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Article

Introduction

Research has shown that the most important factor in 
terms of student achievement is the teacher; there is a 
clear relationship between students’ learning and the qual-
ity of their teachers, and a weak teacher can actually have 
a deleterious impact on learners (Chetty, Friedman, & 
Rockoff, 2013; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Hattie, 2003). 
Understandably, then, policy makers, educators, and gov-
ernment leaders alike, in the United States and abroad, are 
preoccupied with teacher quality, vigorously debating 
what it looks like, how best to achieve it, and how it can 
be measured (Darling-Hammond & Lieberman, 2012; 
Goodwin & Oyler, 2008; Kanstoroom & Finn, 1999; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2011).

Amid heightened attention to the teaching profession and 
effective teachers, there is hardly a murmur about the quality 
of those who teach teachers—teacher educators (Buchberger, 
Campos, Kallos, & Stephenson, 2000; Goodwin & Kosnik, 
2013; Loughran, 2008; Martinez, 2008). This silence is all 
the more noticeable in the face of diminishing political con-
fidence in schools of education, as vocal critics question the 
utility—and even necessity—of university-based teacher 
preparation. While there is greater consensus on what 
teachers need to know to teach students well (cf. Darling-
Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Interstate Teacher Assessment 
and Support Consortium, 2011; National Board for 

Professional Teaching Standards, 2013), the same cannot be 
said about a knowledge base for teacher educators. Indeed, 
the idea of deliberate and formal preparation is nascent, and 
the work of teaching teachers suffers, perhaps, from some of 
the same misconceptions that characterize teaching—those 
who can, do . . . those who cannot, teach (teachers).

Commonsense reasoning tells us that quality teacher edu-
cation relies on quality teacher educators. Yet, there is mini-
mal attention to what teacher educators should know and be 
able to do. Instead, the absence of a codified knowledge base 
for teacher educator preparation is glaring, particularly one 
that is responsive to shifting local and global contexts and 
emphasizes research in/on practice. Unquestionably, teacher 
educators cannot teach what they do not know; but what 
should teacher educators know, and what should their prepa-
ration entail? We address these questions by presenting the 
results of a study of teacher educators1 that investigated the 
following: (a) What do current teacher educators consider to 
be the foundation elements of their practice? (b) How do 
they evaluate their own preparation in these areas? (c) How 
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can their experiences inform the preparation of future teacher 
educators? Our research enabled us to tap into the knowledge 
and experiences of practicing teacher educators and learn 
from them regarding what they believe they need(ed) to 
know to do their work well.

A Review of the Literature

Our examination of relevant literature begins with an over-
view of standards for teacher educators, followed by a dis-
cussion of teaching versus teacher educating (a term we use 
here to differentiate teaching students from teaching teach-
ers), paying close attention to the ways in which scholars 
have distinguished the two in terms of role and knowledge.

What Should Those Who Teach Teachers Know 
and Be Able to Do?

In the United States, the Association of Teacher Educators 
(ATE, 2008) has had teacher educator standards in place 
since 1992. According to ATE, these standards for teaching, 
cultural competence, scholarship, professional development, 
program development, collaboration, public advocacy, 
teacher education profession, and vision, help to “distinguish 
the role of teacher educators from the role of other profes-
sionals in the education of teachers” (p. 5). Though informa-
tive, these standards are voluntary, do not necessarily 
represent consensus of the field, and describe the accom-
plished versus beginning teacher educator.

Internationally, standards for teacher educators in the 
Netherlands identify “five groups of inter-related competen-
cies needed for the role of educating teachers” (Murray & 
Male, 2005, p. 136): competencies in content, pedagogy, 
group dynamics and communication, development and per-
sonal growth, plus organizational competencies. In a com-
parison of teacher educator standards from the Netherlands, 
Australia, Israel, and the United States, Smith (2005) found 
“a great overlap” among “the main requirements” (p. 182), 
including model teaching, research and scholarship, leader-
ship in the profession, and ongoing professional develop-
ment. Apparently, available standards for teacher educators 
evidence commonalities across contexts, and echo—but do 
not necessarily duplicate—knowledge, skills, and disposi-
tions considered essential for PreK-12 teachers.

This literature suggests that teacher educating is not 
merely engaging in the act of instructing or developing pre-
service and/or inservice teachers. Rather, it is a purposeful 
commitment to a professional life that is centered on the 
teaching of teachers and a deep understanding of what it 
means to teach about teaching. Teacher educating also 
involves engaging in teacher education research that exam-
ines and informs the pedagogy of teacher educating (as dis-
tinct from the pedagogy of teaching), as well as being an 
active member of the larger scholarly community committed 
to the development and advancement of policies, practices, 
and programs focused on educating teachers.

Becoming a Teacher Educator

While teaching experience is typically the precursor to 
teacher educator work (Bullock & Christou, 2009; 
Dinkelman, Margolis, & Sikkenga, 2006; Wolf-Wendel, 
Baker, & Twombly, 2006), there persists “a common taken-
for-granted assumption that a good teacher will also make a 
good teacher educator” (Korthagen, Loughran, & Lunenberg, 
2005, p. 110). Yet, this common assumption lacks empirical 
support given the paucity of research on teacher educating 
(Cochran-Smith, 2005; Ducharme & Ducharme, 1996; 
Martinez, 2008). The research that is available comes pri-
marily from the self-study in teacher education movement 
(Russell & Loughran, 2007), a “growing momentum for the 
articulation and development of a pedagogy of teacher edu-
cation” (Loughran, 2006, p. 173).

Through teacher educators’ examination of their own 
practice, there is a better understanding of the limitations of 
PreK-12 teaching experience as educators transition to the 
university (Dinkelman et al., 2006; Kosnik, Freese, Samaras, 
& Beck, 2006; Zeichner, 2005), that “becoming a teacher of 
teachers clearly draws on, but cannot be limited to, the 
knowledge and understanding of schooling accrued through 
practice” (Murray & Male, 2005, p. 137). Indeed “the transi-
tional space” (Margolin, 2011, p. 9) from teacher to teacher 
educator is fraught with challenges (Bullock & Christou, 
2009; Wood & Borg, 2010). In a study of 28 novice teacher 
educators, Murray and Male (2005) found that some of these 
challenges were associated with developing a professional 
identity as a teacher educator, learning new institutional 
norms and roles, working with adult learners, and becoming 
researchers. They conceptualized the shift from school to 
university educators as “moving from being first-order 
practitioners—that is school teachers—to being second-
order practitioners . . . [who] . . . now work in the second 
order setting of [Higher Education]” (emphasis in original; 
Murray & Male, 2005, p. 126). This transition has also been 
characterized as resulting from a misalignment between 
teacher educators’ “substantial selves”—who they are, given 
their experience and professional identity—and their “situa-
tional selves”—who they need to be in the new context in 
which they find themselves (Southworth, 1995, cited in 
Wood & Borg, 2010). This misalignment is even more pro-
nounced given their lack of preparation for the new role and 
the survival approach to learning often associated with the 
first years of PreK-12 teaching (Berry, 2007; Bullock & 
Christou, 2009; Dinkelman et al., 2006; Margolin, 2011).

A Conceptual Framework for Teacher 
Educator Learning

There is a growing corpus of literature that articulates the 
difference between teaching and teacher educating. However, 
knowing that there is a difference does not minimize the lim-
ited research into teacher educator knowledge and skills. 
Given the lack of a conceptual framework that specifically 
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builds on the knowledge, skills, and competencies of teacher 
educators, we employ a conceptual framework that specifi-
cally builds on teaching. We do so because we believe that 
commonalities between skills and competencies for teaching 
and for teacher educating do still offer some insight into our 
examination of what teacher educators should know and be 
able to do. Just as preparing quality teachers requires more 
than “covering” a defined set of requirements or demonstrat-
ing specific know-how, the literature we reviewed indicates 
that this also applies to preparing quality teacher educators. 
Thus, in developing an analytic frame for our study, we 
looked at conceptualizations of the learning-to-teach process 
or teaching knowledge that transcend the practicalities (and 
limitations) of discrete teaching skills, content, and even 
standards.

Given our questions about teacher educator doing and 
knowing, we were drawn to Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s 
(1999) theorizing about “relationships of knowledge and 
practice” (p. 249) as it relates to teacher learning. They 
“make distinctions among three prominent conceptions of 
teacher learning . . . knowledge-for-practice . . . knowl-
edge-in-practice . . . knowledge-of-practice” (p. 250). They 
define,

knowledge-for-practice . . . as formal knowledge and theory  
. . . knowledge-in-practice . . . is what many people call 
practical knowledge . . . embedded in practice and in teachers’ 
reflections on practice . . . knowledge-of-practice . . . is 
generated when teachers treat their own classrooms and 
schools as sites for intentional investigation. (Cochran-Smith 
& Lytle, 1999, p. 250)

These three conceptions of learning and knowing are 
useful heuristics for describing essential knowledge for 
teacher educators. According to Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 
knowledge-for-practice consists of knowledge about con-
tent/subject-matter, learning theories, human development, 
pedagogy, assessment, educational foundations, social and 
cultural contexts of schools and schooling, as well as 
knowledge of the teaching profession and teacher educa-
tion. This knowledge exists outside of the teacher or teacher 
educator. In contrast, knowledge-in-practice is bound to the 
teacher or teacher educator. Knowledge-in-practice refers 
to the knowledge that teachers and teacher educators 
develop which is embedded in their practices, reflections of 
their practices, and/or in their narratives and inquiries about 
practice. This knowledge is “situated and constructed in 
response to the particularities” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 
1999, p. 262) and context of teachers’ and teacher educa-
tors’ teaching spaces. It is developed over time through 
experience and deliberate reflection into one’s teaching 
experiences. Knowledge-of-practice bridges the externally 
consumed “formal knowledge” related to teaching and 
teacher educating (knowledge-for-practice) with the inter-
nally generated knowledge embedded in practice (knowledge-
in-practice). This type of knowledge is a “pedagogic act” 

(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999, p. 272) that extends across 
a teacher’s or teacher educator’s “professional life span” 
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999, p. 273). It involves the gen-
eration of knowledge that is a by-product of purposeful 
inquiry situated in a teacher’s or teacher educator’s class-
room or course, connected to larger schooling issues, and 
interpreted through general educational theories and 
research-based findings.

In translating these heuristics for teacher education, we 
argue that knowledge-for-practice is that which participants 
might have acquired during their doctoral programs and for-
mal study; knowledge-in-practice would include understand-
ings that our participants might have acquired through 
experience and on the job whether through their own experi-
mentation and practice or by observing and emulating peers/
colleagues/mentors; finally, knowledge-of-practice would 
be teacher education research in which our participants might 
engage as university faculty. Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s 
descriptions of teaching knowledge are conceptually inclu-
sive, allowing us to defensibly borrow from the literature on 
learning to teach as a lens for understanding how our partici-
pants learned to educate teachers while still acknowledging 
that teaching and teacher educating are related yet different 
endeavors (Murray & Male, 2005).

Method

Design and Procedures

Our research design combines quantitative and qualitative 
methods, seeking a fuller representation of the preparation of 
teacher educators; we not only capture a snapshot of current 
teacher educators’ knowledge base and preparation but also 
delve into the specifics regarding their practices and needs. The 
rationale behind our mixed methods research design was our 
aim to acquire breadth and depth of understanding about what 
teacher educators know and are able to do against what they 
should know and be able to do. We did so by employing the 
“fundamental principle of mixed methods research” (Johnson 
& Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 14), combining the strengths of qual-
itative and quantitative research while compensating for the 
weaknesses of each (Patton, 1990). In addition, we recognized 
that mixed methods’ “methodological pluralism . . . frequently 
results in superior research (compared to monomethod 
research)” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 14).

We engaged in the “most well-known approach to mixing 
methods” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 77), the conver-
gent parallel design, which aims “to obtain different but 
complementary data on the same topic” (Morse, 1991, p. 
122). Expertise among team members in both qualitative and 
quantitative methods of research facilitated this design. 
Some of the considerations regarding the selection of the 
research design included the level of interaction between 
quantitative and qualitative strands, their relative priority and 
timing, and the procedures for mixing strands. Our proce-
dures comprised four major steps:



Goodwin et al. 287

1. Placing equal priority on both strands, we collected 
quantitative (Phase 1) and qualitative (Phase 2) data on 
the preparation of teacher educators separately and 
sequentially—starting with quantitative data collection 
via an online survey and then engaging in qualitative 
data collection through interviews.

2. We then divided ourselves into two teams to separately 
analyze each data set, using either qualitative (thematic 
and discursive) or quantitative (descriptive and infer-
ential) analytic procedures.

3. After initial analysis, we reconvened to share initial 
findings, merge datasets, and engage in further 
analysis.

4. Last, we collectively interpreted the ways in which the 
two sets of findings informed each other, peering more 
deeply into the data so as to surface more nuanced 
understandings.

Data Collection

The study encompassed two data collection phases: Phase 1 
comprised an online survey. Phase 2 was a follow-up to the 
survey and comprised interviews organized around the con-
ceptual categories included in the survey.

Phase 1 surveyed current teacher educators via a secure 
online survey platform. Using a five-point Likert-type scale, 
the survey asked participants to respond to 45 items in terms 
of (a) the importance of the item to their work as teacher 
educators and (b) how well they felt their doctoral program 
prepared them in the particular area/item. The survey also 
included a number of demographic items, six general items 
about respondents’ preparation to be teacher educators, and 
two open-ended questions. The 45 items were conceptually 
categorized under the following headings: theoretical knowl-
edge, ability to apply theory, content knowledge, familiarity 
with research, ability to conduct research, interpersonal 
skills, reflection, and professional activities. Survey design 
began by tapping the expertise of a group of practicing 
teacher educators at the researchers’ institution to help us 
identify the knowledge bases and practices considered key to 
successful teacher educating. These teacher educators repre-
sented a variety of faculty ranks (tenured, untenured), posi-
tions (e.g., professor, lecturer, instructor), and content areas/
specializations (e.g., early childhood, elementary, music, 
science, social studies). Survey items were then designed to 
reflect these key knowledge bases and practices as well as 
areas that had emerged as salient from our review of litera-
ture. To ensure methodological soundness and guard against 
paradigmatic bias, survey items were reviewed by an expert 
methodologist (outside the research team) and modified 
according to his feedback. Field tests of the survey indicated 
that respondents had no difficulty comprehending the items; 
each was able to complete the survey in about 20 min.

An email describing the study was initially sent from the 
authors’ institution to all graduates who had received their 

doctorates between 2005 and 2009. The email invitation cast 
a wide net as we did not presume to know which of the grad-
uates had actually entered the teacher education field; those 
graduates who responded to the survey self-identified as 
teacher educators. Five months later, the scope of the study 
was expanded and surveys were distributed to the listserv of 
a large educational research organization. This two-stage 
process enabled us to capture recent graduates as well as 
more experienced teacher educators, plus gather insights 
from a more diverse (inter)national sample. The survey 
remained live from February through September 2012.

Phase 2 involved the collection of qualitative data via a 
semi-structured interview of a sample of participants who 
accepted an invitation embedded within the survey. 
Interviews enabled volunteers to more fully discuss the con-
ceptual categories employed by the survey. All interviews 
lasted between 30 and 60 min and were audio recorded and 
transcribed to yield narratives for qualitative analysis.

The Sample

Our two-stage sample was drawn from higher education fac-
ulty who self-identified as teacher educators. Such identities 
were confirmed via survey items, which further defined their 
specific roles. Because we focused on university-based 
teacher educators, but suspected that many who work with 
teachers but are not university-based may also self-identify 
as teacher educators, we included survey items which helped 
us to pinpoint our target population; specifically, when, 
where, and in what area a doctoral degree was earned; cur-
rent position (e.g., tenured professor, tenure track professor); 
and current place of employment (e.g., school district, under-
graduate college, college/university offering graduate study). 
Doing so served to define an appropriate universe of partici-
pants: university-based, doctoral-prepared, practicing 
teacher educators. In terms of the sample, our goal was also 
to have a large enough sample of teacher educators to detect 
statistically significant differences and a diverse enough 
sample that would represent depth and breadth in lived expe-
riences and social texts. Altogether, 293 completed surveys 
were included in our data set, 220 from female respondents.

Across the sample, participants reported completing their 
doctorates between 1974 and 2011. Specifically, about half 
(50.7%) had graduated between 2011 and 2006, with the 
remaining 49.3% having graduated earlier, between 2005 
and 1974. Representative of the field of teacher education 
writ large (Davey, 2013), most participants identified as 
White (79.7%), with smaller percentages identifying as 
African American/Black (4.3%), Asian American (4.3%), 
Native American/Pacific Islander (1.3%), Latino/a (3.3%), 
and Biracial/Multiracial (4.7%). 1.3% did not endorse any of 
these identities by checking “Other”; the remaining 1.1% left 
this item blank. The mean number of years in education was 
23.47, suggesting that respondents brought extensive experi-
ence to their work in teacher education. Yet, only 11.3% of 
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respondents had graduated with a degree in teacher educa-
tion, including those who identified with a content area 
within which they prepared teachers. More respondents had 
studied curriculum and teaching (30.7%); the rest came from 
different fields, including education policy, technology/
instructional media design, educational psychology, and spe-
cial/inclusive education. Most respondents were either ten-
ured professors (36%) or tenure track professors (36%); the 
rest identified as non-tenure track staff.

The majority of participants reported living in the United 
States (93.3%); about half (51.3%) of the sample indicated 
working in urban settings (defined as a city of 100,000+ peo-
ple). Only 1 in 10 indicated working in a rural area, whereas 
the rest selected suburban settings. Of the sample, 24.7% 
worked within institutions of higher education (IHEs) that 
emphasized research, whereas 25.3% worked in IHEs with a 
low emphasis on research; 37.3% worked in colleges/univer-
sities with a moderate emphasis on research, with the rest 
working in undergraduate colleges and other settings. Of the 
participants, 64% reported spending most of their profes-
sional time teaching—and indicated carrying an average 
course load of five courses per academic year—followed by 
administrative work (14.7%), research (13.0%), and service 
to the profession (3%); 13.3% reported spending time in 
other activities.

Results

In the section below, we report results from our study begin-
ning with the analysis of data from the survey that was 
administered first. We then present our analyses of the inter-
view data, organized according to our research questions. 
Finally, we share results from the secondary analysis of the 
quantitative data, which explored the existence of key themes 
that had been identified within the interview data.

Survey Data

To examine the survey data, group differences were calculated 
according to subscales that were created to correspond to the 
following eight categories of items: theoretical knowledge, 
ability to apply theory, content knowledge, familiarity with 
research, ability to conduct research, interpersonal skills, 
reflection, and professional activities. An additional category 
captured multicultural items across all these areas. Participants 

indicated their responses to items along Likert-type scales 
ranging from 1 to 5; ratings were scored so that ratings of 1 
indicated the highest levels of importance/preparation and rat-
ings of 5 indicated the lowest levels of importance/prepara-
tion. Sample items include Developing the knowledge, skills, 
and dispositions of a researcher (from the Conducting 
Research domain) and Using multiple modes and materials for 
teaching, such as multimedia materials, cases, microteaching, 
field experience, lesson study (from the Teaching Skills 
domain). Participants had the opportunity to rate each such 
item for both (a) the degree to which they felt their program 
prepared them (second research question) and (b) how impor-
tant they considered this domain to be (first research question), 
resulting in 18 subscale scores in all. In general, participants 
gave favorable ratings of both importance and preparation to 
all domains; no domain had an average rating that fell even as 
low as the median point on the Likert-type scale. Few signifi-
cant differences in response patterns were noted according to 
participant demographics. Table 1 contains the means and 
standard deviations for each subscale.

To examine interrelationships among participant charac-
teristics and subscale ratings, Pearson correlation coeffi-
cients were calculated, as displayed in Tables 2 and 3. 
Table 2 contains correlations between participant character-
istics and reported program preparation; Table 3 contains the 
correlations between participant characteristics and reported 
importance of skills and knowledge within domains. 
Significant correlations are indicated within the tables. In 
interpreting the magnitude of these correlations, we follow 
the benchmarks proposed by Cohen (1992): Significant cor-
relations of approximately .10 are considered to reflect a 
small effect, those of approximately .30 reflect a moderate 
effect, and correlations of .50 or higher suggest a large effect.

Correlational results included the finding that participants 
who reported teaching for less time tended to rate ability to 
conduct research as significantly higher in importance, r = 
.10, p < .01. In addition, participants who had been involved 
in teaching and education for longer periods of time rated 
reflection as higher in importance, r = −.15 and −.12, p < .05. 
Participants who had more recently become involved in edu-
cation believed they were better prepared in the ability to 
apply theory, r = .11, p < .05, and multicultural issues 
domains, r = .15, p < .05. More recent graduates also tended 
to rate their preparation as higher in the domains of theo-
retical knowledge (r = .14, p < .05), ability to apply theory 

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Educators’ Responses.

Conducting 
research

Familiarity 
with research

Theoretical 
knowledge

Content 
knowledge

Ability to 
apply theory

Interpersonal 
skills Reflection

Professional 
activities

Multicultural 
issues

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Program 
Preparation

2.04 0.87 1.67 0.81 2.25 0.84 2.11 0.82 2.33 0.89 2.04 0.87 2.12 1.02 2.51 0.92 2.38 0.91

Importance 2.09 0.72 1.59 0.56 1.51 0.43 1.52 0.40 1.65 0.47 1.50 0.46 1.29 0.44 1.95 0.56 1.65 0.53

Note. Lower scores indicate reported superior training. High scores indicate reported inferior training.
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(r = .17, p < .01), familiarity with research (r = .15, p < .05), 
reflection (r = .16, p < .01), and multicultural issues (r = .23, 
p < .01). Gender was correlated with a number of domains 
with regard to ratings of domain importance such that female 
participants tended to rate several areas as higher in impor-
tance than did male participants: theoretical knowledge (r = 
−.21, p < .01), content knowledge (r = −.16, p < .01), ability to 
apply theory (r = −.18, p < .01), familiarity with research 
(r = −.12, p < .05), interpersonal skills (r = −.18, p < .01), 
reflection (r = −.15, p < .05), professional activities (r = −.15, 
p < .05), and multicultural issues (r = −.22, p < .01).

One-way analysis of variance tests (ANOVAs) were 
used to explore different rating patterns among groups of 
participants, as shown in Tables 4 and 5. ANOVAs were 

used to compare the ratings of domain importance assigned 
by tenured, pre-tenured, and non-tenure track participants. 
Only one significant difference emerged: Results showed 
that pre-tenured participants rated their preparation in multi-
cultural issues as significantly stronger than did tenured 
participants, F(3, 268) = 2.92, p = .03. Post hoc testing indi-
cated a significant group difference at the p < .05 level 
between the mean scores of tenure track (M = 2.21, SD = 
0.74) and tenured (M = 2.56, SD = 1.00). Other group means 
were not significantly different from each other. These and 
all subsequent multiple comparisons were performed using 
the Bonferroni correction.

To test differences in ratings according to self-identified 
race/ethnicity, participant groupings were constructed to 

Table 2. Correlations: Demographics and Reported Program Preparation.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M SD

 1. Gender — — —
 2. Race −.06 — — —
 3. Years post graduation −.09 .10 — — —
 4. Years teaching −.08 .09 −.09 — — —
 5. Years in education −.09 .20** .61** .37** — — —
 6. Theoretical knowledge .00 .00 .14* −.01 .05 — 2.25 0.84
 7. Content knowledge −.04 .00 .00 .01 −.01 .65** — 2.11 0.82
 8. Ability to apply theory .00 .03 .17** −.02 .11* .84** .62** — 2.33 0.89
 9. Familiarity with research −.02 .01 .15* .02 .06 .59** .45** .60** — 1.67 0.81
10. Ability to conduct research .06 .02 .07 .06 .07 .50** .42** .54** .78** — 2.04 0.87
11. Interpersonal skills .04 −.02 .02 .00 .07 .49** .44** .55** .31** .40** — 2.76 1.06
12. Reflection .01 −.01 .16** −.07 .06 .64** .51** .69** .49** .47** .63** — 2.12 1.02
13. Professional activities .05 −.05 .05 −.01 .07 .58** .51** .63** .52** .58** .66** .67** — 2.51 0.92
14. Multicultural issues −.01 .02 .23** .00 .15* .84** .54** .89** .65** .65** .56** .65** .64** — 2.38 0.91

Note. Program preparation assessments ranged from 1 (Extremely well prepared) to 5 (My program did not address this area); that is, lower scores 
represent greater program preparation.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 3. Correlations: Demographics and Perceived Domain Importance.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M SD

 1. Gender — — —
 2. Race −.06 — — —
 3. Years post graduation −.09 .10 — — —
 4. Years teaching −.78 .09 −.09 — — —
 5. Years in education −.09 .20** .61** .37** — — —
 6. Theoretical knowledge −.21** .11 −.01 .00 −.06 — 1.51 0.43
 7. Content knowledge −.16** .18** −.06 .01 −.04 .50** — 1.52 0.40
 8. Ability to apply theory −.18** .14* .08 −.02 .02 .67** .51** — 1.65 0.47
 9. Familiarity with research −.12* .02 .05 .06 −.04 .45** .43** .47** — 1.60 0.56
10. Ability to conduct research −.11 .07 .10 .10** .06 .39** .42** .45** .71** — 2.10 0.72
11. Interpersonal skills −.18** .10 .06 .04 .05 .38** .38** .45** .36** .32** — 1.50 0.46
12. Reflection −.15* .01 .01 −.15* −.12* .39** .31** .35** .38** .30** .46** — 1.29 0.44
13. Professional activities −.15* .13* .09 .03 .02 .50** .49** .55** .54** .57** .52** .46** — 1.96 0.56
14. Multicultural issues −.22** .15* .09 .04 .04 .77** .51** .83** .50** .54** .48** .41** .57** — 1.65 0.53

Note. Perceived domain importance assessments ranged from 1 (Extremely important) to 5 (Not at all important); that is, lower scores represent greater 
perceived importance.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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correspond to participants who identified as persons of Color 
and White participants. An ANOVA test indicated that White 
participants rated the following domains as significantly less 
important than did participants who identified as persons of 
Color: content knowledge, F(1, 298) = 10.17, p = .00; ability 
to apply theory, F(1, 298) = 5.98, p = .02; professional activ-
ities, F(1, 297) = 5.18, p = .02. In addition, White partici-
pants rated themselves as less well prepared in the domain of 
multicultural issues, F(1, 298) = 6.36, p = .01. Similar 
ANOVAs were conducted to examine any differences in rat-
ings by participants’ (a) employment location (urban, subur-
ban, rural), (b) primary use of professional time (teaching, 
research, administration, service provision), and (c) teaching 
course load. No significant groups differences were found.

An additional series of exploratory analyses was con-
ducted following the qualitative phase of the study and are 
detailed following the presentation of interview data.

Interview Data

One hundred twenty-five survey completers volunteered to 
be interviewed. Participant selection initially entailed 
meeting a single criterion: being a current university-based 

teacher educator. Of those who met this criterion, 26 were 
identified via random sampling. The interviewing phase of 
this study was considered complete when the sample size 
had been met; that is, when 20 interviews had been con-
ducted. The demographic breakdown of the sample of 20 
showed diversity but was consistent with the overwhelming 
presence of White women in teacher education (Ladson-
Billings, 2005; Philip & Benin, 2014; Sleeter, 2001). 
Participants self-identified as follows: 15 females, 5 males; 5 
teacher educators of Color, 14 White teacher educators, and 
1 international teacher educator. Of the 20, 15 had completed 
their doctorates between 2006 and 2011.

All interviews were conducted over the telephone, audio 
recorded, and transcribed. Transcripts were analyzed using 
an interplay of inductive and deductive coding. We employed 
grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) as we sought new 
understandings about the preparation of teacher educators, 
generating theory from the very lives and experiences of cur-
rent teacher educators. To ensure trustworthiness, three 
members of the research team coded the transcripts indepen-
dently, engaging in open coding, reading, and rereading the 
transcripts—“breaking down, examining, comparing, con-
ceptualizing, and categorizing data” (Strauss & Corbin, 

Table 4. One-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Educators’ Responses by Employment Position (Tenure, Tenure Track, Non 
Tenure, Other).

Importance Program preparation

Response df F p df F p

Theoretical knowledge 3 0.17 .92 3 0.69 .56
Content knowledge 3 0.78 .51 3 0.88 .45
Ability to apply theory 3 0.64 .59 3 2.11 .10
Familiarity with research 3 0.42 .74 3 1.76 .16
Ability to conduct research 3 0.51 .68 3 1.14 .33
Interpersonal skills 3 0.14 .94 3 1.44 .23
Reflection 3 0.08 .97 3 2.50 .06
Professional activities 3 0.54 .65 3 0.87 .46
Multicultural issues 3 0.67 .57 3 2.92 .03*

*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 5. One-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Educators’ Responses by Race (White, Person of Color).

Importance Program preparation

Response df F p df F p

Theoretical knowledge 1 3.69 .06 1 0.00 .95
Content knowledge 1 10.17 .00** 1 0.00 .99
Ability to apply theory 1 5.98 .02* 1 0.29 .59
Familiarity with research 1 0.08 .78 1 0.06 .81
Ability to conduct research 1 1.53 .22 1 0.16 .69
Interpersonal skills 1 2.69 .10 1 0.11 .74
Reflection 1 0.01 .92 1 3.14 .08
Professional activities 1 5.18 .02* 1 0.61 .44
Multicultural issues 1 0.17 .68 1 6.36 .01*

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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1990, p. 61). This strengthened the initial analysis and 
allowed us to collectively engage in axial coding—develop-
ing a “set of procedures whereby data are put back together 
in new ways after open coding, by making connections 
between categories” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 96). 
Selective coding guided our analyses; that is, we selected the 
preparation of teacher educators as a core category, and pro-
ceeded by “systematically relating it to other categories, vali-
dating those relationships, and filling in categories that need 
further refinement and development” (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990, p. 116). We employed the constant comparative 
method (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) as we individually gener-
ated a list of initial codes and then collectively combined 
such codes under more inclusive categories or themes. The 
appendix portrays a sample of initial codes, themes, and data 
to elucidate this process.

The interview, like the survey, asked teacher educators to 
evaluate their doctoral preparation in relation to their current 
roles as teacher educators and identify key elements of their 
current practice; interviewees were also asked to offer rec-
ommendations for preparing the next generation of teacher 
educators. Analysis of the data and findings, discussed 
below, are organized according to these interview foci.

Preparation of current teacher educators. In reflecting on their 
preparation in relation to their current work as teacher edu-
cators, participants’ interviews highlighted (a) happenstance 
in becoming engaged in teacher education, (b) luck related 
to doctoral experiences, and (c) lack of explicit development 
of teaching skills or pedagogies related to teacher educating. 
Three fourths of the respondents revealed that they fell into 
the profession; it was “just a happenstance.”2 That is, they 
did not explicitly focus on teacher education during their 
doctoral studies or envision themselves in that field. As one 
respondent said, “That wasn’t my goal . . . and I don’t neces-
sarily think that’s my long term goal either.” Several 
explained that such a focus would have meant enrolling in 
different courses altogether because teacher education “just 
didn’t fit within my program at the time.” Only 5 of the 20 
interviewees stated that they deliberately sought to become 
teacher educators during their doctoral program. Yet, even 
among these five teacher educators, three felt that the devel-
opment of their scholarly interests in teacher education 
“wasn’t necessarily part of the curriculum of the doctoral 
program.” Closer analysis of their interviews also reveals 
that, for some, the desire to focus on teacher education was 
established prior to beginning doctoral study, whereas for 
others it was a confluence of circumstances that led them to 
teacher education. Such circumstances included invitations 
to teach preservice education courses, supervise student 
teachers, and/or become involved in teacher education  
at their IHEs via research opportunities or graduate 
assistantships.

This confluence of circumstances points to a second 
theme in the doctoral preparation of practicing teacher 

educators. Many respondents described themselves as 
“incredibly fortunate,” that “being in the right place at the 
right time” was central to securing opportunities to teach or 
work on grants, publications, or research projects related to 
teacher education. Interview data also revealed significant 
inconsistencies in the experiences and opportunities afforded 
to these teacher educators within and across their doctoral 
programs and colleges/universities. Participants said that the 
“content requirements were uneven” and the strength of 
one’s overall doctoral preparation was heavily dependent on 
“good luck in major professors,” that is, those who provided 
support, guidance, and learning opportunities within teacher 
education.

Finally, in evaluating their doctoral preparation, inter-
viewees unanimously expressed that there was no explicit 
development of teaching skills or pedagogies for teacher 
educating. Interestingly, even the five participants who 
explicitly focused on becoming teacher educators experi-
enced this gap in their doctoral programs and felt their pro-
fessors “sort of assume that we will learn on-site.” In 
describing their current practices, many interviewees, some 
of whom had been “teaching for years and years and years,” 
reported falling back on their own experiences as classroom 
teachers, staff developers, and adjuncts to inform their work 
with preservice students:

My background in professional development and staff 
development has certainly helped tremendously in that area. 
And I just had to tweak it to . . . the age level, the demographic 
here . . . looking at the [doctoral] program, that would probably 
be one of the downsides. Because if I had not had that? You 
know, the background to fall on, I could be in a bit of a quandary.

Relying on PreK-12 pedagogical practices is problematic 
as the work of teachers and teacher educators, although 
related, are unique activities, requiring different pedagogies 
and skills (Bullock & Christou, 2009; Dinkelman, 2002; 
Murray & Male, 2005). In this sense, respondents apparently 
drew upon their knowledge-for-practice and knowledge-in-
practice from their PreK-12 teaching experiences but did not 
have the opportunity to develop knowledge that was specific 
to teacher educating during their doctoral programs. 
Interview participants also spoke of picking up teaching 
skills “by osmosis,” adapting practices and techniques from 
their own undergraduate and graduate coursework. They 
described lecturing, facilitating discussions, and assigning 
work that emulated the practices of past professors whom 
they perceived as effective. In addition to “observing my 
professors” and drawing upon “my own graduate program . . . 
well, my own teacher education program,” these teacher edu-
cators also stated that their own practices were “invented out 
of desperation,” without any induction, mentoring, or sys-
tematic support.

In reflecting on the lack of explicit attention to the devel-
opment of teacher educating practices, interviewees shared 
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that their doctoral programs “weren’t necessarily trying to 
prepare me to be a teacher educator. They were trying to pre-
pare me to be an educational researcher.” It is important to 
note that the majority of interviewees viewed their research 
as separate from and not related to teacher education. This 
separation reflects flawed understandings of teacher educa-
tion that do not perceive teacher education research as valu-
able, rigorous, and necessary to teacher educating 
(Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005). This could be the conse-
quence of the separation of teacher education from research 
which they experienced in their doctoral programs, pointing 
not only toward the need to engage teacher-educators-to-be 
in systematic opportunities to develop pedagogical practices 
but also to the dire need for teacher educators to be knowl-
edgeable researchers of and in teacher education—that is to 
develop knowledge-of-practice. Our conclusion is supported 
by the fact that several respondents talked about having very 
limited time to conduct research; unsurprising given the (on 
average) heavy teaching loads of the full sample and the real-
ity that two thirds of them work in institutions that have a 
low to medium emphasis on research. They also conceptual-
ized teaching and research as separate activities and did not 
seem to view their teaching as a site for research or their 
research as benefitting their teaching. Thus, in their talk 
about research, interviewees typically described their areas 
of research or interests, or labeled as research, activities that 
were not necessarily research; very few outlined an ongoing 
research project, even when directly asked. One said, “a lot 
of what I do currently with research is writing articles, and 
then doing kind of article reviews and writing book reviews.” 
Another respondent emphasized the importance of research, 
saying, “I was well trained as a researcher . . . . I use those 
skills to try to prepare for class. I also use those skills to write 
the many, many reports that I have to write to outside agen-
cies.” What we heard was interviewees applying their 
research skills to their work (specifically to teaching and 
service-related tasks) but not apparently doing research.

Elements foundational to the work of teacher educators. In dis-
cussing their current work, these teacher educators identified 
four foundational elements: (a) bridging knowledge and 
practice; (b) self-directed, lifelong learning; (c) collabora-
tion; and (d) negotiating multiple and conflicting agendas. 
First, across the interviews, teacher educators underscored 
that bringing together knowledge and practice was essential 
in what they teach preservice students and how they teach, 
because “how we teach teachers may send much more influ-
ential messages than what we teach them” (Russell, 1997, 
pp. 44-45). Spanning the theory–practice gap, “an abiding 
issue in teacher education” (Loughran, 2011, p. 285), was 
something respondents felt unprepared to manage. In their 
doctoral studies, they were “immersed in the theory part” 
and wished that if they wanted “to do more active work in the 
field as well as doing theory,” their professors would “not 
discourage that . . . but actually encourage.” Ironically, even 

on the job, they saw few models of how to bridge practice 
with theory. For example, one teacher educator stated,

When I first started observing teacher education, I was surprised 
at how poorly the teaching was done. For example, the teacher 
educators that I observed would spend their time lecturing to 
their students about how lecturing was not effective.

Therein lies a conundrum raised in several interviews—
participants reported not receiving any explicit or systematic 
preparation around teacher education pedagogies, nor were 
they able to learn from their teacher education colleagues 
whose pedagogical and curricular practices did not reflect 
conceptions of teaching and learning that they espoused in 
their own courses and scholarship. In response to this discon-
nect between observed “talk” and “walk,” respondents high-
lighted the importance of applying educational theories to 
their own practices as well as modeling and unpacking peda-
gogical and curricular choices with their preservice students, 
thereby “making the problematic aspects of practice an overt 
aspect of teaching and learning about teaching” (Loughran, 
2011, p. 285). However, they did not talk about how they 
theorized from practice and seemed to see theory and 
research as distinct from practice.

As interviewees reflected on their current practice as 
teacher educators, they not only discussed their work in 
terms of teaching but also in terms of learning. Several 
described themselves as being self-directed, lifelong learn-
ers. One teacher educator saw this as “part of the joy and part 
of the burden as well, of our role . . . that we must be continu-
ally learning.” Respondents also talked about continually 
expanding research skills, learning new content for ongoing 
and new courses, and developing teaching skills. Interestingly, 
they talked about expanding their research methodologies 
and endeavors as apart from developing their teaching skills 
and work as a teacher educator. Perhaps they did not per-
ceive research as an essential vehicle for developing new 
teaching skills and techniques nor as central to the work of 
teacher educating.

In the context of being a self-directed, lifelong learner, the 
teacher educators interviewed explicitly and implicitly dis-
cussed collaboration as being essential to their work. In par-
ticular, collaboration was mostly discussed in relation to 
improving one’s teaching. Here is an example:

My teaching skills have been informed and developed through 
collegial collaboration. You know, watching other teachers 
teach. Talking with other teachers. I think learning to teach is a 
collaborative effort.

In fact, the lack of community in IHEs was seen as a rea-
son why “research really was—is—not for me, a big piece of 
the picture . . . and it could have been if there had been more 
of a community or a collaboration around research.” Several 
participants felt that professional meetings were important 
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for collaboration and socialization; most still maintained a 
mentoring relationship with their dissertation sponsor or 
major professor. Female respondents also characterized the 
academy as “very isolated . . . everything seems so, like, 
competitive,” while a professor of Color expressed feeling 
especially marginalized, overlooked in favor of “White men, 
they seem to be more important . . . what they do is more 
valuable somehow.” This resonated with our finding that 
gender correlated with a number of domains, such that 
female participants rated several areas related to relation-
ships or collaboration as higher in importance than did male 
participants, including interpersonal skills, professional 
activities, and multicultural issues.

Finally, in reflecting on their current practice, teacher 
educators also perceived their work as bound by the larger 
contexts within which it was situated. In their interviews, 
25% revealed that a challenging element of their work was 
navigating the agendas and policies of programs, depart-
ments, colleges/universities, and local/state/national govern-
ment agencies as they relate to teacher education. They noted 
that often the agendas and policies of these stakeholders con-
flict with one’s own commitments to teacher education. This 
complexity and the need for negotiating with multiple stake-
holders has also been noted in literature (Guilfoyle, Hamilton, 
Pinnegar, & Placier, 1995; Swennen, Shagrir, & Cooper, 
2009), as teacher educators are expected to work with differ-
ent constituencies including schools and universities, gov-
ernmental departments, and community organizations (ATE, 
2008). The following interview excerpt best describes the 
tenuous position in which many teacher educators find 
themselves:

[sighs] You know, one of the continual battles is between the 
implied theoretical positions in state policy as it pertains to 
teacher education . . . . We live under a regime of testing and 
assessment—of preservice teachers—and a set of standards 
about what that coursework and what their experiences should 
be. And so within that there are implied theories and ideas about 
pedagogical theory that preservice teachers should get. And then 
my institution also has a set of beliefs about that. And some of 
those are embedded in our requirements and the things that 
we’re asked to do. And then we also work under a similar set of 
implied theories from our NCATE accreditation . . . . So within 
that context, it’s also balancing out my own beliefs and what I 
think that is most necessary for candidates coming from my 
programs. I want to be able to do what I believe is both ethically 
and morally right. And educationally right for the children that 
they’ll serve. And so a lot of the work is trying to excavate and 
understand sort of the implicit theoretical positions and politics 
of the varying agencies that I work among and between.

Several teacher educators alluded to their “great responsi-
bility to negotiate that challenging terrain between policy 
and practice,” not only for their own preservice students but 
also for the learners whom those students will teach. This 
responsibility is reflected in the literature—teacher educators 

need to know more than simply how to teach children or 
operate in schools. Their student teachers expect them to 
understand the wider education system, including policies, 
standards, and their implications for teachers’ practice 
(Smith, 2005; Zeichner, 2005). This aligns with Murray and 
Male’s (2005) concept of “second order teaching” and con-
firms that

The work of teacher educators demands new and different types 
of professional knowledge and understanding, including more 
extended pedagogical skills, than those required of classroom 
teachers. (p. 126)

Recommendations about preparation. Interviewees’ recom-
mendations for teacher educator preparation converged 
around four different areas: (a) a strong foundation of educa-
tional theories, (b) knowledge about the field of teacher edu-
cation, (c) intentional mentorship and apprenticeship in 
teaching and research, and (4) mentoring around professional 
life in the academy.

Respondents stated that having a strong foundation of 
educational theories related to teaching, learning, and school-
ing is essential to the preparation of teacher educators. Such 
a foundation allows them to develop a framework for their 
practice that can be applied to a broader range of content and 
in multiple teaching contexts. For example, one teacher edu-
cator revealed that although her doctoral preparation was not 
content focused, she feels comfortable teaching methods 
courses she has not taught before, because she is able to draw 
on her theoretical background as she engages with content. 
Reflecting this idea, another teacher educator discussed how 
his exposure to learning theory positively affected his teach-
ing of preservice teachers as it informed his choices regard-
ing instructional strategies, course development, and the 
design of learning activities. He shared that his interactions 
with and observations of colleagues indicated that for those 
teacher educators who lack an understanding of learning 
theory, their work with preservice teachers is very different 
and likely more challenging. It is important to note that inter-
viewees did not state that theoretical and pedagogical knowl-
edge are more important than content knowledge; rather they 
spoke specifically about the importance of “researching 
teaching and how they work together.”

Several interviewees also recommended that teacher edu-
cators learn about the field of teacher education. Interestingly, 
this recommendation came from four of the participants who 
strongly identified as teacher educators upon entry to doc-
toral study. Specifically, this included developing an under-
standing of the multiple contexts of the field, “the political 
landscape, knowing whose agenda, or who has an agenda,” 
as well as the scholarship around program and practice. This 
is not surprising as agendas and policies are entwined with 
historical-socio-political contexts of teacher education. As 
one interviewee said, the need to comprehend “policy at var-
ious levels and the government, governance institutions that 
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carry those out” seems especially critical in the face of 
“aggressive and persistent efforts to regulate and control 
teacher education from the outside” (Zeichner, 2007, p. 37).

A third recommendation was intentional and systematic 
apprenticeship in teaching and teacher education research. 
Almost half of the teacher educators suggested the need for 
ongoing teaching/field and supervision experiences for doc-
toral students as well as the opportunity to work with faculty 
in developing their teaching practices. Several suggested 
adopting “a field experience component for future teacher 
educators” with ongoing observations and feedback. 
Similarly, participants also underscored that all teacher edu-
cators need opportunities to engage in the research process 
from the design of studies to publication, along with the 
application of research to their own teaching. Once again, in 
discussing research, most of the teacher educators inter-
viewed did not connect research to teaching in ways that 
could improve teacher education pedagogies, programmatic 
decisions, and/or policies. Even one suggestion that seemed 
to make this link actually differentiated between “concrete” 
research and dissertation research: “doing some concrete 
research early on that may not necessarily tie directly into the 
dissertation, but helps a teacher educator, a future teacher 
educator, think about how to best serve preservice and inser-
vice teachers.”

A final recommendation for the preparation of future 
teacher educators was mentoring around professional life in 
the academy. Approximately half of the teacher educators 
indicated that they “really needed some guidance on the 
professional landscape,” structured opportunities to discuss 
issues regarding life in schools of education—for example, 
expectations; tenure struggles; differences between private 
and public, Research I, and teaching institutions; teaching 
graduate students versus undergraduates. Several talked 
about how difficult they found the entry into academia, a 
second-order teaching setting (Murray & Male, 2005), and 
expressed needing help with even seemingly minor deci-
sions such as committee work. This recommendation is 
supported by the work of many scholars who have written 
about the challenging transition from doctoral student to 
faculty member and from teacher to teacher educator 
(Berry, 2007; Dinkelman et al., 2006; Murray & Male, 
2005). Studies of the tensions and conflicts encountered by 

novice university-based teacher educators suggest a need 
for such mentorship and guidance prior to and during 
induction.

Additional Exploratory Quantitative Analysis

Following the qualitative analysis of the interview data, a 
post hoc examination of the quantitative data was conducted 
to explore the extent to which three major interview themes 
could be supported within survey responses. These themes 
included (a) interviewees’ reports that they lacked practical 
teaching skills for the preparation of teaching candidates, (b) 
interviewees’ reports that they had been unprepared for their 
own professional socialization process, and (c) interview-
ees’ reports of high levels of engagement in conducting 
research (along with some statements that indicated that 
they may not have been referring to academic research per 
se). Qualitative interview themes were not, of course, known 
until after data collection was complete; therefore, pre-exist-
ing subscales corresponding to some themes did not exist in 
the original survey. Preparation to conduct research did 
exist as a subscale, as did familiarity with research. The lat-
ter captured participants’ ability to read, understand, and 
make use of research in the teacher education field (as 
opposed to conducting it), thereby serving as a useful coun-
terpoint to the more applied former theme. With regard to 
teacher education practice, theoretical knowledge about 
practice existed as a subscale, but items corresponding to 
practical teaching skills themselves were contained in sev-
eral original categories, so we created a new subscale, teach-
ing skills, to capture them. Similarly, there was no single 
group of items originally constructed to correspond to pro-
fessional socialization experiences and skills per se, so we 
created a new subscale for that theme.

First, t-test comparisons were conducted to estimate the 
adequacy of preparation in each of the three theme-related areas 
relative to other reported preparation overall. To estimate these 
effects, t-tests compared the mean of each theme-related sub-
scale to the mean of all other preparation responses outside that 
particular area. These comparisons are displayed in Table 6.

Comparisons were then made among the subscales repre-
senting the three interview themes and their thematic coun-
terpoints, as described below.

Table 6. Interview Theme Responses Compared to All Remaining Preparation Items.

All other preparation 
items

Interview theme 
items  

Interview theme M SD M SD t(299) p

Conducting research 2.22 0.71 2.04 0.87 4.67 .00
Professional socialization 2.14 0.69 2.67 1.00 −13.21 .00
Teaching skills 2.17 0.71 2.25 0.78 −2.80 .00

Note. Lower scores indicate reported superior training. High scores indicate reported inferior training.



Goodwin et al. 295

Table 8. Preparation for Professional Socialization Compared With Other Response Categories.

Professional 
socialization

Other response 
category  

Other response category M SD M SD t(299) p

Familiarity with research 2.59 0.93 1.67 0.81 17.6 .00
Theoretical knowledge 2.59 0.93 2.25 0.84 7.35 .00
Teaching skills 2.59 0.93 2.25 0.78 8.22 .00
Conducting research 2.59 0.93 2.04 0.87 11.21 .00

Note. Lower scores indicate reported superior training. High scores indicate reported inferior training.

Table 9. Preparation in Teaching Skills Compared With Other Response Categories.

Teaching skills
Other response 

category  

Other response category M SD M SD t(299) p

Familiarity with research 2.25 0.78 1.67 0.81 13.61 .00
Theoretical knowledge 2.25 0.78 2.25 0.84 −0.14 .89
Professional socialization 2.25 0.78 2.59 0.93 −8.22 .00
Conducting research 2.25 0.78 2.04 0.87 4.29 .00

Note. Lower scores indicate reported superior training. High scores indicate reported inferior training.

Ability to conduct research. A series of paired-samples t tests 
was conducted to evaluate participants’ evaluations of their 
training to conduct research (Table 7). Ratings for prepara-
tion to conduct research reflected significantly better prepa-
ration as compared with other ratings overall (t = 3.19, p < 
.00). With regard to interrelationships among interview 
themes, respondents reported their preparation to conduct 
research to have been significantly better than their prepara-
tion regarding professional socialization (t = −11.21, p < 
.00), theoretical knowledge (t = −4.23, p < .00), and teaching 
skills (t = −4.29, p < .00). However, they rated it as less ade-
quate than their preparation for familiarity with research (t = 
11.57, p < .00).

Professional socialization. Another series of paired-samples t 
tests was conducted to evaluate the relative reported ade-
quacy of respondents’ preparation for the tasks associated 
with taking up a teacher educator identity and navigating 

professional and academic settings (Table 8). Respondents 
rated the adequacy of their preparation for professional 
socialization as significantly less adequate relative to other 
ratings overall (t = −13.21, p < .00). Respondents also rated 
their preparation for socialization as relatively less adequate 
than their preparation to be familiar with research, (t = 17.60, 
p < .00), preparation in theoretical knowledge (t = 7.35, p < 
.00), preparation to conduct research (t = 11.21, p < .00), and 
preparation in teaching skills (t = 8.22, p < .00).

Teaching skills. A series of paired-samples t tests was con-
ducted to evaluate participants’ responses regarding the 
relative adequacy with which their programs prepared them 
with regard to teacher education–related teaching skills 
(Table 9). Ratings for these teaching skills reflected percep-
tions of significantly less adequate preparation compared 
with other program preparation ratings overall (t = −2.80, 
p < .00). Ratings for teaching skills were not significantly 

Table 7. Preparation to Conduct Research Compared With Other Response Categories.

Conduct research
Other response 

category  

Other response category M SD M SD t(299) p

Familiarity with research 2.04 0.87 1.67 0.81 11.57 .00
Theoretical knowledge 2.04 0.87 2.25 0.84 −4.23 .00
Professional socialization 2.04 0.87 2.59 0.93 −11.21 .00
Teaching skills 2.04 0.87 2.25 0.78 −4.29 .00

Note. Lower scores indicate reported superior training. High scores indicate reported inferior training.
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different from ratings for theoretical knowledge about 
teaching. Preparation for teaching was reported to be less 
adequate than preparation for conducting research (t = 4.29, 
p < .00) and being familiar with research (t = 13.61, p < .00) 
but more adequate than preparation for professional social-
ization (t = −8.22, p < .00).

The second-level quantitative analysis, therefore, lent 
additional support to our thematic and discursive analyses of 
interview data by suggesting that key findings, which 
emerged from the interviews, had salience for the larger 
sample as well. This correspondence not only supports the 
use of a mixed methods approach, it also bolsters our ability 
to interpret the survey data. Survey data illuminated feelings 
across the sample of being inadequately prepared to teach 
teachers, conduct research, or manage academic life. Thus, 
specific preparation for teacher educating as well as mentor-
ing and induction to ease transition into the academy emerged 
as absent yet essential components of doctoral preparation 
overall. Interviewees also told us that they conduct research, 
even though it often seemed that they were speaking of 
research-related activities or at least not about teacher educa-
tion research per se. Survey respondents similarly indicated 
that their doctoral preparation to conduct research was better 
than the average level of preparation they received in other 
areas, at the same time that they intimated feeling better pre-
pared to be consumers of research than to be producers of 
research.

Discussion and Implications

Many prominent scholars have argued for a pedagogy of 
teacher education (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Loughran, 
2008; Zeichner, 2005). Such a pedagogy “involves a knowl-
edge of teaching about teaching and a knowledge of learning 
about teaching and how the two influence one another” 
(Loughran, 2008, p. 1180). Respondents told us that in their 
experience, there does not seem to be a curriculum for, or 
even attention to, the preparation of teacher educators 
(Buchberger et al., 2000; Dinkelman et al., 2006), let alone a 
coherent, codified pedagogy of teacher education. The fact 
that most of them fell into the profession suggests that con-
tent knowledge and/or prior teaching experience were con-
sidered adequate for their new role as teacher educators by 
the IHEs that hired them. Several quite candidly shared that 
teacher education was never their goal. However, as one 
interviewee said, “a lot of folks that move, get . . . terminal 
degrees in education, move into academia, end up in teacher 
preparation because that’s where the large majority of jobs 
are . . . even though people haven’t been prepared for this.”

Thus, when we use Cochran-Smith and Lytle’s (1999) 
conception of knowledge-for-practice as an analytic lens, we 
first come up with, in essence, a moot point as most of the 
teacher educators we interviewed never even intentionally 
sought out knowledge for teacher educating practice. As 
explored in the findings, even those who intended to become 

teacher educators did not experience a pedagogy of teacher 
education despite choosing programs that purportedly would 
prepare them to do this work. Knowledge-for-practice, as 
explained by interviewees, included theoretical and content 
knowledge (e.g., learning theories, models of teaching, edu-
cational philosophy); it seemed, however, to exclude “the 
‘why’ of teacher educating practice (the fundamental peda-
gogical underpinnings inherent in supporting meaningful 
learning)” (Loughran, 2011, p. 287).

This lack of knowledge-for-(teacher educating)-practice 
seems to be a consequence of prevailing definitions of 
teacher education as training, “simple” work that “need not 
be highly specialized” (Hoban, 2004, p. 121). A question 
posed by Hoban (2004) is instructive: “Do teacher educators 
acknowledge the complexity of teaching and practice what 
they preach or do they perceive themselves as specialist 
teachers of discipline knowledge?” (p. 129). Our findings 
tell us the latter seems true because universities—which 
include teacher education faculty—readily hire those with 
only content specialization. Building on Cochran-Smith and 
Lytle’s (1999) work, the assumption is that knowledge nec-
essary for teacher educating is not so much about teacher 
education pedagogies but about content or discipline knowl-
edge, and that effective teacher educating is predicated on 
this knowledge rather than on knowledge that might be spe-
cific to teacher educating. So new teacher educators arrive at 
the academy without preparation, a state of affairs perpetu-
ated by prevailing hiring practices, thus contributing to the 
de-professionalization of teacher educating and teacher edu-
cators (Cochran-Smith, 2001; Valli & Rennert-Ariev, 2002).

Like teaching, teacher educating remains a “not quite” 
profession, apparent in the low status it is afforded in the 
university (Goodwin & Oyler, 2008; Loughran, 2011; 
Zeichner, 2005). Without a discrete and identifiable 
knowledge-(base)-for-practice, those who teach teachers 
can only teach as they were taught. Consequently, “the 
practice of teacher preparation has remained remarkably 
stable over the past century” (Goodwin, 2010, p. 28) and 
has shown itself to be resistant to change (Ladson-Billings, 
2001). Interviewees became teacher educators once they 
were hired to do teacher education work, learning quickly 
that what they brought with them from their former lives as 
teachers or students, did not “translate automatically into a 
powerful pedagogy of teacher education” (Bullock & 
Christou, 2009, p. 75). One expressed this well, saying, 
“teaching 18- to 22-year-olds is a new paradigm.”

Knowledge-in-practice then became a somewhat haphaz-
ard and dysfunctional process of “learning through doing,” 
“sinking or swimming,” “trial by fire,” all terms which 
interviewees used to describe their learning on the job. 
Ironically, they reported resorting to survival tactics similar 
to those employed by PreK-12 novice teachers. Without 
preparation, or “anticipatory socialization activities prior to 
assuming their new posts” (Murray & Male, 2005, p. 135), 
respondents were left to invent their practice, often in 
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isolation (Lunenberg, Korthagen, & Swennen, 2007; Murray 
& Male, 2005), feeling overwhelmed and longing for men-
toring and induction support.

Knowledge-in-practice, according to Cochran-Smith and 
Lytle (1999), is also shared with neophytes from experienced 
practitioners’ accumulated wisdom through experience and 
extended reflection. This kind of knowledge was ostensibly 
scarce, with several interviewees perceiving the academy to 
be competitive and lonely. Even if mentoring was readily 
available to new teacher educators, they indicated that the 
practices of senior or experienced faculty often did not repre-
sent exemplary models. This was true across both surveys 
and interviews—regardless of whether respondents were 
new to teacher education or had been in the field for a while, 
and regardless of differences in their own perceptions about 
the strengths of their doctoral preparation, they rated their 
preparation as equally lacking in “pedagogical expertise” 
relevant to teacher education. Despite this, it is problematic 
to note that in their recommendations for teacher educator 
preparation, interviewees did not include teaching skill(s) 
but focused instead on theoretical knowing. This suggests 
the perpetuation, over decades, of knowledge-in-practice as 
personal, likely idiosyncratic, and contextually specific, with 
teacher educators themselves sustaining the mythology of 
teaching/teacher educating as process without substance.

Scholarship examining the preparation of teacher educa-
tors has also called for preparing teacher educators with both 
pedagogical and research expertise specific to the work of 
teacher preparation (Robinson & McMillan, 2006; Wilson, 
2006; Zeichner, 2005). Our data reveal that this group of 
practicing teacher educators did not describe receiving—or 
understanding—such specific preparation. Although survey 
results showed that teacher educators who completed their 
doctoral work more recently expressed greater confidence in 
their grasp of theory and research, this understanding did not 
seem to translate among interviewees into greater confidence 
in or commitment to conducting teacher education research 
or developing knowledge-of-practice. This resonates with 
respondents’ recommendation that teacher educator prepara-
tion includes intentional research mentoring and apprentice-
ships. Their recommendation implies that through their 
experience, they have come to see that theoretical knowledge 
or research skills come up short. As new teacher educators 
entering higher education, they needed to have had guidance 
and opportunities for application and experimentation during 
their doctoral programs, so as to gain familiarity with and 
develop basic competence in the doing of teacher education 
research, not just the thinking or understanding of educa-
tional research in general. Interestingly, analysis of survey 
data highlighted a paradox—while the majority of respon-
dents rated their preparation in research versus teaching prac-
tice as strong or stronger, their primary responsibility seems 
to be teaching within institutions where the focus on research 
is moderate at best. Follow-up interviews reiterated this para-
dox. Respondents emphasized the importance of knowing 

how to use/consume research and expressed their desire to do 
research, even while their daily work focused mostly on 
teaching, with research relegated to second place. It is no 
wonder teacher education research is deemed sparse in terms 
of quantity and quality (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005).

Two final thoughts regarding knowledge-for-practice and 
knowledge-in-practice came out of our examination of 
responses across the sample regarding diversity. More than a 
decade ago, Merryfield (2000) posed the question, “Do today’s 
teacher educators have the knowledge, skills and commit-
ments to teach for equity and diversity either locally or glob-
ally?” (p. 430). Given the (mono)cultural, (mono)racial 
make-up of the teacher education professoriate (Ladson-
Billings, 2001; Merryfield, 2000) and teacher educators’ inad-
equate preparation and limited experiences with Other (Rios, 
Montecinos, & van Olphen, 2007), these understandings are 
often absent. The answer today, according to our study, does 
not appear to be much different from 14 years ago—that prac-
ticing teacher educators apparently do not feel adequately pre-
pared for diversity. While our survey data revealed that less 
experienced teacher educators were more likely to consider 
diversity and multicultural issues as more important than their 
more experienced peers, these issues received minimal atten-
tion and resulted in few comments in the interview data.

Our research study raises questions about the state of 
knowledge-for-practice around such critical concerns in 
teacher preparation. The finding that more experienced 
teacher educators ranked multicultural issues less highly than 
those with less experience is troubling, because they have 
been practicing for longer and have likely had a significant 
impact on both the intended and enacted preservice curricu-
lum. In addition, these more experienced teacher educators 
are likely to “teach” their newer peers through mentoring and 
example, so one has to wonder about the knowledge-in-practice 
they may be passing on to their untenured colleagues, whether 
intentionally or not. Finally, the fact that the majority of our 
sample consisted of teacher educators who identified as 
White, and that White respondents expressed feeling less pre-
pared to handle issues of diversity than teacher educators of 
Color, further suggests that there is unevenness in the field in 
terms of multicultural teacher education curriculum and 
teaching as well as, perhaps, teacher educators’ level of com-
mitment to or understanding of diversity or equity.

Our study offers sobering responses to questions posed by 
the call for this special issue:

Who is doing the work of teacher education, and what qualifies 
them to do such work? How do teacher educators learn to do 
their work? What forms of knowledge do teacher educators use 
that differ from those used by teachers in general, and how do 
these forms of knowledge develop? And what might high-
quality preparation of teacher educators entail?

In the context of the current “documented shortage of can-
didates for teacher education faculty positions” (Wolf-Wendel 
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et al., 2006, p. 273), our data show that too many academics 
who may be hired to do teacher education work are not neces-
sarily prepared, qualified, or even choose to do this work. The 
implications for our profession are enormous, especially in the 
face of scathing critique about our poorly prepared teacher 
candidates, even as the task of preparing teachers is cast to the 
open market and all manner of alternate providers. Cochran-
Smith and Lytle’s (1999) theorizing about “relationships of 
knowledge and practice” (p. 249) again provides a useful 
framework for thinking about what this study might mean for 
the teacher education profession and professoriate in relation 
to notions of teacher educator preparation and quality:

1. Knowledge-for-teacher educating practice is, accord-
ing to extant literature and confirmed by our study, 
not yet codified, coherent, or deliberately integrated 
into the preparation of doctoral students, especially 
those intent on a professional/professorial life as a 
teacher educator. Here we simply repeat the call 
sounded so often in the literature, that there needs to 
be a pedagogy of teacher education which is “not 
merely the action of teaching” but blends “learning 
about teaching and, teaching about teaching” 
(Loughran, 2006, p. 2). Although effect sizes were 
small, the significant differences we saw between 
newer graduates and more experienced teacher edu-
cators in terms of theoretical knowledge and applica-
tion, coupled with interviewees’ (also mostly newer 
to the field) recommendations for preparation that 
emphasized theory over pedagogy, suggest that the 
divide between theory and practice persists. This 
implies that first there needs to be a collective con-
versation across the profession about what it means to 
be a quality teacher educator, to articulate the specific 
and unique work/knowledge/skills/commitment of 
those who teach teachers.

2. Knowledge-in-practice/teaching should be an inten-
tional goal of preparation for teacher educators, both in 
the academy during doctoral preparation and during 
induction as new teacher educators begin their aca-
demic careers and enter the “second-level setting” that 
is preservice teacher preparation. There are many nar-
ratives in the literature that describe the difficult 
“transformation from confident . . . teacher to an uncer-
tain teacher educator” (Grierson, 2010, p. 3), a chal-
lenging transition experienced by many of our 
interviewees. Intentional mentoring, as recommended 
by our respondents, as well as an organized curriculum 
designed to integrate theory–practice–research, com-
bined with structured induction can enable novice 
teacher educators to not only learn from practice but 
also to learn about teacher educating as situated within 
a shifting and complex socio-political context. Such 
learning will not only help teacher educators negotiate 
barriers and survive in the academy but will also enable 

them to become advocates for teacher educating, to be 
actors rather than re-actors.

3. Knowledge-of-practice will require that teacher educa-
tor preparation places equal emphasis on research—in/
of/on teacher education—as well as on teacher educat-
ing practice. Teacher education research is not regarded 
as rigorous or robust, despite the apparent research 
focus of doctoral programs. Reasons for this have been 
extensively outlined (cf. Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 
2005) and include limited funding, highly contextual-
ized studies, and small sample sizes. In addition, 
according to the practicing teacher educators in our 
study, the time and energy demanded by their primary 
responsibility—teaching—leaves little left over for 
research. The result is that research and teaching are 
positioned as separate instead of mutually informing. 
Therefore, research preparation for teacher educators 
needs to begin with the assumption that teacher edu-
cating is labor intensive and demanding, which means 
that novice teacher educators will need to learn how to 
blend their teaching and research agendas so that as 
they learn in practice, they are also learning of 
practice.

4. Diversity, social justice, and multiculturalism must 
undergird the pedagogy of teacher education. Volumes 
have been written about changing U.S. demographics; 
notions of globalism and internationalization are now 
common in educational discourse. Again, while effect 
sizes overall were modest, one of the more significant 
differences we saw was the lower ratings seasoned 
teacher educators gave to their multicultural knowl-
edge as compared with those of recent entrants to the 
field. This is troubling in a teacher education context 
that will only become more diverse and complex, 
given increasing understanding of multiple subjectivi-
ties and the intersection of multiple identities embod-
ied by each person. The implication is that much work 
is needed in the academy to help both experienced and 
novice teacher educators become conscious of their 
own biases and subjectivities, develop skills and sensi-
tivities that can support social justice teaching and 
researching, build confidence as advocates for all 
learners and communities, and actively resist hege-
monic practices and policies.

A Final Word

If teacher educators are ill-prepared in the work of teacher 
educating, and if that work is perceived as peripheral to the 
high status work (i.e., “research” disassociated from teacher 
education and other work not associated with teaching) of 
the university, they cannot be expected to design quality 
teacher preparation programs, envision innovation, and 
conduct meaningful research in teacher education. 
Becoming a teacher educator is not a simple two-step 
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process: from teacher to teacher educator. Yet, the voices 
and experiences of study participants illustrate that the field 
of teacher education has focused minimal attention on what 
teacher educators should know and be able to do, on how 
they should be deliberately prepared to know it, and on how 
they must be supported, mentored, and appropriately 
inducted into the profession as scholar-practitioners. 
Indeed, “new teacher educators are in general an under-
researched and poorly understood occupational group” 
(Murray, 2005, p. 68), even while our study indicates that 
they have much to offer regarding ways to think more 
deliberately about quality teacher educators within the con-
text of (inter)national dialogue on quality teachers and 
quality education.

This is a moment for the teacher education professoriate 
to take stock, particularly given the current policy climate 
which has teacher educators increasingly on the defensive, 
fielding proliferating mandates, threats of punitive account-
ability, and the layering on of additional regulations and 
standards for teacher certification (Goodwin & Kosnik, 
2013; Zeichner, 2007). The need for teacher educators to 
reflect upon their profession is further underscored by 
respondents’ desire to learn more about negotiating among 
competing political demands; the context for teacher educa-
tion is becoming all the more complex, and as it changes so 
must the field. However, change can only happen if first we 
agree as a field that teacher educators do actually need for-
mal preparation.

Appendix
Interview foci as related to 
research questions Themes Sample coded interview data

How do teacher educators 
evaluate their preparation in 
relation to their current role 
as teacher educators?

Happenstance/fall 
into profession

“Because it’s, I sort of came into teaching through an unusual path. And I—came 
into teacher education in a [laughing while talking] somewhat unconventional 
way. I was a music major when I was an undergraduate. And I sort of fell into 
teaching music rather accidentally. And I was teaching music at an independent 
school where the students were there because they had been identified with 
learning disabilities and particular troubles with literacy learning. Which led me 
to decide to become a reading specialist. Which led me to stick around and get a 
doctorate in reading education. Which led me to being a teacher educator.”

 Luck/being in the 
right place at the 
right time

“We didn’t have any classes or anything like that about how to teach ourselves. 
There was no classes like that. Although the person that—my mentor was kind 
of into that. And so she did make me teach in a class and then videotape me, and 
then went over the videotape and gave me feedback on my teaching and things 
like that. So she personally did some of that work, which is—I think is very 
different than some people, because she was so into making sure that doctoral 
students knew how to teach.”

 No explicit 
development of 
teaching skills

“In programs like the doctoral program I was in, they weren’t necessarily trying to 
prepare me to be a teacher educator. They were trying to prepare me to be an 
educational researcher.”

“Well, a lot of it I have just had to invent because of necessity . . . I think that 
similar to most teacher preparation programs, there needs to be a field 
experience component for future teacher educators. They need to spend a great 
deal of time in classrooms where future teachers are being prepared. And they 
need to have an apprenticeship experience analogous to student teaching. They 
need to have a mentor. Um—and they need to know that the work is valued.”

Recommendations about 
preparation of teacher 
educators

Learning about 
field of teacher 
education

“It would need to include some study of what teacher education actually is. I didn’t 
even—I went into a doctoral program not knowing that teacher education was 
a field. So obviously, there’s a lot of research out there, tons of handbooks, you 
know, I mean—(laughter) Until I saw Marilyn Cochran Smith’s handbook. I didn’t 
know that like this was, that people were doing research on how to prepare 
teachers.”

“I think we just have a long ways to go in order to really make sure that we 
really know what we mean by quality teacher education. And that we’re 
holding ourselves to high standards around it. And I think the accountability and 
assessment movement that’s taking place in these teacher evaluations . . . it’s both 
a challenge and an opportunity. I think as we’re preparing teacher educators, we 
should focus on the opportunity and really be preparing teacher educators to 
help us push the field forward in really meaningful ways, and participate in those 
policy conversations.”

(continued)
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Interview foci as related to 
research questions Themes Sample coded interview data

 Intentional 
mentorship

“But it, it almost seems as if it would have been beneficial, at least for me—like a 
practicum. Of actually, you know, teaching.”

“And I really think that that should be more fore-grounded as the role of a faculty 
is not only to teach and research but it is to prepare graduate students. That 
should be, that should be a more prominent and more supported role. I mean, 
we get, you know, we get faculty who will get a course release on occasion to 
conduct research. But we never have faculty who get a course release so that 
they can mentor graduate students”

 Learning about 
professional life 
in the academy

“I think that’s a really hard task. I think that the professors who teach in teacher 
education programs like the one I went to—I think they sort of assume that we 
will learn on site—which definitely happens. But I was—I would have loved to 
have had a class on the professional life in higher education. Or navigating the 
landscape in a college of education . . . And have it—have it taught by a master 
teacher educator professor who has stories and narratives, who can have us 
read articles written by those that are professors who have encountered these 
bumps and tensions—on the landscape.”

“I think having that type of program specifically for future teacher educators 
would be a really valuable thing for any doctoral program. I think that we can’t 
underestimate the value of being intentional and mindful about professional 
development.”

Appendix (continued)
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Notes

1. In this study, we define teacher educators as university-based, 
doctoral-prepared faculty who engage in teacher educating—that 
is, the preparation of preservice or future teachers. We acknowl-
edge that many field- and school-based educators also partici-
pate in teacher education (such as cooperating teachers and field 
supervisors), and that in recent years, there has been an expo-
nential rise in school-based or other alternate teacher preparation 
programs resulting in a concomitant increase in individuals who 
hold the title “teacher educator.” However, the majority of new 
teachers are still prepared by university-based programs, and ten-
ure-line faculty holding doctorates remain the primary architects 
of these state-approved programs that lead to initial certification.

2. All unattributed quotes come from multiple participants in our 
study and were selected for their representativeness.
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