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Abstract 

Teacher education programs have struggled to overcome the apprenticeship of observation, or the tendency 

for preservice teachers (PSTs) to replicate the traditional or problematic forms of teaching from their K–12 

experience. However, the field tends to assume that PSTs draw only on instructional models from K–12, 

overlooking higher-education instructors such as professors, other faculty, and teacher educators as sources of 

pedagogical inspiration and guidance. This study uses data from a longitudinal investigation tracing the 

development of nine secondary social studies teachers to focus on how the modeling and demonstration of 

practice within coursework by teacher educators shaped PSTs’ understanding, impressions, and future use of 

program-endorsed methods. Findings suggest that modeling and demonstrations of practices by teacher 

educators, both explicit and implicit, have the potential to expose PSTs to unfamiliar methods, often 

legitimizing practices and convincing them of the value of more rigorous approaches. In many cases, 

convincingly modeled methods by course instructors even upended PSTs’ initial skepticism about specific 

practices and led to their use in early-career teaching. The inverse was also true: Methods that were modeled 

ineffectively or received poorly discouraged PSTs from adopting such approaches in their teaching. Findings 

also suggest that teacher educators can facilitate the noticing and understanding of practices by calling 

attention to components of modeled methods before, during, and after modeled lessons. Implications for 

extending conceptions of the apprenticeship of observation into teacher education coursework, as well as the 

practical challenges, opportunities, and obligations of teacher educator modeling, are also discussed.   
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Introduction and Problem Space 

We know high-quality teachers play a pivotal role in student learning (Kane, 2012; Redding, 2019). The 

pipeline for recruiting and preparing the teachers students need faces mounting pressure and questions about 

the role, organization, and impact of formalized teacher preparation and certification, both in the United 

States (Bacher-Hicks et al., 2023; Goldhaber & Ronfeldt, 2020; Grossman & McDonald, 2008) and globally 

(Flores, 2017; Varner et al., 2021). We know teachers matter, but preparing them for the realities of today’s 

schools is a significant challenge.  

Questions about how preparation programs might influence and facilitate the examination and revision of 

preservice teachers’ (PSTs) ideas about quality instruction have hitherto been a central focus of teacher 

educators’ work, all with the hope that such changes in thinking might translate into differences in PSTs’ 

future teaching (Adler, 2008; Grant et al., 2017; Kennedy, 2006; Lee, 2012). Teacher education literature has 

consistently identified changing the deeply ingrained visions of instruction that preservice teachers bring with 

them to preparation programs as a major obstacle to changing the instructional status quo (Hammerness et 

al., 2022; Kennedy, 2006). University-based teacher preparation programs have long struggled to overcome 

the highly influential apprenticeship of observation (Lortie, 1975; Rinke et al., 2014) that informs PSTs’ 

understandings of teaching, which is based on thousands of hours spent in classrooms watching their own 

teachers. Commonly, this means that early career teachers abandon the more student-centered or progressive 

teaching methods learned in their preparation coursework to teach in ways that are similar to how they were 

taught as students (Denscombe, 1980; Martell, 2020); these are often very traditional and based in potentially 

harmful rote-based approaches (Anyon, 1980; Delpit, 2006; Good & Lavigne, 2017).   

To address some of these issues, teacher preparation programs utilize clinical placements or field experiences 

to provide PSTs with instructional examples. This approach, however, has its problems, as misalignment 

between cooperating or mentor teachers and preparation programs is common (e.g., Anagnostopoulos et al., 

2007; Feiman-Nemser & Buchmann, 1985), and finding high-quality cooperating teachers is an ongoing 

struggle (National Council on Teacher Quality, 2017; Parks et al., 2020). Relying exclusively on clinical 

placements to serve as models of ambitious and student-centered practice seems to be not only difficult, but 

also unlikely to truly influence PSTs’ thinking and beliefs about teaching.  

Given that many factors that contribute to teachers’ instructional development are beyond the control of an 

individual teacher educator, it may be fruitful to consider what teacher educators can control. The 

instructional methods, decisions, and pedagogy enacted by individual teacher educators within their 

coursework are therefore a worthwhile area for further investigation. If the apprenticeship of observation is 

derived from PSTs’ prior models of instruction, are teacher educators not a part of that apprenticeship? It is 

logical to wonder how the instructional modeling of teacher educators might shape PSTs' understandings, 

views, beliefs, and future enactment of practices promoted in coursework. What is the education professor’s 

role as co-conspirator, bystander, or disruptor of educational inequity during PSTs’ apprenticeships of 

observation?  

There is broad consensus that teacher educators should practice what they preach (Korthagen et al., 2006; 

Lunenberg et al., 2007; Russell, 1997), or walk the talk (Hogg & Yates, 2013), in our classrooms. The topic of 

teacher educators as models of practice has gained more widespread attention through Linda Darling-

Hammond and Jeannie Oakes’ (2019) book profiling exemplary teacher preparation programs, in which they 

name modeling within coursework as a shared element across excellent programs. Similarly, a recent report 

issued by the National Academy of Education for guidance on evaluating and improving teacher education 

programs points specifically to explicit modeling of practice within coursework as an element of impactful 

preparation (Zeichner et al., 2024). We know this is something teacher educators should do, but do we really 
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know if and how modeling of quality teaching actually has an impact on our PSTs? Do they pick up anything 

from watching their professors teach about teaching?  

Despite broad agreement that education professors should practice what they preach, there is surprisingly 

limited scholarship that goes beyond merely recommending or acknowledging that teacher educators should 

enact the approaches they advocate in their coursework. Though there is a plethora of scholarship that cites 

the work of Lunenberg et al. (2007) on the role of modeling in preparation coursework or teacher educators as 

role models, scholars mostly use this article as a guidepost citation to underscore the idea that teacher 

educators modeling practice is a logical approach, or, as Moore and Bell (2019) characterize references to 

modeling in current literature, as "a side note of practice … with an implicit assumption of effectiveness" (p. 

326). The colloquial head-nod toward the importance of teacher educator modeling has, in turn, shaped the 

research base about walking the walk instead of just talking the talk in one’s own teaching.  

Lunenberg et al. (2007), in fact, noted that the teacher educator as an instructional role model is "almost a 

blank spot in both the body of knowledge on teacher education and the actual practices of many teacher 

educators" (p. 586). Others characterize research on teacher educator modeling as "unorganized and limited" 

(Moore & Bell, 2019, p. 341) and "hard to come by'' (Wright, 2010, p. 287) and call for research to highlight 

PSTs’ perspectives and learning outcomes from teacher educator demonstrations (Montenegro, 2020).  In 

general, more evidence and studies are needed to investigate the effectiveness and impact of such 

instructional methods on PSTs’ development.  

It is with these considerations in mind that I designed a study seeking to answer the following research 

questions:   

1. How does the modeled practice enacted by teacher educators within preparation coursework 

impact preservice teachers' instructional goals and purposes?  

2. Does modeling by teacher education instructors influence the future practice of preservice 

teachers? If so, how, and why?  

Literature Review and Conceptual Framework 

The idea of modeling as a teaching method included in the teacher education course has historic roots in 

scholarship (Putnam, 1985; Schuman & Relihan, 1990). In my conceptualization of modeling within the 

teacher education classroom, I borrow from Rojas et al. (2021), who define "modeling [as] the purposeful and 

explicit practice of displaying specific teaching behaviors with the aim of promoting professional learning 

among prospective teachers" (p. 367). However, as I will demonstrate, teacher educators only sometimes 

serve as models of the instruction that they promote in their courses.  

Types of Modeling and Their Impacts   

Some scholarship has examined different types of teacher educator modeling in terms of the extent to which 

the instructor is explicit about when they are acting as instructional models, how they connect methods to 

theory, and the incorporation of reflective processes (Lunenberg et al., 2007; Moore & Bell, 2019). Other 

research suggests that when teacher educators do model practices, it is often done implicitly, leaving PSTs to 

notice on their own (Lunenburg et al., 2007; Warren, 2019). In these cases, the teacher educator may utilize 

methods they would like PSTs to pick up on—such as inquiry-oriented or project-based instruction—but fail to 

draw attention or alert the PSTs that they are simultaneously demonstrating a pedagogical approach and 

teaching instructional content, thereby dampening the impact, as this may go unnoticed by PSTs (Warren, 

2019).   
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Although explicitly calling attention to one's own pedagogy and being able to unpack it fruitfully with PSTs is 

a challenging task that requires high levels of awareness and knowledge about practice (Loughran & Berry, 

2005), it would seem to be a promising pedagogical approach. Some scholarship indicates that the public 

sharing of teacher educators' pedagogical thinking is a powerful way for PSTs to be exposed to and better 

understand more ambitious teaching practices (Ritter, 2012). Similarly, explicitly modeled lessons on inquiry 

approaches in mathematics education coursework have been shown to help PSTs confront their assumptions 

about traditional approaches and consider the alternative methods presented by their instructors (Hodgson & 

Wilkie, 2022).  

Explicit modeling by teacher educators has become more visible over the last fifteen years or so, highlighted in 

shifts toward practice-based teacher education [PBTE] (e.g., Ball & Forzani, 2009; Brownell et al., 2019; 

Forzani, 2014; Grossman, 2021; Waychunas & Moody, 2026). Generally, PBTE is unique from other 

approaches to teacher preparation for its use of the Learning Cycle (Teacher Education by Design, 2014), 

where PSTs move beyond simply learning about methods and have opportunities to see and practice methods 

within preparatory coursework, before enacting them in real classrooms (for in-depth examples, see 

Grossman, 2021; Kazemi et al., 2016; Waychunas, 2025).   

The Introduce Phase of the Learning Cycle is the most relevant for this article, as this is the stage calling for 

representations, or examples of practice (Buchbinder &  Kuntze, 2018; McDonald et al., 2013), for PSTs to 

break down or decompose in order to help them better understand, notice, and discuss practice (Grossman et 

al., 2009; Sztajn et al., 2020).  Representations can take different forms, including analyzing video clips of 

teaching, case studies, or transcripts of classroom instruction (Brownell et al., 2019; Danielson et al., 2021), 

but also sometimes include instances of modeling through role-playing, where the teacher educator  plays a 

classroom teacher and demonstrates a method, while PSTs role-play that teacher’s students. 

McGrew et al. (2018) provide rich descriptions of the complex work of teacher educator modeling within a 

PBTE context through detailed vignettes, demonstrating how, when modeling, teacher educators must 

• carefully plan the demonstration lesson not only to teach content, but also to highlight specific 

elements of a teacher's thinking and instructional moves they want PSTs to notice;  

• frame the purposes and format of the modeling activity so that PSTs can engage both as students in 

role play and as future teachers;  

• enact the practice successfully role-playing a classroom teacher;  

• make decisions about when to pause and step out of the role-play to mark the work they are doing at 

different points in the lesson as teacher educator; and 

• prepare for and facilitate a debrief, in which PSTs have the opportunity to discuss and reflect upon 

what they saw, experienced, and learned, both as the students they role-played and as future teachers. 

Kloser et al. (2019) went a bit further in studying secondary science PSTs learning how to facilitate 

discussions. Using examples of teacher educators modeling as a focus practice, they coded whether elements 

of the practice were explicitly or implicitly addressed, then mapped these forward to the PSTs’ rehearsals (in-

class role-playing lesson simulations). In doing so, the authors could trace how implicit or explicit modeling 

manifested in PSTs’ future use of different method components. They found that PSTs more often enacted 

components of the method that were explicitly addressed during or after the teacher educators’ modeled 

lesson, either during a pause in the middle of the model lesson or during a debrief conversation afterwards. 

On the other hand, elements that were modeled but left more implicit, i.e., not addressed orally or in written 

form during or after the modeled lesson, were less likely to be used during PSTs’ subsequent rehearsals.  

Overall, the scholarship about the structure and impacts of teacher educators' modeling methods suggests 

that explicit instruction is generally more influential on PSTs’ understanding and uptake of promoted 

practices, providing a potentially useful method for helping to revise their visions of instruction and providing 
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more to supplement and possibly supplant more traditional or ineffective methods absorbed through their 

apprenticeships of observation.  

Theoretical Framework   

Data are drawn from a larger study (Waychunas, 2023) examining the longitudinal development of nine 

novice secondary social studies teachers as they transitioned from preparation into their first two years of 

teaching. This larger study and consequently the data and analysis used in this article were informed by wide-

ranging theories of teacher development. The larger study considered the complex work of teaching and the 

wide range of potential influences on teacher development (Cochran-Smith et al., 2014; Strom et al., 2018), 

acknowledging that teacher education occurs across time and context (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). It was from 

this wider-ranging study that the role of teacher educator modeling surfaced as an important and potentially 

impactful element of preservice and novice teachers’ instructional development.  

Further informing this work are important sociocultural theories that throw light on the role of social 

interaction, such as modeling experiences within a course, which might play a role in human (and teacher) 

development. Learning is a social phenomenon (Wenger, 2009), and teachers’ learning occurs as they engage 

in different communities of practice and assume varying roles and levels of participation (Lave, 1996; Lave & 

Wenger, 1991). Particularly relevant to this paper is the general concept of modeling as a socially-based 

method of teaching and learning (Bandura, 1974), emphasizing how people learn through observing and 

imitating behaviors, including teaching (Lortie, 1975). This article examines whether, how, and why modeled 

instructional tools cross boundaries from coursework into early-career teaching.  

Within and across these social settings of teacher development, experience is a driving force behind learning 

how to teach. Learning through experience is a longstanding idea in educational theory (Dewey, 1928, 1986), 

and research suggests that teachers' cumulative classroom experience plays a crucial role in their development 

(Everitt, 2012; Huberman, 1989). In this sense, this study was designed to consider a multitude of experiences 

that might shape instruction, not just the role of teacher educators’ modeling. In this way, I collected data and 

framed my inquiry to understand how such experiences interacted with one another and to understand better 

how certain elements of preparation impact teacher development in tandem, rather than in isolation. The 

study adopts an analytical lens that considers past and present contexts, experiences, and social settings to 

understand better the complex journey of becoming a teacher and how experiences with modeled practices in 

coursework might play a role in preservice and early-career teaching.  

Data and Methods 

In this article, I use data collected as part of a more extensive study of teacher development (Waychunas, 

2023) that investigated what sticks from teacher preparation and which practices early career teachers 

enacted in their own classrooms. This article draws on the data and methods used in that larger study but 

expands on findings related to the impact of teacher educator modeling within coursework.  

Given the complicated ways that teachers evolve as instructors, I designed the larger study as a qualitative, 

multiple case study (Stake, 2006) that considered data sources spanning time and developmental contexts. 

Through interviews, surveys, and classroom observations, I considered elements of teacher development such 

as participants' own K–12 schooling, experiences in preparation coursework and clinical placements, and 

school context factors. Additionally, knowing that teacher practice often stabilizes as teachers exit the survival 

phase of first-year teaching (Hobbiss et al., 2021; Huberman, 1989), I continued data collection into 

participants' second years to gain a more holistic understanding of their teaching.  
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Participants   

Drawing on case selection techniques that enable tracing causal paths (Seawright & Gerring, 2008), I selected 

participants based on several key similarities and differences to provide deeper insights into how various 

factors shaped their development. The selected participants presented a diverse range of experiences before, 

during, and after teacher preparation, allowing for the use of a “most-similar”  and “most-different” approach 

to case analysis (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, p. 304); this helps  to identify common factors that either 

encouraged and supported or discouraged and washed out the use of the more student-centered practices 

promoted in preparation coursework. It was from within this diversity of participants and cross-case analysis 

that teacher educator modeling emerged as an important element for instructional change across participants.  

In terms of similarity, all nine participants graduated from the same teacher preparation program. They had 

the same instructors for core secondary social studies courses and most other required courses. Because their 

preparation program used a clinical rotation system in which small groups of PSTs cycled through similar 

placements, I could select participants who had been in the same schools and with the same cooperating 

teachers for their field experiences, meaning that their exposure to different schools and instruction by 

cooperating teachers was somewhat similar.  

To address differences, I selected participants who as K–12 students had experiences in social studies 

classrooms that were more or less aligned with the ambitious teaching promoted during preparation. 

Additionally, I selected participants teaching in different types of schools (urban, rural, charter, suburban, 

high-achieving, and high-poverty) to compare how school contexts were a factor in their instructional 

development. These key differences and similarities were pivotal comparison points for understanding how 

and why experiences in teacher preparation and early career impacted participants in similar and different 

ways. More details about participants' backgrounds, school contexts, and early career experiences can be 

found in Table 1.
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Table 1.  Participant Case Profile Summaries 
 

Participant Teaching contexts 
Ambitious 
teaching 

Importance of 
teacher educator 
modeling 

Major obstacles Critical resources 

Kylie Urban selective enrollment high school 
75% Black, 15% Hispanic, 10% Asian 
students, 65% FRL rate 

Extensive Very Somewhat disorganized and unpredictable 
school environment 

Limited workload from schedule, 
informal network of ambitious teachers, 
many models of instruction in past 
experiences 

Addison Rural public middle school 
Mostly white students, 50%+ FRL rate 

Extensive Very Traditional K12 background, workload, 
professional isolation 

Stable school context, instructional role 
models from coursework and clinical 
work 

Stella Suburban public high school 
Mostly white students, 15% FRL rate 

Extensive Very Traditional K12 background, significant 
course load in year one 

Starting point curricular materials, 
collaborative colleagues, stable school 
context, teacher educator instructional 
models 

Jason Urban selective enrollment high school 
50% Black, 40% white, 10% Hispanic 
students, 25% FRL rate 

Moderate  
(more so in 2nd 
year)  

Somewhat Chaotic school, toxic professional culture, 
student apathy 

Improved school stability in 2nd year, 
positive feedback from principal & 
students 

Jake Rural public high school 
70% white, 15% Native American, 15% 
multiracial students 
40% FRL rate 

Moderate  
(more so in 2nd 
year) 

Somewhat Traditional K12 experiences, classroom 
management issues, and student apathy 

Limited workload and encouragement 
from colleagues/admin at 2nd school, 
teacher educators and coursework 
models of practice 

Albert Urban selective enrollment high school 
75% Black, 15% Hispanic, 10% Asian 
students, 65% FRL rate 

Moderate Somewhat Semi-disorganized school, moderate 
challenges with apathy & classroom 
management 

Informal network of like-minded 
ambitious teachers, models of 
instruction from K12 experiences & 
preparation program 

Kris Suburban public middle school 
70% white, 20% Black, 10% Hispanic 
students, 20% FRL rate 

Minimal  
(1st school)  
Moderate  
(2nd school) 

Very 1st school: Extreme workload, chaotic and 
toxic school environment, classroom 
management issues 

Clinical placements with aligned 
cooperating teacher, several 
instructional role models  

Trevor Suburban public high school 
75% white, 15% Black, 5% multiracial, 5% 
Hispanic students, 40% FRL rate 

Minimal Minimal Traditional shared lessons and 
curriculum, traditional K12, and clinical 
experiences 

Stable, predictable, and familiar school 
context 

Dexter Urban charter middle school 
90% Black students, 80%+ FRL rate 

Minimal Minimal Chaotic school environment, classroom 
management issues, non-collaborative 
colleagues 

Inquiry-aligned curriculum 

Note: FRL = Free-reduced lunch. FRL rates are approximate to protect school identities. Case profiles are roughly organized from most to least use of ambitious or rigorous teaching methods. 
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Data Sources  

To gain a holistic picture of teacher practice, develop rich case profiles, and trace the influence of various 

elements on instructional development, I interviewed each participant and observed their teaching. By 

collecting data from multiple sources and engaging in other member-checking activities, I was able to 

triangulate data to confirm and improve the validity of my findings (Carter et al., 2014).  

Interviews and Surveys 

Interviews were semi-structured (Adams, 2015) and occurred during the summer between participants’ first 

and second years in the classroom and toward the end of their second year. Initial interview questions were 

wide-ranging, but the prompts in Table 2 were especially important in understanding the role of teacher 

educator modeling and coursework in their development.  

Table 2. Initial Interview Protocol and Relevant Prompts 

Looking back on your time in the preparation program, are there any experiences that stand out to you as 
especially influential in shaping your current instruction and practice?  

Probe: Are there particular practices, methods, or habits that you feel you picked up from your 
preparation (either coursework or field placements)?  

Rate each of the following as most, least, or somewhat impactful on your teaching: 

● Assigned course readings 

● Observing practices in field placements 

● Trying out practices in field placements 

● Microteaching (as the teacher) 

● Microteaching (as the student) 

● Peer anonymous feedback on microteaches 

● Whole-class feedback on microteaches from the instructor 

● Individual feedback on microteaches from the instructor 

● Seeing practices modeled in class by course instructors 

● Seeing practices in video clips of teachers 

● Discussions with classmates 

● Major course assignments (reports such as the Student, Text, School, and Lesson Analysis)  

Many teachers report that their own experiences as K–12 students influence their practice. Think about 
when you were a middle or high school student.  

● Are there any aspects of your current teaching that you think are similar to your K–12 experience?  

● Are there any aspects of your teaching that represent deliberate efforts to do things differently from 
your K–12 experience? 

● How did your own K–12 schooling compare to or align with what was advocated for in the program? 

Note. This is not the complete protocol; only relevant prompts for this article have been provided.  

An online follow-up questionnaire, sent to participants during the spring of their second year of 

teaching, further confirmed and refined my case profile descriptions. The questions in Table 3 were 
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most pertinent to this article, especially in characterizing their apprenticeship of observation 

experiences in K–12 and in determining how the contexts of teacher development aligned.  

Table 3. Follow-up Survey Prompts 

Section 1: Thinking back to when you started the teacher preparation program, which of the following 
most closely describes you?  

Response choices: Most like me, somewhat like me, least like me 

I pretty much knew the type of teacher that I wanted to be when I started the program (and it 
did/didn't change much once I got into the field). 

I had a pretty good idea of the type of teacher that I wanted to be when I started the program but feel 
that this vision changed as a result of my experiences in the program. 

I was skeptical of how much I could learn in coursework and was eager to get into the field and 
student teaching. 

I felt like I really wanted to be the type of teacher that the program was promoting. 

Though some of the practices promoted by the program were great, there were others about which I 
had my doubts in terms of how they might work in an actual classroom. 

Section 2: To what extent do the following statements describe your experiences with methods promoted 
in the teacher preparation program?  

Response choices: Strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, 
strongly disagree 

The practices and methods promoted by the program were mostly new or foreign to me. 

The practices and methods promoted by the program were familiar and similar to my experiences as 
a student. 

The practices and methods promoted in the program are commonly used and valued in my current 
school. 

The practices and methods promoted in the program are rarely used or are discouraged in my 
current school. 

 

In the final interview, I asked participants several open-ended questions about their views on their 

development after a couple of years in the classroom. Toward the end of these interviews, I asked participants 

to comment on emergent themes from my initial rounds of analysis, prompting them to assess whether they 

were representative of their experiences. This added further detail to my case profiles and acted as a form of 

member checking to verify my descriptions of their experiences. The particular initial themes that surfaced 

participants' thoughts on models of instruction from course instructors including the following:   

• Beginning teachers are more likely to take up practices when they have multiple reference points for 

practice (own experience, microteaching, clinical placements, or in-school models), with supports 

(curriculum, coaching, collaborative colleagues, stable teaching environment) and encouragement 

(self-accountability, school-based accountability, positive praise from colleagues, administrators, and 

students).  
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• It seems that beginning teachers were more likely to take up practices and methods promoted in 

preparation when they were seen, modeled, and experienced effectively during the instruction of 

teacher educators (professors and field instruction) during preparation coursework.  

Classroom Observations 

I was able to visit seven of the nine participants’ classrooms to observe them teaching over a series of 

consecutive days at their respective schools, being sure to visit during the same class period each day. Because 

teachers’ practice tends to stabilize after leaving the survival phase common to the first year (Grossman et al., 

2000; Monte-Sano & Budano, 2013) and because their expressed goals and espoused theories in interviews do 

not always match actual classroom practice (Harnett, 2012), I prioritized observing teachers during the fall of 

their second year in the classroom. Additionally, this approach allowed me to minimize the risk of observing a 

showcase lesson (Gabrielatos, 2004), in which teachers use atypical methods during a single visit. This 

approach also allowed for a more holistic view of participant instruction and the opportunity to observe how 

lessons did (or did not) build on one another. Collectively, this data allowed me to understand their day-to-

day instruction better and to compare these with their espoused practices.   

Analysis   

Using Atlas.ti (Version 22.x), I took a hybrid approach to coding interview transcriptions (Fereday & Muir-

Cochrane, 2006), beginning with initial codes based on concepts from the teacher development literature 

while allowing for new codes to arise from the data itself. In general, I began with broad categories, looking 

for moments where they indicated the frequency with which participants used practices from preparation, the 

origins of these practices, and the positive or negative influences on the uptake of methods from preparation.   

Through an iterative process, I added, revised, and reapplied codes to the data sets. One example of this 

approach in action included starting with certain codes for expected obstacles that participants faced in their 

schools. These included codes such as Obstacle: Assessment pressure or Obstacle: Curriculum. In some cases, 

I further split these codes to be more specific, including an example with curriculum as an obstacle, where 

participants indicated that curriculum could be an obstacle due to restrictive mandates or because they lacked 

curricular materials. In other cases, I added a new code entirely during the process, as codes emerged from 

the data somewhat unexpectedly. Some examples include the addition of Obstacle: Physical space, as well as a 

secondary code for Origin: Modeled by teacher educators in coursework. (For more details about the coding 

process, see Waychunas, 2023.) 

After refining the codebook and reapplying finalized codes to the interviews (Boblin et al., 2013), I developed 

case profiles for each participant, using a qualitative summary matrix approach (Saldaña, 2003). In 

organizing claims about participants into this matrix, I created a graphic representation of data into an "if-

then/when-then/since-that's why logic" (Saldaña, 2016, pp. 277-279) to better link the different elements and 

outcomes of participants to see how various experiences, such as teacher educator modeling, played a role, in 

conjunction with other elements of preparation and development.   

I next turned to observation data for further analysis and to confirm teachers’ descriptions of their practice. 

During observations, I collected video and audio recordings and took copious field notes about the methods 

utilized by teachers, using a modified version of the Classroom Observation Protocol for Undergraduate 

STEM (Smith et al., 2013). Although this was designed and validated for use in undergraduate STEM courses, 

I found that, with a few modifications for application in history/social studies (such as removing codes for 

elements like use of clicker responders and adding codes for scaffolding and activating/connecting 

background knowledge), it was highly useful for noting both the range and frequency of different teaching 

practices across lessons. This allowed me to make better generalizations about teacher practice, as I could 

quickly look across coded lessons to determine which ambitious methods were taken up and to what extent.   
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At this step in the analysis process, I further refined the individual case profiles and developed claims about 

teacher instructional development. Looking across cases, I noticed, among other claims, a strong trend in the 

presence of teacher educator modeling as an influence on novice teacher practice.   

I compiled data from the surveys, and, for this article, included how the group collectively rated different 

aspects of their developmental experiences based on perceived instructional impact (Table 4). Transcripts 

were coded using the already established codebook and additional evidence incorporated into the case 

matrices. 

Looking across case profiles, different trends emerged regarding teacher development. First surfacing during 

initial interviews, the influence of teacher educator modeling within preparation coursework was one of the 

key findings that endured across data points, suggesting that it played a crucial role in novice teachers’ 

developing instruction. Below, I share my findings about not just the impact of teacher educator modeling on 

PSTs' practice, but how it was (or was not) influential in relation to other teacher experiences and influences 

on practice.   

Findings 

Results suggest that the modeling of practice by teacher educators, explicitly and implicitly, was an influential 

source for novice teachers’ instructional practices. In most cases, modeling done in coursework provided 

novice teachers with examples to call upon in their own practice, while often providing a positive experience 

with unfamiliar methods. Participants highlighted how implicit and explicit modeling from teacher educators 

and the process of experiencing and decomposing such representations of practice can serve to legitimize the 

perceived usefulness of methods, often leading to future use of more rigorous and initially unfamiliar 

practices.   

Survey Results: What was most important in shaping your teaching practice?  

Although participants’ own schooling and clinical experiences remained highly influential, the instructional 

models they encountered in teacher education coursework played a key role in shaping their instructional 

development. In the follow-up survey, nearly all participants found the professor/field instructor role models 

from preparation coursework to be either very important or somewhat important in shaping their instruction 

(see Table 4).   
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Table 4. Participants’ Reported Importance of Sources for Instructional Development 

Source of practice Mean SD 

Your own ambition and personal standards 1.78 0.44 

Teacher role models from your own K–12 experience 1.67 0.5 

Attending/cooperating/mentor teacher role model from student 

teaching 

1.67 0.71 

Trying out practices in clinical/field experiences 1.56 0.73 

Professor/field instructor role models from preparation 

coursework 

1.44 0.73 

School environment and culture (physical space, student 

behavior/motivation, parents, stability) 

1.33 0.71 

Curriculum and other instructional resources (i.e., technology, 

library, etc.) 

1 0.71 

Professional resources at current school (collaboration, 

coaching/mentoring, expectations) 

0.89 0.78 

Specific courses during preparation 0.78 0.44 

Particular assignments or activities from preparation 

coursework 

0.44 0.53 

Note. Responses were quantified in the following way: Major/most important factor = 2; Moderately important factor = 
1; Minor/least important factor = 0 

Importantly, teacher educator modeling had among the highest response variances. Understood in relation to 

interview data, this variability results from differences in PST receptivity and expectations about what can be 

learned from coursework compared to experiences in the field. The participants who tended to rate teacher 

educator modeling as most important were also more likely to note that teacher role models from their own 

K–12 experiences and clinical placements were generally less important. In this way, depending on the 

participant, the modeling of instruction by teacher educators served as a supplement that made up for 

shortcomings in their K–12 experiences or clinical placements, or supplanted and helped revise and rewrite 

their prior views and ideas about teaching. This phenomenon is further addressed in the following sections 

that consider findings from teacher interviews.   

Three participants (Jake, Dexter, and Trevor) noted an overall skepticism and misalignment with the 

preparation program’s vision of quality instruction. They thus reported that their own schooling experiences 

and their mentor teachers during clinical work, both of whom were more traditionally oriented, were more 

influential on their teaching practices. These participants all indicated they believed one could learn to teach 

only by teaching, placing primacy on clinical work and expressing overall cynicism about coursework. In 

Trevor's case, he described entering the program with a firm conviction to teach in the same way he was 

taught, a conviction further supported during a clinical placement where his cooperating teacher regularly 

discredited or “bashed” the value of preparation coursework. Jake felt that the program was very "liberal" and 

"progressive" and, as a self-identified conservative and traditional teacher, he found program-promoted 

methods dubious. Dexter came from a family of educators and believed that teaching was learned only 

through "boots on the ground" classroom experiences. In these ways, participants’ alignment with and 

receptivity to program-promoted approaches seemed to mediate whether they found teacher educator 

modeling influential.   
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Collectively, participants’ initial ideas about the value of formal preparation and coursework served as a 

mediator of whether they closely attended to and found value in teacher educator modeling. Those with 

dismissive attitudes and ideas about preparation seemed to ignore instructor examples of practices, while 

others were more primed to notice teacher educator practice and consequently to enact similar approaches in 

their future classrooms.   

How Explicit? A Range of Modeling in Coursework   

Based on participant descriptions, as well as my own knowledge as a course instructor in the program, there is 

a distinction between the ways teacher educators model practices in courses, with differing corresponding 

impacts. Participants described a spectrum of modeling approaches, ranging between explicit, semi-explicit, 

and implicit. The main differences between these forms of modeling are described in further detail in Table 5.   

One key difference was whether and how teacher educators modeled with intentionality, specifically whether 

and how they engaged PSTs before, during, and after demonstrating a particular practice. Implicit modeling 

left the question of whether PSTs noticed the practice to chance. Highly explicit modeling was more bounded 

by the launch and conclusion of a role-playing-based activity that directly called attention to the thinking and 

actions of the teacher educator role-playing the teacher in a simulated environment. This explicit modeling 

was typified by the teacher educator launching or framing the activity as a modeled example, role-playing the 

lesson, pausing to highlight various moves and considerations during the lesson, and conducting a debriefing 

activity to close out the activity.   

A novel and distinct form of modeling also emerged from the data that I am calling semi-explicit.  This is 

distinguished from more explicit modeling in several ways, including duration, content, and how the teacher 

educator engages PSTs with the instructional example. Though this semi-explicit modeling is still intentional 

on the part of the teacher educator, it is not as distinctly bounded as the more explicit role-playing 

demonstrations as it can occur beyond a singular activity. In highly explicit examples, the teacher educator 

and PSTs jump into character for a short period of time. In semi-explicit examples, teacher educator and PSTs 

remain in their roles as college instructors and students, while the teacher educator demonstrates broader, 

more wide-ranging methods, approaches, and professional principles within the confines of the course and 

college-level content. For example, this could include the deliberate incorporation of project-based learning or 

mastery-based grading into their course as they still teach about teacher preparation-related content, such as 

a project where students study the development of an individual child or practice writing lesson plans. In 

these cases, the teacher does at least some cueing of students into their thinking, such as explaining at the 

beginning of the semester how they have purposefully structured a class in a certain way, pointing out the 

instructional decisions they have made along the way, or asking PSTs to notice and note the ways that the 

class operates according to principles of quality instruction.  
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Table 5. The Spectrum of Explicitness in Teacher Educator Modeling 
 

Type of modeling Description Impacts 

Explicit ● Highly intentional and deliberate 
on the part of the TE 

● Involves role playing (TE as teacher 
and PSTs as students) 

● Bounded: model lesson or activity 
with a clear beginning and end 
point 

● Before: cued, framed, or introduced 
by TE 

● During: TE pauses in the moment 
to highlight or explain teacher role 
thinking or actions 

● After: debrief, discussion, or 
reflection on the modeled lesson 

● Uses K–12 content: serves as a 
direct representation of what PSTs 
could actually do in a K–12 
classroom 

● Generally experienced as most 
impactful on PST thinking and 
future instruction 

● Can revise or reinforce PSTs’ 
thinking and future use of methods 

● May or may not legitimize practices 
for future use based on: 
○ Modeling effectiveness by TE 
○ Feasibility of use in challenging 

school contexts 
○ Alignment with PSTs' prior 

experiences and visions of 
instruction 

Semi-explicit ● Intentional and deliberately 
conducted by TE 

● Often uses college-level content 
● Missing some key components 

(e.g., TE does not cue students into 
what they are doing or thinking 
before, during, or afterwards) 

● Broad and less bounded: model 
approach rather than method 

● Applying principles of good 
teaching or broad professionalism 

● Not directly applicable or 
transferable to K–12 classroom 
teaching, but offers a more general 
example to PSTs 

● Still generally useful and impactful 
to PSTs' thinking about and future 
use of practices 

● Challenging for PSTs to pay 
attention to what is being taught 
and how it is being taught 
simultaneously 

● PSTs more likely to pick and choose 
what they attend to and take up in 
their own practice 

Implicit ● Can be unintentional and 
unconsciously done by the TE as 
simply part of the job or just good 
teaching 

● If intentional, missing major 
components with the hope that 
PSTs will notice 

● Not prompted, cued, or framed for 
PSTs 

● Not debriefed or discussed 

● Works when PSTs are tuned in and 
believe there is something to be 
learned about teaching through 
coursework 

● Minimal impact when PSTs are 
skeptical about the value of 
coursework 

Note: TE = teacher educator. 
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Explicit Modeling   

Seven out of the nine participants reported that teacher educators' explicit modeling during coursework was 

influential for their future teaching practices. In several interviews, participants described how it was helpful 

when, during modeled examples, the course instructors would pause and “break the fourth wall” or “crack 

open [their] teacher brains” to publicly reflect on or reveal the otherwise invisible teacher decision-making 

process. Debriefing modeled examples was also reported by participants as being a helpful process by which 

to reflect on the benefits, limitations, uses, and potential modifications of different methods.   

Kylie found that the explicitly modeled practices served as rich resources for instructional ideas. She referred 

to several methods and activities modeled in coursework that she could almost directly transplant into her 

own instruction. I also saw this in my classroom visits, noting that she engaged her students in simulations 

and interactive work similar to the work modeled in her coursework. Similarly, Kris noted that explicit 

modeling by teacher educators was “worth its weight in gold” and that “you can read about [a method], you 

can watch a video, but in the classroom, to have it done … then you can go and replicate,” highlighting the 

experiential value of explicit modeling.   

An important element about such modeling that participants pointed out was that, for it to be explicit, the 

teacher educator needed to alert students to the modeling beforehand and spend time after the exemplar to 

highlight key moments. Stella's remarks summed up general feelings when she explained that connections 

were brought to the fore by teacher educators facilitating conversations, or “looking back,” at the method they 

had just used, revealing their instructional thinking and supporting student noticing of practice. Stella also 

felt that explicit modeling was among the most effective ways to learn about methods, sharing that in more 

implicit situations, “I would just have no idea," and that pointing it out afterward was not helpful, as when 

teacher educators "at the end would be like, ‘that was modeling,’ I’d be like, ‘I didn't watch a single thing and 

wasn't paying attention … [because] I wasn't in that head space.’” With these findings in mind, explicit 

modeling requires teacher educators to cue students’ attention to their demonstration, both before and after 

teaching.  

Explicit modeling by teacher educators was particularly impactful when instructors provided examples that 

could be easily modified and adapted for the K–12 classroom, directly cued PSTs into the modeling 

beforehand, and offered an opportunity afterward to debrief and discuss instructor thinking and decision-

making.   

Semi-Explicit Modeling   

A second type of teacher educator modeling emerged from participant descriptions and was less explicit, not 

requiring role-playing by the instructor or PSTs. In these semi-explicit models of practice, instructors 

intentionally used methods in coursework, but with college-level content, and drew PST attention only to 

certain aspects of the instruction. These might include using a method to teach content about teaching, such 

as a structured academic controversy (Parker & Hess, 2001) to teach both the discourse method and to engage 

PSTs in a conversation about whether they should assign homework in their classes.   

Such types of modeling lacked key structures that more explicit modeling would employ to make the 

enactment more or less explicit. Semi-explicit modeling does not include features that explicitly call attention 

to the practice, such as launching, cueing, pausing, and debriefing. One example raised by participants was a 

summarizing activity practiced in class, focusing on an education policy topic (school start times), where the 

instructor pointed out that the class was going to try out the method and asked for PSTs' thoughts about the 

activity afterward. Another example was a broad-strokes approach to making teacher educator instruction 

more visible to PSTs by closing a class with the question, “What teaching moves or strategies did you see me 

use today?,” even though the teacher educator did not prompt them to be looking for these at the beginning of 
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the class. This type of modeling was less explicit, maintained PST and teacher educator roles, and included 

only some elements that called PSTs’ attention to aspects of practice.   

Importantly, these activities could not be directly transplanted or replicated into secondary classrooms. For 

example, Kylie described a project from a history education course that she found valuable and how she 

modified the requirements to use it in her high school civics class. In another instance, Kris and Addison 

referenced an activity in which the course instructor explicitly modeled discussion facilitation, using 

contentious issues in history teacher education, specifically debates around teaching and critical race theory 

and revisionist history. During this activity, the teacher educator facilitated two separate 20-minute 

discussions about the topic. Each discussion was video-recorded, and the PSTs watched the other groups' 

recordings and noted specific strategies and talk moves employed by the teacher educator to facilitate the 

discussion. Addison recalled watching the video closely, noting, “Oh, he oriented this student to another 

student here,” writing it down and noticing these moves more in other class discussions—these explicit 

examples of practices stuck with Kris and Addison over time. Kris proudly showed me discussion anchor 

charts with student talk-stems (similar to a sentence started but for discussions) posted in his classroom, and 

I observed him regularly prompting students to support ideas with textual evidence. In Addison’s classroom, 

she commonly facilitated whole-class conversations, probing student ideas to elicit deeper thinking and telling 

me in her final interview, “Orienting students to each other is one of the things that I really want[ed] to work 

on [that] year,” recalling even the specific terminology used in coursework several years prior.   

Although missing the highly structured elements of more explicit models, these semi-explicit demonstrations 

of methods were still useful and influential for teachers’ future instruction, requiring some modification to 

enact in secondary classrooms.  

Implicit Modeling   

More implicitly modeled practices by teacher educators were not unnoticed by participants. In seven of the 

nine cases, practices used implicitly by course instructors in day-to-day instruction were taken up as models 

of practice by participants. In particular, participants pointed to how their core history/social studies 

instructors developed classroom community (Jake, Albert, and  Addison), held high expectations while also 

being responsive to student needs (Albert, Kylie, Jason, and  Stella), facilitated discussion (Kris and Jake), 

periodically sought feedback from students about their instruction (Kylie, Albert, Kris, Jason, and Addison), 

and committed to practices that demanded students’ active participation and engagement with content (Kylie, 

Kris, and Jason). These methods stood out to participants and were correspondingly incorporated into their 

own teaching.   

These teaching methods were generally broader, spanning time and class sessions, and did not involve cueing 

students into the instructor's thinking. In fact, using more explicit teaching in these examples might have 

seemed odd and inappropriate. Pointing out in an email to one’s students that one has articulated clear 

expectations or that one has greeted students at the start of class with the intention of building relationships 

might undercut the very purposes of such practices. It would seem socially strange to narrate one’s thinking, 

intentions, and decisions in every instructional situation.   

In this sense, such implicit modeling could be done intentionally or unintentionally, but it is up to PSTs to 

notice. Some teacher educators might be extra attentive to practicing what they preach and be sure to live as 

examples for their PSTs at all times. In other cases, it can be a more unconsciously enacted form of modeling 

that is understood by teacher educators as just part of their job as an instructor. Either way, these implicit 

forms of modeling were noticed by PSTs in this study, to varying degrees and with differential impacts.   

Participants seemed to pick and choose which implicitly modeled methods or practices they tuned into during 

coursework, often taking up and noticing practices that they found most helpful and aligned with their 
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instructional goals and visions. Jake pointed out how program instructors guided discussions, cultivated a 

class culture focused on instructional risk-taking and reflective development, and showed how teachers can be 

open, honest, and available for their students. Jake explained how he was continuing to observe and absorb 

implicit instructional practices as he enrolled in a master's degree program and told me that he was “more 

keenly aware of how [his professors were] running classes” and that he was “picking up on some of those 

things” and had “been trying those out as well.” In all of these instances, Jake paid particularly close attention 

to the implicit modeling of his instructors in areas of practice that he was most interested in developing in his 

own teaching.   

Albert reported that teacher educators in the program were models he called upon in thinking about how to 

teach inclusively, communicate with students, and find ways to ensure that all voices are heard in class. In one 

of his interviews, Albert explained, “I don't recall you guys specifically teaching communication, but, just in 

general, something that I picked up from emails and from instruction in all the program [was that] 

communication is huge.” He went on to talk about how he regularly employed ways to ensure student 

understood assignments, posted reminders, and gave directions in clear and concise ways.  Additionally, 

Albert noted a specific practice he borrowed from his course instructors: regularly soliciting student feedback 

and looking for ways to improve instruction through student ideas and comments, which Albert reported 

doing quarterly in his own classroom. Again, we see how PSTs’ values mediated what they attended to in 

teachers’ implicit modeling of instruction.   

During Stella’s interviews and classroom observations, she made it clear that she was already a highly 

organized and ambitious person, which led her to adopt many of her course instructors' implicit classroom 

organization practices, especially those that supported student engagement and set high expectations for 

learning. She directly attributed these instructional practices to observing and experiencing them in her 

coursework, pointing to how her professors set a high bar for students, while creating systems and structures 

to help PSTs meet those expectations. In discussing this, Stella explained, “I thought that having that set as an 

example is very important,” and added, “I think back to a lot to what [course instructors] provided for us and 

that I should provide that for my students.”   

As these examples illustrate, implicit modeling by teacher educators is a noteworthy contributor to teacher 

development. The significance of implicit modeling was especially prevalent with more overarching methods 

and practices, such as modeling high expectations or structures for organizing a class or unit. Additionally, it 

is essential to note that each participant focused on different aspects of implicit modeling, typically homing in 

on practices or methods that aligned with their own goals and purposes for instruction. 

Modeling as a path towards legitimizing practice (or not)   

Another emergent theme from interviews was how modeling played a role in legitimizing and convincing PSTs 

of the value of certain practices. In some cases, PSTs came into the coursework skeptical of certain practices 

but changed their stance after effective modeling and use by course instructors. On the other hand, practices 

experienced poorly by participants, either in prior schooling or in teacher preparation coursework, increased 

skepticism, and such methods were likely to be disregarded in future teaching. In this way, PSTs' 

apprenticeships of observation and the magnitude to which teacher educator modeling legitimized practice 

played a key role in PSTs’ views of program-endorsed methods and their corresponding use of them in their 

future classrooms. This also seems to be the reason for the high level of variance in participants' survey 

responses regarding the perceived importance of teacher educator modeling, as some participants were more 

receptive to methods aligned with their initial ideas about instruction.   

This is not terribly surprising, based on what we know about the development and evolution of teachers’ 

beliefs and instructional practices. Teachers’ beliefs are critically important to their practice (Buehl & Beck, 

2014), are deeply rooted in teachers' prior experiences in classrooms (Richardson, 2003), and are notoriously 
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difficult to change (Wilson & Wineburg, 1988). Aligning with other research on teacher belief and practice 

development, my findings further suggest that teachers interpret preparation experiences through the lens of 

their prior experiences (Buehl & Beck, 2014;  Fitchett & Moore, 2022; Monte-Sano & Cochran, 2009; 

Richardson, 2003) and that teachers generally are more willing to take up practices that are familiar and align 

with their preexisting views of teaching  (Coburn, 2004; Everitt, 2012; Spillane, 2000). Other research 

suggests that teachers’ beliefs and practice can be revised, changed, and developed when confronted with 

radically different approaches to teaching in professional development (Coburn, 2004; Lloyd, 2007; Ogan-

Bekiroglu & Akkoc, 2009) or clinical placements (Grossman & Richert, 1988; Smagorinsky & Barnes, 2014). 

My findings suggest that modeled instruction within preparation coursework can similarly challenge and shift 

the thinking and practice of PSTs.    

Across interviews, participants described specific moments when the teacher educator's modeling served as a 

legitimizing experience, convincing them to adopt certain methods or practices.  Albert entered the 

preparation program with a deep skepticism about think-pair-share that resulted from negative experiences 

when his high school teachers used this method poorly. Seeing how it was used more effectively in preparation 

led him to change his mind, recognize its usefulness, learn how to better structure a think-pair-share activity, 

and then use it regularly in his own classroom. Similarly, Stella was initially skeptical of bellringers, warm-

ups, and exit tickets. However, she came around to their potential utility after seeing how they were used 

effectively in preparation coursework. Stella described legitimizing experiences with methods used during 

coursework, where she started to think, “Oh, that's really cool. I did see it in practice. I actually went through 

it personally. Now we're looking back at it … oh, that's really interesting.” She was then more likely and able to 

use these in her own teaching. Kylie summed up how modeled methods both legitimized practice and were 

foundational to future use when she described her experience in one course: “I think that's part of why things 

that [the instructor] said, like, replay in my head, because there were so many methods and moments in that 

class that stood out to me. Like the concept formation lesson. I loved that, and I did stuff like that all the 

time.” Based on participants' reflections, effective modeling of methods by teacher educators played a 

substantial role in legitimizing practices, which, in some cases, helped revise students’ apprenticeships in 

observation. This finding adds to the growing body of research suggesting the power of modeling as a method 

for helping PSTs to reconsider their views and beliefs about teaching (Westrick & Morris, 2016).   

Prior K–12 experiences with methods seemed to mediate teachers' understanding and uptake of the practices. 

When PSTs experienced multiple impactful implementations of ambitious teaching methods, both in 

coursework and in clinical experiences, they were more likely to take these up into their practice (see larger 

study, Waychunas, 2023). In these cases, PSTs saw teacher educator modeling as further validation of a 

method’s utility; they had seen it work in the field and/or back when they were students, and the teacher 

educator’s example helped to deepen their understanding of, appreciation for, and future enactment of the 

approach.   

Teacher educators' demonstrations of methods were not always a silver-bullet solution. Some participants 

cited instances in which they found teacher educator modeling of methods unconvincing.  This happened 

especially with the concept formation method that Kylie referenced loving above; several participants found 

the in-class example “confusing,” “redundant,” and “not a good use of time.” This also seemed to be the case 

for participants who brought negative, or even traumatic, experiences with certain methods with them into 

coursework, such as disliking discussions, group work, inquiry-based teaching, or cold-calling. Sometimes, 

PSTs doubted that methods would work in a typical classroom. For example, Dexter felt that some video 

examples of historical thinking investigations were unrealistic and questioned if students would really “be 

into” such types of activities. Trevor and Dexter expressed serious concerns about the feasibility of using 

certain methods in chaotic school settings, where student motivation and classroom management were 

significant challenges.  
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Discussion and Implications 

Challenges with Modeling in Teacher Education Coursework   

The participants’ experiences shed light on some of the challenges and considerations teacher educators 

should be aware of when modeling methods in coursework. Even though explicit modeling has clear benefits, 

it puts PSTs in the difficult position of trying to notice teaching while also engaging in an activity as a student, 

a challenge identified by other research (Hogg & Yates, 2013). Asking PSTs to take two perspectives at once 

puts them at risk of cognitive overload. More research on taking dual perspectives during teacher educator 

modeling would provide greater understanding to address this challenge.   

The quality of teacher educator modeling also seems to matter. When teacher educators fail to model methods 

with convincing effectiveness, my findings suggest this approach could very well backfire and sow deeper 

skepticism of practices. This puts more pressure on teacher educators to ensure their instruction is well 

planned and well executed. Instructors need to have a deep understanding of the methods they use in 

coursework and take great care to ensure that these practices are used appropriately and that PSTs see them 

as applicable and useful in their future classrooms. What constitutes effective modeling within a teacher 

education course is also an important area for further research. 

The findings of this study also suggest that teacher candidate background plays an important mediating role 

in how modeling is perceived and in its impact on their future practice. PSTs who are more familiar with 

specific methods might need less modeling of certain practices. Those who are less familiar with or previously 

had negative experiences with said practices may need more modeling to better understand and see the value 

of a particular method. This disparity within a class may make it difficult for teacher educators to meet the 

individual needs of PSTs, as modeling may be redundant and unnecessary for some students while insufficient 

for others. Finding the right dosage of such modeling is another important area for further research. 

Opportunities and Obligations with Modeling in Teacher Education   

In teacher education, we sometimes blame K–12 schools for why PSTs are reluctant to adopt the more 

rigorous practices promoted in coursework. We point to the thousands of hours teacher candidates spent in 

traditional classroom settings during their own schooling as an obstacle. We point to the often traditional 

school settings where they start their careers as another obstacle. In trying to go against such tsunami-

strength forces, it is no wonder that many teachers disregard what they learned in teacher education and 

return to teaching the way they were taught. However, this study suggests that teacher educators and 

preparation programs are not as hopeless as they may sometimes feel, as how we teach in our courses has the 

potential to help turn the tide and promote PSTs' understanding and use of program-endorsed practices. 

This study also suggests that the field should revise its conception of the apprenticeship of observation, which 

is currently limited to thinking about teachers' K–12 experiences. It is imperative to acknowledge that this 

apprenticeship extends into higher education and that we, as teacher educators, are part of that phenomenon. 

With such an acknowledgment, teacher educators can see that our own practices might be part of the problem 

of replicating traditional practices. As teacher educators, however, we can also be part of the solution, in 

providing PSTs with powerful, more equitable alternative models of instruction. 

Knowledge of the importance of modeling as an instructional tool in the teacher education course places a 

greater responsibility on all teacher educators to examine their own practice and ensure that they are not only 

talking the talk, but also walking the walk in their own teaching. Teacher educators must ask themselves: Am I 

teaching in ways that I would want my students to teach? Or am I sometimes asking students to do as I say 

and not as I do? Similarly, these findings suggest that, when we do model and demonstrate methods, we must 
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also consider how effective and convincing we are for PSTs and how explicit we are in helping our future 

teachers to notice and understand instructional moves and practices. 

Future Research   

Future work on teacher educator modeling can call upon larger sample sizes and explore the extent to which 

this pedagogical practice is enacted in preparation coursework. Additionally, it can examine differences 

between the use of modeling in particular content areas or grade levels (i.e., elementary vs. secondary 

courses), across different contexts (urban, rural, and suburban schools), and across schools serving different 

student populations (high and low-income, majority-minority, etc.). This study also suggests that further 

study of the elements and routines employed by teacher educators is needed, warranting research that 

observes such work in action. Moreover, additional inquiries that investigate the differential aspects and 

impacts of explicit versus implicit modeling would be informative, addressing how teacher educators model in 

more or less explicit ways and what PSTs notice or take away from different forms of modeling and why. 

The richest area for further exploration with modeling in the teacher education classroom is how such 

modeling connects to other aspects of preparation. For example, it would be informative to investigate how 

teacher educator modeling can supplement, supplant, and support PST experiences in clinical placements, 

personal classroom experiences, and course assignments or activities. As Kris noted in his final interview, 

“Everything that I do in my classroom has at one point been modeled for me, I’ve done with support, and I've 

been told it went well.” In identifying models of instruction as an important starting point for ambitious 

methods, but also pointing to the need for support and practice, Kris's comments suggest that further research 

is needed to understand the role of modeling in teacher instructional development. Further examination of 

the alignment between teacher educator modeled practices and a participant’s schooling experiences, clinical 

placements, and early-career school context seems like an especially interesting avenue for further research 

about the impacts of modeling in teacher education coursework. 
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