this study. In any case, even if temporarily, the co-constructed meaning

of metacognition contributed to the teacher educators sharing an understanding of a professional

theoretical and practical language to refer to and use of the concepts investigated.

Undoubtedly, this shared meaning will need to be revisited and reformulated as the context and

needs of the teaching programme change. However, at least for the duration of the formative

intervention, the members of this activity system had a collective understanding of two conceptual

tools they use in practice. Meaning is use, as Wittgenstein reminds us, and these participants used

‘metacognition’ while talking about it, which resignified it at a practical plane. The value of this

activity is found in Wenger’s (2009) view on this matter, who notes that “the concepts we use to

make sense of the world direct both our perceptions and our actions” (p. 214).

If we accept the premises about the development of personal and formal pedagogical theories of

teacher educators, and look at the finding described in this subsection, then the intervention has

given us some insights about how teachers’ personal and formal pedagogical theories may be rec-

onciled. First, reconciling the two pedagogical theories is a purposefully oriented activity that

requires a space and time for it to happen. Second, for this reconciliation between personal and

formal pedagogical theory, it is critical shared understanding of conceptual tools used in teaching

about teaching, as this prompts the surfacing of contradictions and suggestions of how to resolve

them, as shown in the findings of this study in Section 7.2.

The following section discusses the components of social participation critical to prompting the
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activity of redefining the object of the activity of teaching-learning about teaching. The compo-

nents originated in the initiation phase of the formative intervention and provide clues to better

understand how teacher educators learn.

9.2.3 The role of social participation to redefine the object of teaching

about teaching.

The findings of the intervention floor layer suggests that some social conditions were critical for the

development of the formative intervention. These findings corroborate the place of social interaction

in learning discussed in chapter 2. However, what I explore in this subsection is to what extend

those social conditions specifically contributed to the activity of redefining the object of the activity

system of the teacher educators. This is predicated on considering more deeply Wenger’s (2009)

argument that social participation “shapes not only what we do, but also who we are and how we

interpret what we do” (p. 211).

These findings do not rule out that individual actions also contributed to the activity. Quite the

opposite. The sub-tasks in the intervention that demanded individual work were crucial for the

outcome of the collective ones. This interdependence of the individual and the collective actions

was demonstrated in the analysis of the 35 actions of the understory layer in chapter 6, which is a

reminder that “activity is always the activity of individuals, and yet that activity is always social

in character” (Blunden, 2012, p. 105).

In the section that follows, I describe the social components that emerged during the change lab-

oratory of the initiating phase of the intervention that appear to have been critical for carrying

out the activity of redefining the object of teaching about teaching. These conditions can help us

gain better understanding about how to enable and sustain ongoing learning in teacher educators,

and to support the novice teacher educator entering the profession. I also consider the emerging

social conditions of the first change laboratory in light of Wenger’s (2009) elements of social par-

ticipation and note additional elements of collective participation observed in this study during the

performance of the two tasks of the formative intervention.

Learning as a collective activity.

As highlighted in the findings from the understory layer of the intervention, the task of investigating

teacher educators’ theoretical and practical understandings of metacognition turned into the activity

of their activity system. This finding helps us understand how learning is a collective activity in the

context of teacher educators. That is because in this formative intervention learning stopped being

an individual task/assignment and became a collective endeavour. In this way, learning acquired
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a new meaning because in this activity there was a shared aim, and seemingly a shared motive as

well. In other words, the teacher educators were working towards the same object.

Determining whether the teacher educators were driven by a shared motive is more difficult to

ascertain, as data collected in this study was not intended to investigate this matter. Examining

motive would require a different study. However, since the outcome of the change laboratory of

the initiating phase (in which the teacher educators investigated their theoretical and practical

understanding of the concept of prior knowledge) was highly appreciated by the teacher educators,

one could speculate that this motivated them to carry out the second task. However, this is only

speculative.

The shift from individual to collective learning is a key finding of the study in response to the

guiding questions, as it suggests that through their engagement in the formative intervention the

teacher educators were in fact engaged in an expansive pedagogical learning activity. This claim can

be made as data analysis showed that by engaging in this collective learning the teacher educators

had the opportunity to redefine the object of their activity system’s activity, which can only be

done if all members of the activity work collectively.

Learning in and for a community of practice.

One of the emerging findings of the intervention floor was that the social conditions of participation

contributed to participants’ sense of being part of a learning community. Social conditions like

trust, relationship building, and learning to work as an activity system are some of the contributors

to that sense of community, as shown in chapter 5 Section 5.2.

What can be implied from this finding is that the formative intervention was a generative space

for teacher educators to work as a learning and research community of their own practices. Such

a generative space could be construed as what a zone of proximal development (ZPD) space for

teacher educators should look and feel like. In this intervention, that meant a context-based space

where teacher educators were immersed in the social dimension of their practices. A place that

allowed teacher educators to view their peers not only as ‘other knowledgeable ones’, but a partner

in crime who could relate. They were co-equal partners with whom to try and find answers to

shared contradictions. This experience allowed the four teacher educators to transition from their

individual to a collective approach of the activity of teaching-learning about teaching.

In Wenger’s words, learning in a community of practice facilitates the conversation about the

social configurations where our activities “are defined as worth pursuing and our participation is

recognizable as competence” (Wenger, 2009, p. 211). The new learning approach of these teacher

educators mattered because being part of a learning community supported them to operate as an

activity system and resignify their learning enterprise.
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Moreover, the social approach to learning is what the teacher educators identified as the most

valuable aspect of the formative intervention, referring to it as ‘collaborative work’. In their words,

it was when they got together, outside the change laboratory, when they were revising their notes,

remembering what had been discussed in the change laboratories, or how I had guided the sessions

what had helped them tie the dots, or solve the sub-tasks.

I can only speculate about what led the participants to extend the community work beyond the

change laboratory. Perhaps they thought the sub-tasks would be best carried out collaboratively.

Or, perhaps, they wanted to extend on the collaborative work done in the change laboratory, rather

than engaging in the solitary work they usually do. Whichever the answer may be, teacher educa-

tors’ appreciation of their gatherings, and their shared planning of lessons, resembled the informal

atmosphere of a community of practice more than that of a formal setting of learning. In other

words, participation in these instances resembled what Wenger conceives as social participation: “a

kind of action and a form of belonging” (Wenger, 2009, p. 211).

Other explanations for the significance of collective work is given in studies and theories of socio-

cultural learning. For instance, for Lave and Wenger (1991) an explanation could be that when

engaged in real practice there is authentic peripheral participation. Wenger explains the key ele-

ment could be the participation in itself, as for individuals what matters is the contribution they

make to the practices of their communities (Wenger, 2009). For A. Leontiev (1978) and Engeström

(1987), the explanation may be that as an activity system the teachers were sharing a common

goal, had a motive and an aim.

Shared practice.

Another component of social participation that was a consistent feature of the intervention was a

sense of shared practice. For Wenger it is in practice that people can talk about the historically

shared “resources, frameworks, and perspectives” that ground and “sustain mutual engagement in

action” (Wenger, 2009, p. 211).

The two tasks the teacher educators carried out in the initiating and development phases of the

intervention opened the doors for educators to share the historicy of their practices, their knowledge

and their contradictions. Hence, we can infer that while immersed in this type of intentional practice,

teacher educators can more fully theorise about their teaching practice, test their theories and

reformulate them. Because in the space-time generated in the intervention, teacher educators not

only made hypothesis about their practices, but ‘did’ teaching practice. They learnt through and

with their peers and their student teachers, two important members of their learning community.

With their peers, the teacher educators shared those tasks that a teacher usually does in isolation,

like planning the lesson, preparing and teaching. From their student teachers they received timely

feedback about their teaching practices.
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Collectively dealing with contradictions.

Another component of social participation that contributed to the redefinition of the object of the

activity of teaching about teaching was that teacher educators addressed their surfaced contradic-

tions of understanding of metacognition collectively. Collectively surfacing and facing contradictions

was important for the activity of redefining the object of the activity because it allowed teacher

educators to acknowledge shared contradictions in their understandings and on that base to then

look for a possible shared solution. Since, as P. Grossman and Dean (2019) explain, the recognition

of contradictions can activate learning in a system because this demands reassessing and negotiating

the tools and aims of the system.

It was the collective effort to confront contradiction that led to the improvement of the teacher

educators’ understanding of their conceptual tools. This affirms one of the underlying premises

of this study, that is, that teacher educators can collectively find solutions to contradictory situa-

tions in their understanding of learning/teaching concepts and teaching practices when involved in

purposefully oriented activities. Moreover, Lave and Wenger’s (1991) assertion about the place of

authentic peripheral participation in the community of practice for learning is made evident in this

finding. They claim it is through communal and join effort a community finds situated solutions to

the challenges they may encounter, which is reflected in the changes brought about in the teacher

educators’ activity system.

Collective reflection and conscious awareness.

In the preceding subsections, I have drawn three conclusions from this study. First, that the

formative intervention appears to have been a ZPD for teacher educators, as it allowed them to go

a level beyond their previous theoretical and practical understandings of the two conceptual tools

they investigated, the concepts of prior knowledge and metacognition. Second, I have argued that

the activity of redefining the object of teaching about teaching was what Dewey (1933) calls the

activity of reflective thinking. My third conclusion was that the components of social participation

were critical for the activity of redefining the object to have happened. I now turn to address the

question of how the teacher educators went from an individual to a collective sense of awareness, or

reckoning for the need of changes in their teaching practices. In other words, how was it possible

to achieve that collective reflection and awareness?

To answer this question, I briefly return to Vygotsky’s explanation of concept formation from chap-

ter 2. Vygotsky (1987) states that whereas “conscious awareness is absent in the spontaneous

concept (everyday concept), it is a basic characteristic of scientific concepts” (p. 191). The con-

scious awareness Vygotsky refers to is the generalization or abstraction of meaningful perception

which a child can do when they transition to the verbal introspection of mental forms of activity
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(Vygotsky, 1987). He also states it is through instruction that this conscious awareness is initially

achieved (Vygotsky, 1987). Though this explanation helps us understand how individual awareness

is achieved, how could the collective awareness of teacher educators be explained?

Blunden (2020) interprets what Vygotsky meant by instruction being the enabler of conscious

awareness. In Blunden’s view, in a formal setting of learning, scientific concepts are the vehicle

to convey knowledge, and it is through awareness of these concepts that we gain the ability to act

in line with concepts that enable us to participate in a regular collective activity (Blunden, 2020).

He claims that for conscious thought to happen, generally speaking, you need people to tell you

things, call your attention, to give access to a new world, and reflect back to you on what you did

(Blunden, 2020).

In Blunden’s interpretation of Vygotsky’s explanation of conscious awareness we may find a tentative

answer to the question posed here. It appears the bridge between collective reflection and conscious

awareness is social participation, a predominant feature of the formative intervention of this study.

If to become aware of something requires the help of others, as Blunden (2020) claims, then the

change laboratory sessions were a true ZPD for this to happen. In fact, as shown in the section on

reflective thinking, several actions of the change laboratory prompted both individual and collective

reflection which may have led to that collective awareness, specially, actions which prompted teacher

educators to share their personal theoretical understandings of metacognition; and actions which

helped them resignify that existent understanding.

However, we must also consider the place of language as the most valuable mediational tool of this

process. Perhaps it would suit to consider the weight of ‘collective intentionality’ in the discourses

put forward by Vanderveken (2001), who warns of the need for a less individual “philosophy of

mind and action”, to investigate the relation of interlocution between the speaker and the hearer

(p. 245).

Awareness and conscious thought were embedded in the activity of redefining the object of teaching

about teaching. It was the conscious decision of collectively addressing their contradictions that

helped these teacher educators a) identify the origin of their contradictions, b) seek the opportunity

for change in practice, and c) orient their actions to tackle the cause of their contradictions in either

their theoretical or pragmatical understanding. Intentional, purposeful and conscious grappling

with contradictions is what enabled these four teacher educators to redefine the object of their

activity, teaching about teaching. However, if a teacher educator does not take a moment to step

aside from the activity, then they may not consciously be aware of such learning. That is to say, if

teacher educators do not find the space-time in their teaching occupations to collectively carry out

this sort of activity, they might not fully engage in an expansive learning cycle of their practices.

The discussion and conclusions presented in the above subsections provide evidence of the role social

participation played in the activity of redefining the object of the activity of the teacher educators
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in this study. The next section elaborates on the finding of the emergent layer of the intervention,

which calls our attention to how teacher educators’ pedagogical learning was expanded.

9.3 Teacher Educators’ Expansive Pedagogical Learning

This section focuses on the finding that teacher educators’ pedagogical learning expanded through-

out the intervention. I discuss how the intervention enabled, what I have called, ‘expansive pedagog-

ical learning’, and then consider how these findings advance our understanding of teacher educators’

learning. These findings contributed to fulfilling the second purpose of this study, which was to

advance the discussion of creating an entry pathway into the profession of teacher educator, and of

how to support their subsequent lifelong learning and professional growth.

9.3.1 The five areas of expansive learning.

Findings of the emergent layer reveal that teacher educators’ pedagogical learning expanded in five

specific areas. The first referred to the learning they acquired on how to work as a system activity,

not only as a group. In other words, just because teacher educators belong to a particular group,

faculty or teaching programme, as in this study, does not mean that they act as an activity system

which purposefully works for the object of their activity. Therefore, an aspect of the pedagogical

learning teacher educators may need to expand relates to how to work as an activity system.

The second area concerned teacher educators learning to explicitly talk about the object of their

activity system. In their daily busy lives teacher educators deal with and may talk about countless

topics related to their work. However, the immediacy to solve the problematic issues that arise in

teaching practice and in other dimensions of their working life may overshadow the most critical of

all: the object of their activity. That is to say, teaching-learning about teaching.

The contradictions identified in the four teacher educators’ understandings highlighted that either

their theoretical or practical understanding of metacognition needed to mature or develop. This

points to the third area of expansive learning which was reflected in the participants’ understand-

ing of these concepts developing from abstract to concrete. This finding suggests the development

of understanding of conceptual tools is a continuous process that needs to be explicitly addressed

throughout the professional lives of teacher educators. More importantly, the finding clearly high-

lights that theoretical understanding does not equate to practical understanding, in fact, to talk

about maturation of a conceptual tool the two understandings must walk hand in hand, as Vygotsky

(1987) when explaining the concept of concept formation.

Fourth, the participants found a new, or expanded, meaning in their role as teacher educators. This

finding has important implications for addressing the situation of novice and untrained teacher
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educators who arrive at the profession without the needed conceptual tools to carry out their job

of teaching about teaching. As seen in the findings, the intervention opened a space/time where all

teacher educators collectively co-constructed shared meaning and understanding of some of those

conceptual tools. This space/time gave the novice teacher educators not only the chance to learn

from their expert peers, but also to find their voice, and gain confidence in their role as teacher

educators.

The fifth area of expansive learning may have been the most significant, as it concerned teacher

educators’ awareness of what is needed to mirror theoretical understanding in practice. The main

significance of this finding is that the participants collected empirical evidence of how to deal with

the problematic issue of the ‘gap’ between theory and practice. Something they acknowledged to

be real in the first individual interview of the intervention, but they had neither purposefully or

empirically investigated previously.

9.3.2 Teacher educators’ learning.

Challenging the paradigm in which theory and practice are seen as a duality is critical. As the find-

ings of the study show, learning is a dialectical process where practice and theory, the subjective

and objective, the individual and collective, local and global are interdependent, relying one on the

other. This intervention has brought to the surface that, in relation to teacher educators’ pedagogi-

cal practices, while learning happens when immersed in everyday activity, it also requires conscious

activity to acknowledge and conceptually accommodate the learning. Whereas self-reflecting is a

condition for practice improvement, teaching practices are also enhanced by promoting collective

reflection. Perhaps there is no stronger justification for this understanding than Bruner’s (1996) ar-

gument when elaborating on his chapter ‘knowing as doing’. He claims that “ mind is an extension

of the hands and tools that you use and of the jobs to which you apply them” (p. 151).

Vygotsky’s (1987) explanation of concept formation was pivotal to understanding the process in-

vestigated in this research. This is because concepts are the main psychological signs we as teacher

educators use in our everyday teaching activities and pedagogical practices. We work with con-

cepts, we develop our personal concepts, we struggle to understand other people’s concepts, and

we consider our student teachers need to learn these concepts. A teacher could teach without any

other tool, but not without concepts, ideas or theories. The problem that arises from this, is that

because we use them on a daily basis, we may not see the need to understand what our concepts

are, even less where and how they originated.

Vygotsky’s study of how an everyday concept is formed has shed light on understanding how teacher

educators develop their personal pedagogical theories, an issue that closely aligns to the purported

gap between theory and practice. Further examination of teacher educators’ learning framed by
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Vygotsky’s argument of concept formation could illuminate more about how teacher educators can

learn to reconcile their personal pedagogical theories with formal pedagogical theory, as well as

prompting reconsideration of the relationship between theory and practice.

Another insight from this formative intervention on teacher educators’ learning is that if we recognise

the dialectical nature of pedagogical practices, we can purposefully create the conditions for teacher

educators to exploit the learning embedded in their practices. Teaching practices should be given

recognition and conceived of as the ‘school’ from which teacher educators consciously learn about

what they do when they teach about teaching. To acknowledge this would be one way of supporting

the development of teacher educators’ practices.

In the context of an activity system of teacher educators, learning should no longer be treated as an

individual pursuit. The four teacher educators in this intervention went beyond this individualistic

perspective on learning by collectively co-constructing a meaning of teaching about teaching. The

social nature of learning cannot be ignored, as this intervention confirmed that ‘learning is a socially

situated activity that happens in community of practice’ (Lave, 1992; Lave &Wenger, 1991; Wenger,

2009). Co-constructing an understanding of the meaning of learning/teaching about teaching was

a way of deepening understanding about the activity of teaching-learning, and learning from others

in the context of shared practices.

At the core of these teacher educators’ pedagogical practices there were contradictions between what

they knew and what they were doing in practice. When they further scrutinised their theoretical

and practical understanding of the concept of metacognition, that revealed contradictions they were

not aware of. In this formative intervention surfacing contradictions was a critical action for the

need state a person has to reach to purposefully decide to make a change in practice. This may be

a crucial piece of the ongoing learning of teacher educators, as it objectively informs the educator

what the contradiction of their understanding is. The activity of surfacing contradictions happened

in this intervention because it was purposefully oriented and collectively undertaken.

For Vygotsky and Bacon, as Bruner (1996) states, “praxis (originally italicised) most typically

precedes nomos (originally italicised) in human history” (p.152). By this he means that it is not

theory that informs action, but action that informs theory. Perhaps it is the lack of understanding

of how the conceptual tools of teacher educators have come into existence that has deepened the

gap between the personal and formal pedagogical theory of teacher educators. However, as shown

through the change laboratory of this formative intervention, it is how we (teacher educators) inves-

tigate our practical understandings of what we do and think that can lead to expansive pedagogical

learning, resulting in informed pedagogical theory.
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9.4 Significance to Teacher Educators’ Education

This section elaborates on the significance of this research to advancing understanding of teacher

educators’ pedagogical practices and learning. The section considers first the significance of the

study regarding the adaptations to Engeström’s (1987) theory of expansive learning. Next, it

presents a theopractical contribution about how to prompt teacher educators’ pedagogical learning

and ends by presenting a possible bridge between the cultural historical theory (CHT) of Vygotsky

and cultural historical activity theory (CHAT) of A. Leontiev.

9.4.1 Perspectives on and adaptations to Expansive Learning.

Adapting Expansive Learning to a teacher educators’ education context.

The combination of findings of this study provides some support for contextualising and adapting

the theory of expansive learning, which is a broad concept, making it relevant for a specific context

of teacher educators’ education. Engeström’s (1987) theory of expansive learning and the change

laboratory is not bound to the context of the educational setting. In contrast, my argument for

expansive pedagogical learning refers to that learning which is needed by teacher educators to teach

their student teachers about how to teach a determined content. What the case study of this

formative intervention has shown is how that pedagogical knowledge can be co- constructed. This

study has expanded my understanding of the theory of expansive learning by Engeström by placing

it in the context of teacher educators’ pedagogical learning.

I worked in a generative space where there was no room for the dichotomy between practice and

theory, showing an approach through which the process of co-construction of the pedagogical knowl-

edge the profession of teacher educators demands can be carried out and engaged with. However,

one of the most significant challenges I faced in presenting the findings was the lack of a word, a term

that would eliminate the dichotomy. For how to speak against dichotomy without mentioning the

two words that validate it? This is an empirical case that contributes to showing, from a pragmatic

standpoint, how to undertake the task of explicitly working to eliminate that dichotomy. In this

approach, the change laboratory has been a generative space or the teacher educators’ ZPD for a

new type of knowledge, which draws on the co-construction of theoretical or practical understanding

and promotes the professionalisation of our pedagogical knowledge.

Adapting the cycle of expansive learning for teacher educators’ learning.

The conceptual premise of what teacher educators’ learning means originates in the adaptation to

the theory of expansive learning of Engeström which was introduced in the emergent layer as the
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concept of expansive pedagogical learning. The conceptual premise states that for teacher educators’

pedagogical learning to expand at least three conditions should be met: 1) their contradictions

in theoretical and practical understanding must be made visible and confronted; 2) the learning

activity ought to lead to building shared meaning; and 3) reflective thinking is required. A broader

explanation of teacher educators’ learning is presented in the definition of expansive pedagogical

learning in the emergent layer.

This premise contributes to answering the question how teacher educators learn about teaching,

which I addressed in the conceptual framework of this study. Although the concept of expansive

pedagogical learning is based in Engeström’s (2009) cycle of expansive learning there are some

major differences worth highlighting. The main difference is that expansive pedagogical learning

aims at prompting the activity of reconciling theoretical and practical understandings of teacher

educators’ conceptual tools. Second, while Engeström proposes six steps to prompt expansive

learning, the cycle of expansive pedagogical learning contemplates nine, see Figure 9.2. In expansive

pedagogical learning special attention is given to interactions, thus, individual, intra and inter

systemic interactions are prompted throughout the nine steps.

Figure 9.2: The cycle of expansive pedagogical learning.
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Regarding the number of steps of expansive pedagogical learning, the first reason why the number

has gone from six to nine is because in this cycle of learning the teacher educators will deal with two

types of understandings which in practical terms means that some steps of the change laboratory

have to be carried out twice. In Figure 9.2 it can be noticed that steps 1 and 2 of the cycle

of expansive learning are about making visible theoretical understanding of the concept, while

the third is about making visible practical understanding. Step 9, on the other hand, has been

added because when implementing my change laboratory it was felt that the teacher educators’

theoretical and practical understandings of metacognition would have come closer had the teacher

educators had the chance to return to their student teachers to test the reformulated version of their

hypothesis. In step nine teacher educators would go back to practice to do what Engeström and

Sannino (2010) argue happens in the sixth step of the cycle of expansive learning: the “generalisation

of the practice” (p. 8).

The cycle of expansive pedagogical learning explicitly acknowledges the place of varied forms of

interactions for the co-construction of shared understanding. Hence, it prompts the participants to

engage in individual, intra systemic and inter systemic interactions where, at least, two of the most

important communities of practice of teacher educators are given their due place: their activity

system, and the activity system of their student teachers.

Adapting the change laboratory.

As the concept of expansive pedagogical learning has generated some adaptations in light of the

findings of the study, it follows that the change laboratory also needs to be adapted. This is the

final adaptation made to the theory of expansive learning, the change laboratory which is commonly

used in formative interventions. As explained in the intervention floor, the first change laboratory

used for the initiating phase of the intervention was improved to accommodate the demands of

the task the teacher educators were presented in the development phase. However the seven step

change laboratory needs to be adapted to align with the conceptual premise of expansive pedagogical

learning presented in the emergent layer and further elaborated in this chapter. In Table 9.1 it can

be appreciated the differences between Virkkunen and Newnham’s (2013) change laboratory and

the one suggested to prompt expansive pedagogical learning.

Table 9.1: Adaptation to the Change Laboratory

Original change laboratory of expansive learning Adapted change laboratory of expansive pedagogical learning
Phase 1: Charting the situation Step 1: Making visible theoretical understanding of the conceptual tool.
Phase 2: Analysing the needs and possibilities of development Step 2: Making visible practical understanding of the conceptual tool.
Phase 3: Creating a new model for the activity Step 3: Sharing contradictions in practical understanding and confronting theoretical ones.
Phase 4: Concretising and testing the new model Step 4: Making hypothesis about using shared understanding in teaching practice.
Phase 5: Implementing the new model step 5: Sharing and making a hypothesis about using shared understanding in teaching practice.
Phase 6: Spreading and consolidating the new model Step 6: Testing the hypothesis in teaching practice.

Step 7: Appraising and reformulating the hypothesis.
Step 8: Consolidating and generalising the new teaching practice.
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9.4.2 A theopractical understanding of teacher educators’ learning.

With regards to the practical significance of the study, the findings have brought to light three

important considerations about supporting teacher educators’ learning, that is, if the context is

similar to that of the participants of this study. First, to bring the theoretical and practical under-

standing of teacher educators into harmony demands practice; second, this learning activity is both

an individual and a social endeavour, and third, it requires overt recognition of contradictions.

While these findings align with existing research in the field, this study contributes to our collective

knowledge in two ways: a) it demonstrates a well documented approach to how to carry out these

activities -how to reconcile theoretical and practical understanding, how to address contradictions,

how to raise awareness about such contradictions-, and b) it clearly illustrates the importance of

these activities for teacher educators’ growth, development and to create shifts in practice. This is

done by showing an empirical example for other researchers and teacher educators to draw on in

constructing own initiatives that aim to promote ongoing learning and professional development.

The findings show that to bring theoretical and practical understanding of conceptual tools together

requires meaningful, real-world practice. It is not enough to address this issue from a theoretical

stance. In this case study I have been able to demonstrate that it takes practice to bring these two

together. Because this is not an intellectual task, this is an activity that needs to be embodied,

engaged, and practiced. Talking about practices will not be enough to exert the changes they

may require, as the study shows, one needs to theorise one’s practice and practice one’s theory.

The findings support the argument that one cannot develop a theoretical understanding separate

from the practical engagement, validating the work of authors who have highlighted the value of

knowledge of practice (M. Adler et al., 2003; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999b; Cochran-Smith, 2003;

J. Loughran, 2019) and of knowledge gained in action Hammerness et al. (2005).

The study has also shown that the learning embedded in the individual practice of teacher educators

could be qualitatively enhanced by translating it to a space where it is shared with others. After

all, as Stetsenko (2010) reminds us, the evolution of any activity is the result of social practice,

which is enriched by the unique individual contribution of those belonging to a collective (p. 84).

The activity of bringing the personal and formal pedagogical theories together required individual

and collective actions in both the theoretical and practical understanding of conceptual tools. It

demanded practicing together, practicing alone, theorising together, theorising alone, along with

self and collective reflection.

The findings are confirmatory that a common element in the concepts of reflective thinking by Dewey

(1997), inquiry stance by Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999b) and pedagogical reasoning J. Loughran’s

(2019) is what the teacher educators experienced by investigating their understandings. What these

authors argue, translated to the context of teacher educators, can be read as intentionally and

purposefully thinking about what one does in practice will lead to uncovering what underpins those
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practices.

At the beginning of this thesis I posited that an aim of the study was to give teacher educators a

platform for their voice and to find their own solutions to the problematic issue of the ‘gap’ between

theory and practice. This has been born out through this study. Therefore, another significant

contribution of this research is that it has shown these fours teacher educators, that they have a

say in finding answers to their tensions and contradictions between their theoretical and practical

understanding of their conceptual tools.

9.4.3 A bridge between CHT and CHAT.

Perhaps the most prominent difference between cultural historical theory (CHT) as conceived by

Vygotsky and cultural historical activity theory (CHAT) is the unit of analysis. While Vygotsky

proposed that to study human development the minimum unit of analysis should be word meaning

as a “component of social practice” (Minick, 1987, pp. 25-34), Leontiev posited it was the activity

(A. Leontiev, 1978, p. 11). However, to make sense of the activity carried out in the formative

intervention of this study, both units of analysis were essential. While the initial approach to the

analysis consisted in describing the activity that occurred in the intervention, it was by looking

analytically and systematically into what the teacher educators had been co-constructing in the

activity through their discourse about the concepts that making meaning and shared understanding

emerged.

This analytical approach brought to light the need to look underneath the activity, which revealed

the importance of co-constructing meaning of the concepts of learning for the activity system.

Indeed, it was during the activity that the teacher educators co-constructed a shared meaning of

metacognition. However, without investigating further what and how that shared meaning had

been acquired the redefinition of the object of the activity might not have surfaced. In other words,

meaning and activity need each other like activity needs a motive to exist. After all, it is in activity,

while doing, that meaning can be co-constructed, for as Wittgenstein and Anscombe (1953) simply

put it, meaning is use. Also, considering that human activity is essentially a linguistic transaction,

it is hard to imagine this could be successful without meaning making and reaching understanding.

9.5 Implications

Though bounded by the context of this specific case study, the findings related to the guiding ques-

tions nevertheless serve to advance our understanding about how teacher educators learn and how

they can be supported to co-construct pedagogical knowledge beyond that context. The implica-

tions of this understanding can be observed in three domains which are: 1) Designing the novice
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teacher educator’s entry pathway into the profession of teaching about teaching; 2) Improving the

design of teacher educators’ ongoing learning programmes; and 3) Reconsidering the approach to

prospective teachers’ formation.

9.5.1 Implications for novice teacher educator’s entry pathway.

This study has raised important questions about the lack of an entry pathway for novice teacher

educators in the context of my research, as the intervention brought to the surface how contradictions

in theoretical and practical understanding of teacher educators have an effect in their teaching

practices. From the outset of this study, I called attention to a contextual situation lived by many

novice teacher educators in Colombia where it is not uncommon to find that they are not given

any sort of preparation to take up the job of teaching prospective teachers. This situation typically

originates in the unexamined assumption that if the teacher is good at teaching their content, that

they are experienced enough, or that they know very well their discipline, then it follows that they

can teach about teaching. Many of these novices, as in the case of two of the participants of this

study, are not qualified licenciados (in Colombia, this means the professional teacher who completed

a four year teaching programme).

Although the findings of this study are particularly pertinent to Colombia, they can also be of

interest to contexts where novice teachers go through a similar experience. This is because the

generative space created through the formative intervention of the study allowed for the novice and

experienced teacher educators to work collaboratively as a community of research practice where

all voices counted and helped co-construct a new understanding of the object of teaching about

teaching. Such a generative space has potential across a range of contexts. The findings of this

study further validate Edwards’ (2010a) insightful proposition of an initial mentoring phase for the

novice to help them learn about and in a new practice. Finally, the change laboratory proposed

in this thesis gives the experienced members of an activity system of teacher educators a practical

example about how to welcome and coach any new or novice teacher educator into their community

of practice, taking situated learning seriously.

9.5.2 Implications for teacher educators’ ongoing learning.

The second implication of the study concerns how to approach initiatives that support teacher

educators’ lifelong, ongoing learning and professional growth. This study supports previous research

that has shown the need to design programmes of professional development where teachers interact,

and learning is socially situated (Hadar & Brody, 2010); where practice-inquiry is stimulated (Meijer

et al., 2017); and where there is room for “discussing individual authentic teaching practices with

fellow educators” (Meeus, Cools, & Placklé, 2018, p. 18). In addition, the results of this research
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highlighted the adaptation a change laboratory needs in order to prompt teacher educators to find

their own answers in reconciling their personal pedagogical theories with formal pedagogical theories

of learning/teaching.

The generative space proposed here is one that sees the teacher educator as an agent, someone

who is capable of constructing informed pedagogical knowledge, not a recipient of knowledge from

others. The problem with this is that, as Townsend (2014) made clear, in the world of teacher

educational policy the tendency is to tell rather than ask, specially to teacher educators. Townsend

examined the state of the art in teacher education policy of ten countries, and from this analysis

claims this problem is a matter of lack of trust in the educators by the policy makers. He also

warns this status quo is a political measure that aims at exerting control over what and how future

teachers are taught, as shown in the exaggerated regulation of the teacher education institutions

(pp. 123-125). What Townsend (2014) denounces in his study is not far from the reality of teacher

education policy in Colombia. Yet, this intervention case study has shown us that there is a way,

as long as teacher educators are prepared to not let this over-regulation happen.

I acknowledge that while taking side with Townsend, the suggestion I have just made about how

to approach teacher educators’ ongoing learning may come across as another ‘tell rather ask’ ex-

ample. However, I must highlight, I am not suggesting the generative place will solve all existing

contradictions in teacher educators’ understandings of conceptual tools. Instead, what I claim here

is that a) there is a way to enact the socio-cultural theory of learning in the workplace of teacher

educators, and b) the contextual, historical and cultural dimensions of learning must be recognised

and validated in ongoing professional learning for teacher educators.

The findings of this study further suggest the change laboratory as a promising method and more

effective way to realise Colombia’s policy of investing in the training of in-service English teachers.

Per Sierra Ospina (2016), in inservice English teachers’ training in some rural areas of Antioquia,

Colombia, teachers are treated as “objects rather than subjects of their continue education”. Sierra

insists that the voice of teachers, about what their practices entails in their contexts to teach

English, is essential for these training programmes to work out (p. 177).

9.5.3 Implications for student teachers’ formation.

This study reinforces the importance of the community of practice in the development of a new

teacher’s professional identity, and in the impact their teacher educators’ practices may have in how

their own practices develop. If learning, as portrayed in this study, is cast as both an individual and

social process, involves confronting contradictions in one’s theoretical and practical understandings

of the conceptual tools used to do teaching, and is conceived of as an act of becoming, then surely

we need to look at the learning environments where student teachers undertake that activity of
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becoming teachers.

The claim of how teacher educators’ practices impact their students’ has been made in multiple

studies, including Berry’s (2007), Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999b), and Shaharabani and Yarden

(2019). In these studies, teacher educators inquiring into their own practices reported how their

students’ perspectives about teaching had also been positively affected. In other words, teacher

educators’ inquiry not only helped qualify their practices, it became another conceptual tool to

encourage their student teachers’ learning, while being acknowledged as members of the teacher

educators’ community of practice.

Regarding the formation of student teachers, studies have continued to question the approaches and

models used to teach future teachers. For instance, in a comprehensive comparative study of models

used in teacher education carried out in the UK by Wake (2010), they point out how despite the

existence of three different models, what they call a division of labour between what the University

and the school persists. They claim while the former privileges theory, the latter prioritises the

day-to-day practice approach, which enhances that separation between theory and practice (p. 66).

On the other hand, Meeus et al. (2018) point out the lack of consensus among mentors, tutors

and policy makers in the UK about what pedagogical knowledge is for teacher education. They

argue this is a serious contradiction that needs to be overcome, as this has led to teacher education

approaches that focus on providing student teachers with a decontextualised set of strategies and

formulas on how to solve situations in the classroom, while lacking the focus on developing the

reflective inquiry mindset about why and when to use them. Meanwhile, P. Grossman and Dean

(2019) also denounce the tendency to over-emphasise theory over practice in teaching education

programmes.

The formative intervention findings indicate that being engaged as part of a community of practice

to trace the origin of contradictions in theoretical and practical understandings of learning concepts

led to the moment of realisation that prompted teacher educators to confront them and take actions

to change them. Thus, preparation programmes should consider promoting teaching methods that

create communities of practice with their student teachers, which prompt the novice teachers to

engage their prior knowledge and preconceptions of teaching and learning with their peers.

9.6 Limitations of the Study and Future Layer of Work

The main question of this research asked what happened when four teacher educators collectively

investigated their theoretical and practical understandings of concepts of learning. The overarch-

ing finding of the study suggests that a cycle of expansive pedagogical learning occurred while the

teacher educators addressed this task. This learning could be what led to the participants resig-

nifying the object of teaching about teaching. As we approach the end of this thesis, it can be
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categorically concluded that although the outcome of the formative intervention can be called a

cycle of expansive pedagogical learning, it was at an early stage. This is mainly because like any

other type of learning, expansive pedagogical learning is always in flux. As such, at this stage, I

would like to consider the limitations of this formative intervention to suggest some questions worth

investigating in the future.

9.6.1 Attrition of the intervention, contextual constrains

The first limitation of this case study was the constrains of the context in which the formative

intervention developed. As stated earlier, the participants of this study are an example of what,

in general terms, is a non-formal, non-credentialed pathway to the profession of teacher educators

in Colombia, which may not be the case in other countries. From the outset, this means that the

findings of the study cannot be generalised widely to other international contexts. This raises the

question then as to what would be the outcome if the formative intervention were carried out in

a context where the participants are qualified teacher educators and their faculty have an entry

pathway for them. Would the same types of contradictions surface in these teacher educators?

These questions could be investigated to advance our understanding of teacher educators’ learning,

the effectiveness of the change laboratory here suggested, and to test the concept of expansive

pedagogical learning emerging from this study.

Another limitation of the study was the attrition of the formative intervention, which could also

be a consequence of the contextual constrains of the study. As mentioned earlier, this formative

intervention started with a group of five teacher educators in August 2017, shortly after the begin-

ning one participant left the institution. By the time the second stage of the intervention finished

there were only two participants left. By July 2021 when I fully exited the field, only one of the

five teacher educators was still at FUNDES. The question this reality arises is how can a cycle of

expansive pedagogical learning be maintained when activity systems are so unstable? How can an

educational institution deal with these types of contradictions and tensions?

Thus, attrition in formative interventions is a danger the interventionist researcher must be prepared

for and may not be able to prevent. Nonetheless, what can be done is to consider a minimum number

of participants with whom to start the formative intervention. Perhaps, consider the alarms the

context gives you, high mobility of teacher educators is one of them. However, I chose this context

precisely because of the many needs it has, otherwise where would that leave the moral obligation of

educational research? Thus, a better way to approach this issue could be by shortening the distance

between the stage of the intervention.

There are some questions and suggestions for further studies of this type. Blunden (2015b) calls our

attention to something that was experienced during the formative intervention of this case study.
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He says that it is not sufficient to solve a situation that presents within the boundaries of the group

of people where it emerged, because communities change and people forget (p. 8). Indeed, the

teacher educators’ community of practice has changed considerably.

9.6.2 Operationalising the formative intervention

With regards to how to conduct the formative intervention and the change laboratory there are

a few aspects worth considering for future studies. The first is that some of the conditions of a

formative intervention, such as having a team of researchers, the use of video mirror evidence and

data analysis as suggested by (Engeström, 1987; A. Sannino et al., 2016) need to be taken seriously.

For instance, the presence of a team of researchers with whom to discuss the course of the actions

of the change laboratory would have reassured me during the times I had to take decisions, like how

long to wait before taking part of the discussion, should I take more or less part in the discussion,

not just be an observer, and other such implementation concerns. A team would be especially

recommended for a novice interventionist researcher.

The aspects mentioned above raise the question of the real financial cost of formative interventions

and the likelihood of deprived educational institutions paying for it. Thus, a future research layer of

work could also consider applying the intervention in a public university. Another issue to consider

regarding the operationalisation of a formative intervention is that one might ask whether it is

worth investing in a formative intervention that will not be sustainable over time.

9.6.3 Teacher educators’ role in the intervention

Another aspect that would need to be improved in a future formative intervention with teacher

educators would be the data analysis approach. Though data analysis was done during the change

laboratory, this should have been more focused and aimed at unearthing contradictions earlier in

the formative intervention. This is an observation derived from the time and kind of findings that

emerged when I was doing data analysis off the field. The one problem this would pose is the time

allocated for the intervention. Perhaps the discussions should be 2.5 or 3 hours per week, instead of

2. In which case, the participants should be allocated four hours per week total for engagement in

the intervention; two hours for the change laboratory discussions, one for data analysis, and another

for writing, as writing makes part of data analysis. This highlights another aspect that should be

taken more seriously in a formative intervention of teacher educators, the importance of writing as

a form of reflecting and data analysis.

A possible way to counteract the above limitation could be by addressing another limitation of this

case study which was the handling of video mirror evidence from the teacher educator’s lessons.
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These data could have been better exploited. In the change laboratory discussions we only watched

segments of the teacher educators’ lessons, thus the interactions between teacher educators and their

student teachers was not fully appreciated. This meant that the teacher educators may have missed

the opportunity to surface more contradictions in their teaching practices. It would be interesting,

in future studies, to involve teacher educators more as researchers of their own interactions with

their student teachers’ activity system. To dig deeper into in which manner the interaction between

these two activity systems contributes to expand teacher educators’ pedagogical learning.

9.6.4 An intra-systemic relational study

The fourth limitation of the study refers to the little attention given to the interactions of the multi

activity systems that usually make up an organization. In fact, Engeström (2001) goes as far as

stating that for the third generation of CHAT the minimal unit of analysis should be two interacting

activity systems (p. 133). What Engeström is suggesting is the possibility of “inter-organisational

learning” among the many activity systems that make up the organisation. In the intervention

undertaken in this study, the activity system of the student teachers was only partially engaged.

They could have had a more significant role if the teacher educators had investigated further how

their new practices were affecting their student teachers’ learning about teaching, for instance.

The bottom up approach followed in this intervention may have worked for the teacher educators’

resignification of their practices, as they found their own answers to the contradictions in their

theoretical and practical understandings of the two learning concepts investigated. However, the

absence of members of other activity systems very likely meant that the decisions reached during

the intervention may have not been recognised by others. The vertical direction of relationships

that, generally speaking, prevails in organisations prevents horizontal approaches of relationship

like the one fostered in this intervention.

The downside of this approach is that deliberative discourses (see Subsection 3.4.2), which in this

intervention turned into a collective decision about the object of teaching about teaching, may not

have reached the status of a declaratory discourse, that is to say, these decisions may not have

gained the status and support of institutionalised decisions. This is most likely to be the case

in this formative intervention. Perhaps the inclusion of another important activity system in the

educational institution, that of the board of directors or administrators would have prevented this.

Hence, in future interventions the intra systemic character of developmental work research (DWR)

proposed by Engeström and Sannino (2010) ought to be engaged more fully.
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9.6.5 Tackling the historicy of practices

The history of theoretical and practical understandings of teaching practices must be fully reckoned

with for the intervention to be an effective tool of change. Because the activity system of this

formative intervention was young, it did not have a long shared history of practices. Instead we

looked at the history of teacher educators’ individual practices. This contextual reality warns

us about the intricacy of tracing the historicy of an activity system. Hence considering that the

outcome of a change laboratory highly depends on the analysis of the past to the present of practices

in the activity systems, which allows the participants to envision what could be the future of their

practices (Virkkunen & Newnham, 2013, pp. 85-88) the interventionist must be prepared to face this

challenge. In this case study that meant there was not sufficient time to go deeper into the historical

formations of the teacher educators’ understanding of the concepts of metacognition and many other

foundational theoretical concepts of learning used in practice, alongside the long historical roots of

their practices. What I explored was located at the surface level, that which could be visible in the

intervention floor, not what what may have historically contributed to shape their understandings

and practices. A future layer of work could focus more purposefully in this underground territory

of teacher educators’ theoretical and practical understandings of their conceptual tools.

9.7 Final Personal Reflection

Researching the topic of this study has taken me on a journey with many unexpected stops, detours,

and avenues that I had not visited before. In the introduction to this thesis I pointed out how close

to home the subject of this research was, hence the difficulty of distancing myself from the body

of professionals around which the study revolved, and with whom I navigate in this profession.

Inevitably, what I am left with at this moment is a reflection on my career as a teacher educator,

the complexity and contradictions that surround the job of teaching and learning as a whole, and

a thought or two about the relation between theory and practice.

The experience lived through this formative intervention has made me question more deeply my

teaching practice, who I am as a teacher educator, and how I can develop and continue to grow

as a professional to do my job better. Although I may never find answers to these questions, the

formative intervention has made me consider some alternative avenues to approach them. Who I

am as a teacher educator is a result of learning, among other things, who I am as a person, and

my moral, ethical, and political commitments to the profession. Those commitments underlie my

professional identities, and thus the answer to the question changes as the circumstances of my life,

my local and global contextual realities change. I use identities rather than identity because as

Lave and Wenger (1991) warn, learning is a process of participation in social practices and in those

activities we become a different person (pp. 52-53). I am and will continue to become a teacher
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educator as long as I am immersed in the activity of teaching about teaching, in social participation

with the many communities of practice that reshape the many identities that make me who I am:

a learner, a teacher, a colleague, a woman, a researcher.

As a teacher educator my main preoccupation has always been my student teachers’ learning;

however, how do I know that what I am learning is what I should be learning to do my job

properly? The formative intervention and findings of the study suggest being immersed in the

activity of teaching and self reflection may not be enough. The collective reflection and explicit

effort to look at what we do while teaching is needed. The problem with this is that the lives of most

Colombian teacher educators are already too busy, which makes me doubt that the findings and

implications of this study can be applicable to my local context. Thus, at the end of this journey, it

is impossible not to ask what could be done to overcome these contradictions, and how to build up

and maintain a research community where practice inquiry is a must in the life of teacher educators.

In chapter 2, I considered five studies of teacher educators investigating their practices to look at

different approaches of how teacher educators’ life-long development and growth can be supported.

What I learnt from those studies and mine imply that the short intensive developmental learning

programmes that some teaching faculties/ schools use may need to be reconsidered. If teacher

educators’ learning happens in their everyday teaching activities, then perhaps it would suit to

think of a more appropriate period of time and aligned systematic process to make it explicitly

visible. Second, the contradictions that emerged in the teacher educators’ theoretical and practical

understandings confirm that the complexity and challenges of the job are lived on a daily basis,

thus a more effective manner to confront them would appear to be while one is engaged in practice.

The final note of this reflection is about another important underlying theme of this study: the

purported gap between theory and practice. Throughout this research my perception of the two has

changed several times. The search to understand them better took me through different fields and

authors who have attempted to explicate, define, examine, and theorise them, both separately and

in relationship. I started with the Greek philosophers, then went to the metaphysics, then some

materialists, and even some action philosophers (which I was not even aware of). In the end, I came

to a conclusion drawn from an interesting argument put forward by Packer and Goicoechea (2000)

about the importance of understanding the ontological origin of things. They propose that one must

make the ontological assumptions of things evident because not doing so can lead to contradictions

in how we epistemologically approach them.

Packer and Goicoechea’s (2000) argument could be a way forward to address the purported gap

between theory and practice. Perhaps it will take understanding the ontological origins of theory

and practice to be able to epistemologically approach them. For what I have learnt in this re-

search, unless we fully understand the relationship between theory and practice, there will always

be a methodological dissonance when teaching-learning about them, which will only result in the
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continuation of the purported gap between them. A clear example for the need for ontological and

epistemological coherence is the struggle I am having as I write this final line of this thesis. Is it

them? (theory and practice), or it? Assuming one becomes the other, my claim, for now, it should

be it.

This PhD continued the journey began earlier by researchers who left questions that inspired my

search. It was an exploratory journey of core questions about my profession and me as a teacher

educator. However, a scientific search is an iterative process, or as Seneca more eloquently said,

Even if we would study the heavens exclusively, the span of one human life could not possibly
suffice to exhaust such an immense subject. We unequally divide the few years at our disposal
between study and vice. Thus such questions can be solved only by a long succession of
researchers. A time will come, when our descendants will wonder how it was possible that we
ignored so many of the things which to them are obvious... [ Seneca as cited in (Lobkowicz,
1970, p. 45-46)]

I hope this study adds to the understanding of how teacher educators may expand their pedagogical

learning. May the open questions raised at the end of this journey help to keep the succession of

researchers alive.

To be continued...
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Appendix A

Additional Information

A.1 Individual and group interviews



Personal interview 

1. ¿Cuál es su definición, cómo entiende Usted el conocimiento previo? 

2. Qué tipo de estrategias o actividades utiliza en sus clases para averiguar cuál es el 

conocimiento previo de sus alumnos. 

3. Una vez que averigua cuáles son los conocimientos previos de sus estudiantes, ¿Qué 

hace usted con esa información? 

4. ¿Qué tan consciente hace a sus estudiantes de ese conocimiento previo, es decir, cómo 

trabaja para hacer que sus estudiantes sepan cuál es el nivel de su conocimiento previo? 

5. Usted sabe que esta investigación gira en torno a un tema general, que es el divorcio 

que existe entre la teoría y la práctica en el proceso real de enseñanza. ¿Cuál es tu 

opinión al respecto? 

Group interview 1 

1. Hasta este momento, ¿cómo encuentra usted aquello de planear la lección o su 

siguiente clase con un colega? ¿cómo le ha parecido eso? 

2. La siguiente pregunta tiene que ver con su práctica pedagógica. ¿De qué manera cree 

usted que este ejercicio ha impactado su práctica pedagógica? 

3. ¿Cómo esta experiencia de planear colaborativamente le ha ayudado a usted a ser más 

consciente y a controlar más la tarea que tenía entre manos? El objetivo que tenía en 

sus manos. 

4. ¿Creen ustedes que la realimentación que han tenido de sus colegas les ha impactado 

sus prácticas? 

Follow up question: Pero ustedes como docentes, ¿sienten que están, digamos acortando 

esa brecha que hay entre lo que dice la teoría de enseñar y lo que realmente pasa en el 

salón de clase? ¿Creen que están logrando? ¿Con este ejercito están logrando acortar esa 

brecha, o no? 

Group interview 2 

1. Considerando los preconceptos que Usted tenía sobre la metacognición, ¿Cómo cree 

Usted que se han modificado tras estas tres últimas sesiones que hemos desarrollado? 

2. Si existe ahora una menor brecha entre la teoría y la práctica sobre esta temática. 

¡Atención! Si existe ahora, en su opinión, una menor brecha entre la teoría y práctica 

sobre esta temática, ¿Cuál fue en su opinión, el aspecto que más le aportó para llegar a 

este punto? 

3. Cuando se abordó el tema de los pre saberes del cual ustedes han hablado muchísimo, 

se trabajó más en parejas que en este tema ¿cierto?  En este tema yo los puse a 

trabajar individualmente. La pregunta es, ¿Cuál modalidad de trabajo aportó más para 

lograr cerrar la brecha entre la teoría y la práctica respecto al pre saber?   

4. En su opinión y como educador que es.  ¿Qué considera usted es indispensable para 

poder cerrar la brecha? Recuerden, el tema de esta investigación es explorar de qué 

manera podemos cerrar esa brecha que hay entre la teoría y el quehacer pedagógico. 

Entonces, ¿De qué manera es posible cerrar esa brecha entre cómo se aprende y lo que 

yo hago en mi quehacer pedagógico? 
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A.2 Questionnaires



 

 

 

      

Acerca de esta investigación 

Esta investigación tiene como objetivo ayudar a un equipo de educadores de profesores de una 

segunda lengua a encontrar sus propias respuestas al reto de sincronizar la teoría y la práctica en sus 

entornos de aprendizaje para educar a los profesores de Lengua Extranjera que necesitan los 

contextos colombianos. Este es un estudio de caso cualitativo, descriptivo, basado en la teoría de la 

CHAT que cree en el poder de las interacciones socioculturales y el uso de mediaciones para 

encontrar colectivamente respuestas a situaciones desafiantes que puedan surgir en el lugar de 

trabajo. 

 

Confidencialidad: Los resultados de este proyecto se publicarán, pero Usted puede estar seguro de la 

total confidencialidad de los datos recogidos en esta investigación: su identidad no se hará pública 

sin su consentimiento previo. Los datos recogidos a través de este cuestionario serán protegidos y 

mantenidos de manera segura.      

 

Acerca de este cuestionario 

Este cuestionario se relaciona con las conceptualizaciones previas de los educadores de maestros 

sobre los tres temas relacionados con la alineación entre teoría y práctica en el ambiente de 

aprendizaje de los estudiantes-maestros de segunda lengua. 

Por favor responda a todas las preguntas eligiendo su nivel de concordancia con las declaraciones de 

la derecha. No hay respuesta correcta o incorrecta. Tome el tiempo necesario para responder a las 

preguntas de la manera más honesta posible. Este cuestionario puede tomar aproximadamente 30 

minutos. 

 

        

 Gracias por su cooperación 

 

      

           

Nombre:_________________________________________Institución:___________Fecha:______ 



 

 

I.  Información del educador          

Las siguientes preguntas deben contestarse marcando la opción más apropiada.   

1. ¿Cuál es su edad?   

menor o  25 años 26 - 35 años 36-45 años 46-55 años 56-66 años 60 + años 

2. ¿Qué tipo de contratación tiene en FUNDES? 

Cátedra Medio tiempo  Tiempo completo 

3. ¿Trabaja para otra universidad?  

Sí No 

4. Si la respuesta fue SÍ, ¿Cuántas horas a la semana trabaja en esa universidad? ______  

5. ¿Cuál es el nivel de educación más alto que Usted ha completado?  

Profesional-

Licenciado 

Profesional-Otras 

áreas 

Especialización Master PhD  

             

6. ¿Por cuánto tiempo se ha desempeñado como educador de licenciados?  

0- 1 año 2- 5 años 6- 10 años 11- 15 años 16 + años 

      

7. ¿Por cuánto tiempo se ha desempeñado como educador de licenciados en FUNDES?   

0- 1 año 2- 5 años 6- 10 años 11- 15 años 16 años 

  

Preguntas específicas de la investigación: a) ¿De qué manera el trabajo colaborativo de un 

grupo de educadores, ayuda a encontrar sinergia entre la teoría y la práctica sobre la manera en 

que los estudiantes aprenden a enseñar?  

b) ¿Cómo ayuda esto a que los educadores reconceptualicen su rol de educador de educadores?  

En las sesiones que se desarrollarán los educadores enfrentarán dos retos para alcanzar dicha 

sincronía, el primer tema a tratar es:  

1) Hacer visible el conocimiento previo sobre el aprendizaje y cómo enseñar, y su importancia 

al enseñar en los entornos de aprendizaje de los futuros estudiantes-profesores, ¿cómo podemos 

hacer esto posible en el ambiente de aprendizaje de nuestros futuros licenciados?  

             



 

 

Questionnaire 1 

 II. Percepciones del educador  

1. En cuanto a la importancia del conocimiento previo de los alumnos en el entorno de 

aprendizaje sobre cómo enseñar... 

Preguntas Muy en 
desacuerdo 
(1) 

En 
desacuer
do 
(2) 

Neutral 
 (3) 

De 
acuerdo 
(4)  

Muy de 
acuerdo 
(5) 

No 
aplica 

1. Conozco lo que la investigación en este 

tema declara con su relación al aprendizaje. 
      

2. Trato de trasladar a todo ambiente de 

aprendizaje de mis estudiantes de licenciatura 

lo que la teoría dice sobre el conocimiento 

previo. 

      

3. He leído recientemente sobre el tema de los 

conocimientos previos y su importancia para 

el aprendizaje nuevo de un futuro licenciado.  

      

4. Utilizo diferentes estrategias en mis 

lecciones para animar a los estudiantes de 

licenciatura a pensar en cómo aprendieron 

sobre mi tema antes. 

      

5. Utilizo los hallazgos de los conocimientos 

previos de los estudiantes de licenciatura 

respecto a las temáticas para rediseñar/ 

replantear mis clases.  

      

6. En un corto párrafo, describa su conocer y sentir frente a l importancia que juegan los 

preconceptos sobre la tarea de enseñar de los estudiantes de Licenciatura en inglés de 

FUNDES. 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 



[Your name]  

Cuestionario 2: Metacognición 
 

 

 

 

College of Education, Health and Human Development 
University of Canterbury , Private Bag 4800, Christchurch, NZ  
Telephone: +64 3  
Email: osmith.videscontreras@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 
28-07-2017 
 

 
Nombre: ________Institución:__________________Fecha: ___________ 

Por favor regrese este formato a la investigadora una vez concluida la sesión.  
 

I. Percepciones previas del educador frente al proceso de metacognición 
 
Afirmaciones Muy en 

desacuerdo 
En 
desacuerdo 

Neutral De 
acuerdo 

Muy de 
acuerdo 

No 
aplica 

1.Conozco los hallazgos de investigaciones 
sobre la metacognición. 

      

2. He leído recientemente sobre el tema de la 
metacognición y su importancia en el proceso 
de aprendizaje. 

      

3. Promuevo el uso de diversas estrategias 
metacognitivas en mis estudiantes. 

      

4. Abordo de manera explícita la importancia 
del proceso de metacognición para el 
aprendizaje con mis estudiantes de licenciatura 
de FUNDES. 

      

5. Ayudo a mis estudiantes de la Licenciatura, a 
darse cuenta de la importancia de la 
metacognición para cuando sean docentes 
trasladen ésto a su práctica docente.  

      

6. Para mí, la metacognición es: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
7. Los siguientes son ejemplos de estrategias metacognitivas que invito a mis estudiantes de la Licenciatura a 
usar: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 
 



[Your name]  

8. Discusión: Es evidente que la metacognición es fundante para lograr que el estudiante logre 
aprender de la manera que lo hacen los que “saben” ¿Por qué considera Usted que lo anterior es de 
mucha más importancia para el futuro licenciado en idiomas que para cualquier estudiante de otro 
programa? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Aplicación:  Planeen su siguiente lección teniendo en cuenta las recomendaciones sobre cómo 
promover procesos metacognitivos en sus estudiantes respecto al tema que va a abordar. Para esto 
tenga en cuenta los siguientes aspectos: 

• ¿Qué considera Usted que su estudiante de licenciatura debe saber ya sobre cómo 
monitorear su proceso de aprendizaje, y de qué manera Usted puede verificar si 
realmente lo sabe?  

• ¿Cuáles son las ideas erróneas más comunes relacionadas con el nivel de experticia de 
los estudiantes respecto a un tema determinado? 
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Cuestionario 2: Metacognición ( Final) 
 

 

College of Education, Health and Human Development 
University of Canterbury , Private Bag 4800, Christchurch, NZ  
Telephone: +64 3  
Email: osmith.videscontreras@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 
28-07-2017 
Nombre: ________Institución:__________________Fecha: ___________ 

Por favor regrese este formato a la investigadora una vez concluida la sesión.  
 

I. Reflexión sobre las percepciones previas del educador frente al proceso de metacognición 
 
Afirmaciones Muy en 

desacuerdo 
En 
desacuerdo 

Neutral De 
acuerdo 

Muy de 
acuerdo 

N/
A 

Reflexión con respecto a la 
respuesta inicial a esta pregunta 

1.Conozco los hallazgos de 
investigaciones sobre la 
metacognición. 

       

2. He leído recientemente sobre el 
tema de la metacognición y su 
importancia en el proceso de 
aprendizaje. 

       

3. Promuevo el uso de diversas 
estrategias metacognitivas en mis 
estudiantes. 

       

4. Abordo de manera explícita la 
importancia del proceso de 
metacognición para el aprendizaje con 
mis estudiantes de licenciatura de 
FUNDES. 

       

5. Ayudo a mis estudiantes de la 
Licenciatura, a darse cuenta de la 
importancia de la metacognición para 
cuando sean docentes trasladen ésto 
a su práctica docente.  

       

6. Considerando lo que Usted conocía y hacía en relación a las estrategias metacognitivas  y lo que sabe ahora  
e hizo en su clase, ¿qué tan distante estaban la teoría y práctica en su quehacer pedagógico? Explique  
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
7. ¿De qué manera estas sesiones sobre la metacognición han afectado su práctica pedagógica? 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________  
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College of Education, Health and Human Development 

University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch, NZ  

Telephone: +64 3  

Email: osmith.videscontreras@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

28-07-2017 
 

Second Language Teacher Educators’ Pedagogical Practices: A Cultural Historical Approach to 

Synchronise Theory and Practice in the Learning Environment. 

Information Sheet for Teacher Educators  

My name is Osmith Vides Contreras, PhD student at Canterbury University in Christchurch, New Zealand. 

As part of your work this year, you have been asked by FUNDES to engage in a series of professional 

learning seminars (intervention) focused on supporting the implementation of the new English as a Foreign 

Language Teacher Training program. I am leading this series of seminars, and would like to also research 

the process. The focus of the research is to understand how engagement in this type of participatory 

professional learning supports teacher educators in finding their own answers to the task of synchronizing 

theory and practice in educating the Foreign Language teachers for the Colombian context. Both the 

professional learning and the research are informed by the theory of CHAT (Cultural Historical Activity 

Theory). This theory argues that through social and cultural interaction and the use of mediations, such as 

professional learning, people are able to collectively find answers to situations that arise in their 

workplace.   

 

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be a participant of the professional learning intervention 

which consists of ten sessions that will be carried out every fortnight.  The sessions will involve 

collaborative work, discussions, planning, validation and assessing of six pedagogical practices. The 

sessions will last two hours each, starting from July the 28th until the end of November 2017. All of this will 

be videotaped and or audio recorded as part of the professional learning intervention, to provide guidance 

for the development and discussion of the next sessions. The documentation of the 10 sessions and the 

outcomes from each would also be part of the data for the research study. 
 

In addition to the documentation from the sessions, you will be asked to engage in a semi-structured 

interview at the start and end of the sessions, three focus groups, as well as a follow-up semi-structured 

questionnaire in the following semester. .  
 

In the performance of the tasks and application of the procedures there are no foreseeable risks, other than 

those that might be associated with being asked to share teaching practice ideas and views with colleagues. 

To manage this, protocols will be used in the intervention sessions and focus group, and all participants will 

be asked to maintain confidentiality. Your individual data will be protected, handled and stored in a secure 

manner. If you wish, you may review the audios and videos of the professional learning sessions at any 

time. And you may review the transcript of your interview or the focus group session(s) before analysis. 
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Participation in the research is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw at any stage without penalty. 

You may ask for your individual raw data from the interview to be returned to you or destroyed at any 

point. If you withdraw, I will, to the best of my abilities, remove information relating to you from 

transcriptions of the focus groups. However, once analysis of raw data from the professional learning 

intervention starts on 01-12-2017, it will become increasingly difficult to remove the influence of your data 

on the results. 
 

While your colleagues in the project will know your identity as a member of the intervention, you may be 

assured of complete confidentiality of the data gathered in this investigation. The results of the project will 

be published, and will include the name of the institution. However your identity will not be disclosed in 

publications without your prior consent. To ensure confidentiality, codes, encrypting and secure passwords 

will be used to keep your data safe. Only I and my supervisors will have access to data collected and this 

will be kept securely for a period of ten years at the University of Canterbury, after which it will be 

destroyed.    

 

A thesis is a public document and will be available through the UC Library. 
 

Please indicate to the researcher on the consent form if you would like to receive a copy of the summary of 

results of the project. 
 

  The project is being carried out as part of the PhD requirement by Osmith Vides Contreras, under the 

supervision of Professor Letitia Hochstrasser Fickel, Ed.D who can be contacted at 

letitia.fickel@canterbury.ac.nz .She will be pleased to discuss any concerns you may have about participation 

in the project. 

 

  This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human 

Ethics Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The Chair,  Educational Research 

Human Ethics Committee, University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch ( 

human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 

 
 

If you agree to participate in the study, you are asked to complete the consent form and return it to me, at 

the end of the first session.  

 

 



Osmith Vides Contreras  

 
 

 

 

College of Education, Health and Human Development 

University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch, NZ  

Telephone: +64 3  

Email: osmith.videscontreras@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 
 

Second Language Teacher Educators’ Pedagogical Practices: A Cultural Historical Approach to 

Synchronise Theory and Practice in the Learning Environment. 

Consent Form for ____________________________________ 
 

□ I have been given a full explanation of this project and have had the opportunity to ask questions. 

□ I understand what is required of me if I agree to take part in the research. 

□ I understand that participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time without penalty. 
Withdrawal of participation will also include the withdrawal of any information I have provided 
should this remain practically achievable. 

□ I understand that any information or opinions I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher and 
that any published or reported results will not identify the participants, but it will name the institution. 
I understand that a thesis is a public document and will be available through the UC Library. 

□ I understand that all data collected for the study will be kept in locked and secure facilities and/or in 
password protected electronic form and will be destroyed after ten years.  

□ I understand the risks associated with taking part and how they will be managed. 

□ I understand that I can contact the researcher Osmith Vides Contreras- 
osmith.videscontreras@pg.canterbury.ac.nz or supervisor Professor Letitia Hochstrasser Fickel, 
letitia.fickel@canterbury.ac.nz for further information. If I have any complaints, I can contact the 
Chair of the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics Committee, Private Bag 
4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz) 

□ I would like a summary of the results of the project.  

□ By signing below, I agree to participate in this research project. 

 
 

Name: Signed: Date: _  
 

Email address: _  
 

Please return this consent to the researcher at the end of session one. 
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