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Seeking New Perspectives on the Development of Thar Education — A

Study of the Finnish Context

Paivi Hokka & Anneli Etelapelto, University of Jyskyla, Finland

Introduction

There is a global consensus that teacher eduaatish be improved and resources and
obstacles to developing teacher education need &ddborated if it is to meet the challenges
of the 21st century (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009jibg-Hammond, 2010; Futrell, 2008;
Korthagen, 2010; Murray, 2008; Niemi, 2002). Coes#ble variations exist in the
implementation, pedagogy, and structure of teaetlacation worldwide, with differences
also in the level of involvement of national goveents. Yet despite these differences, the
field of teacher education has consistently beeobgect of political debate. The aims at
national level have included developing teachecation, promoting the work of teachers,
safeguarding a socially coherent society, and ragimg the national cultural heritage
(Cochran-Smith, 2009; Liston, Borko, & Whitcomb,08) Murray, 2008). However,
questions arise as to whether teachers are beutwgatsd for a knowledge-based global
society, or whether teacher education in its cdri@m is an outmoded relic from a long-
departed industrial era (Futrell, 2008; Wang, ISpalding, Odell, & Klecka, 2011). On a
global level, developing teacher education andiatjevell-established teacher education
programs appears to be a slow and difficult pro¢ess, Fullan, 2001; Gorodetsky, Barak, &
Harari, 2007; Korthagen, Loughran, & Russell, 20@argolin, 2007; Niemi, 2002; Peck,

Gallucci, Sloan, & Lippincott, 2009; Smith, 2003).



In conjunction with calls for reform, educationngreasingly becoming subject to
economic and managerial pressures (Ball, 2012; D&&rehony, 2005; Kivirauma et al.,
2012; Meyer, 2002; Taubman, 2009). One prevailioha trend has been the enactment of
neoliberal economic policies and the adoption ovNRublic Management (NPM) principles.
This has led to increased global competition, maokented reforms, and restructuring
programs that have forced educational organizatim@asiopt new, strategy-oriented,
managerial models (Ball, 2012; Lindblad & Goods?®d]0; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). In
seeking to achieve maximum profitability, educasiborganizations are increasingly
required to emphasize strategy-oriented controlawduntability, which has involved
centrally imposed standards and new systems oftororg and evaluation (Dent, van Gestel,

& Teelken, 2007; Hudson, 2007; Meyer, 2002; Mod¥)=, Moos et al., 2008).

Teacher education organizations are no exceptiay; too must transform their
organizational practices and improve their produtgti Knight et al., 2012; Reid, 2011), and
are under pressure to be flexible and creativeamstorming their strategies and practices in
order to survive. Individual teacher educators Haa to recognize the effects of increased
competition and demands for accountability, whieeenal evaluations have underlined the
need for greater productivity in teaching work linting the production of published research
articles (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009; Robinson &Niliian, 2006; Sohlberg et al., 2010).
Furthermore, neoliberal economic policies and naiip management principles have led
not just to increased control over educators’ warkalso — as argued, for example, by
Murray (2008) — to an erosion of academic profesdiem. Overall, it appears that in the
global context of market competition, the profesaidndependence of teachers and
educators, and a previous culture of trust, anegoegplaced by ideals of accountability,

efficacy, and productivity (Hargreaves & Shirle@(d®). This means that teacher educators



now have to engage in continuous professional ilego reshape their work practices and

renegotiate their professional identities.

Although a general picture of the challenges tcettguing teacher education has
formed, we still know little about the professiotedrning of teacher educators or how this
intertwines with their professional identity neguiton. Furthermore, little is known about
how these aspects are resourced and constrainedjdyizational practices, discourses, and
structures (Lunenberg, Korthagen, & Swennen, 200itray & Harrison, 2008; Robinson &
McMillan, 2006). There are gaps in our understagadihhow teacher educators’ professional
learning is connected to their professional idgntibw this is resourced and constrained, and
the relationship between educators’ professiorahiag and the organizational development
of teacher education. Thus, research is requirstied light on the interrelationship between
teacher educators’ professional learning, the slewelopment of teacher education, and the
reasons why change is so difficult to implementoeusing on this issue, there is a need to

elaborate on the most critical resources and olestac developing teacher education.

Therefore, in this study we investigate resourcesabstacles pertaining to teacher
educators’ professional learning and organizatioeaelopment in the context of academic
and university-based teacher education in Finl&aded on the findings concerning the
resources and obstacles, we suggest new solutigorernote continuous learning and the
development of teacher education at an individodl@ollective level. In addition, we
question the challenges emerging from the acadeamtext, with the aim of contributing to
the discussion on the nature of research suitabledademic teacher education. To
investigate these issues we utilize our four previempirical studies, which focused on
different aspects of individual and organizatidealrning in the context of a Finnish teacher
education (Hokka, Etelapelto, & Rasku-Puttonen 2®16kka, Etelapelto, & Rasku-

Puttonen, 2012; Hokka, Rasku-Puttonen, & Etelap@li@8; Vahasantanen, Hokka,



Etelapelto, Rasku-Puttonen & Littleton, 2008). Pnevious studies illustrated separate
resources and obstacles to teacher educators’sgiof&l learning, but did not provide a
comprehensive, overarching picture of these, nordtations between them. By utilizing the
findings of the four previous empirical studiesusing on separate resources and obstacles,
in this study — based on the meta-analysis ofititkrfgs (e.g. Sandelowski & Barroso, 2006;
Timulak, 2009) — we provide a novel multilevel syasis in terms of the compilation of the
resources and obstacles at individual, work-comiguamd organizational and levels. Such
a comprehensive understanding is pivotal if we wasfind sustainable solutions for
developing teacher education. We argue that enh@neacher educators’ continuous
professional learning, and the development of teaelucation, requires developing teacher
education concurrently at the individual, work coomty, and organizational levels. In

addition, there is a need to construct multipleptiogs between these levels.

Theoretically, we adopt the idea that individuadl anganizational developments are
intertwined and should be studied as mutually ¢tuiste. Sociocultural theory offers a
fruitful framework to examine these issues, anthanfollowing sub-section we present the

main theoretical outlines.

Sociocultural Lenses as a Framework

The theoretical starting point of the researchdbrgrew on Vygotsky’s notions of human
learning and development. Thus, we understandifggand change primarily in terms of
socially and culturally mediated meaning constauctiaking place through participation in
shared communities of practice (Herrenkohl & Wértsk999; van Huizen et al., 2005; Peck
et al., 2009; Vygotsky, 1978). The socioculturgba@ch adopted here sees human action as
mediated by language and other symbolic tools fomiticin specific cultural contexts.

Consequently, priority is given to the social cemt@nd cultural tools that shape the



construction of human understanding and actiothi;wway, what individuals believe and
how they act is shaped by historical, cultural, aodial conditions reflected in mediational
tools. As a preeminent mediational tool, languagef iparamount importance (e.g., Rogoff,

2003; Wertsch, del Rio, & Alvarez, 1995).

Participation within socioculturally constructetusitional practices is regarded as a
key factor in professional learning and organizalalevelopment (Boreham & Morgan,
2004; Brown & Duguid, 2000; Easterby-Smith, 1997eMjer, 1998). Effective professional
learning is understood to require conditions conguto developing a dialectical relationship
between professional and organizational developifizey & Gu, 2007). Individual and
organizational development are seen as intertwameldmutually constitutive. Thus, the focus
is on examining the multiple relations betweenitit#vidual and social aspects of learning,
and on understanding the processes through whitividlnal and organizational learning are

constructed (Herrenkohl, 2008; Imants, Wubbels, &raunt, 2013; Peck et al., 2009).

Individual and organizational learning will preemirily involve (i) the participation
of individuals in shared meaning construction withommunities of practice, and (ii)
interaction between different communities of pretinvolving common meaning
construction, both within and beyond organizatidmaindaries (Wenger, 1998). The notion
of organizational development in the context ottesa education includes ways of
promoting continuous learning and developing teaedecation practices (see also Gallucci,

2008).

Recent critics of the sociocultural approach hdaemed that it adopts too narrow
understanding of learning, placing too much emphasisocial and contextual factors (e.g.,
Billett, 2006a; Cairns, 2011). Therefore, we halaeh a broader view of the sociocultural

perspective, seeing learning not merely as anyeshtitermined by social and cultural factors,



but also as a phenomenon involving professionattileconstruction (Etelapelto,
Vahasantanen, HOkka, & Paloniemi, 2013a). Idemdigeen as constructed through a
relationship that intertwines the social contetxg, individual’s interaction with others, and
his/her interpretations of these experiences (D&y& 2007; Geijsel & Meijers, 2005;
Sutherland, Howard, & Markauskaite, 2010). In addig professional identity, identity
negotiation is perceived to be an ongoing, soctacally imbued process that occurs in a
mutually constitutive relationship between the wdiial actor and the work context
(Beijaard, Meijer, & Verloop, 2004; Lasky, 2005a&d & Prusak, 2005). This negotiation is
a dynamic process, one that connects social suggsgtoming from the social context)
with individuals’ expectations. The integrative dynic works in such a way that those
concerned make sense of their work and themses/psofessionals (Beijaard et al., 2004,
Cohen, 2010). Professional identity encompassegidhudls’ commitments, orientations,
values, ethical principles, and identifications (&antanen et al., 2008); in other words, it

involves what individuals understand as being oftmmportance in their work.

Professional identities amonstructed through participation in the practiaed
discourses of work organization&orkplaces offer certain socially shared resouroes a
constraints, within which individuals negotiate wihey are, and who they might become, as
professional actors (Billett, 2006a; Watson, 20@8)ring this process, organizational norms
and instructions may be appropriated, ignoredesisted (Fenwick & Somerville, 2006;
Wells, 2007).This acting and negotiating requires the praatigarofessional agency, with
professionals having to look at themselves and girevious identity commitments,
identifications, ethical norms, and competenciegdneral, the practice of individual agency
implies that subjects are active directors of tbain lives and have the power to influence
matters concerning their own living (Biesta & Tedd207; Etelapelto, Vahasantanen,

Hokka, & Paloniemi, 2013b; Hitlin & Elder, 2007)o@sequently, we witness professional



agency being practiced when professional subjextfacommunities exert influence, make
choices, and take stances in ways that affect Wik and/or their professional identities
(Etelapelto et al., 2013). Professional agencywsigs exercised for certain purposes and
within certain historically formed socioculturaldamaterial circumstances, and it is
constrained and resourced by these circumstanbesprictice of professional agency is
closely linked to professional subjects’ work-rethidentities, comprising their professional
and ethical commitments, ideals, motivations, edés, and goals (Billett & Smith, 2006;
Etelapelto et al., 2013lhewis, Enciso, & Moje, 2007; Lipponen & Kumpulained11,

Véahasantanen & Etelapelto, 2011; Vahasantanen,, 20agon, 2008).

Methodologically this study utilizes a discursaeproach, in the sense of
organizational discourses being seen as framingdbrl context in which individuals
exercise their professional agency within theialogorkplace practices. These discourses
make possible certain socially available subjesitmms, which act as both resources and
obstacles in renegotiating professional identifieswvis et al., 2007Reynolds, Wetherell, &
Taylor, 2007; Wetherell, 2005). Thus, the negatiatf teacher educators’ professional
agency is seen to occur within organizational disses and local work practices. In the
following sub-section, we provide a descriptiortted local context of this study in Finnish

teacher education.

Finnish Teacher Education as the Research Context

As a socio-historical context for teacher educatkinnish teacher education is unique.
Established in 1863, the education of primary aewbadary school teachers has been
organized at the university level since 1971. Ii9,9t was decided that teacher education
programs would take from four to five years to céetgy and that the basic qualification for

both primary and secondary school teachers wouttidbenaster’s degree (Niemi & Jakku-



Sihvonen, 2006). By contrast, teacher educatiograras in most other countries are graded
at a lower (bachelor’s) level; it is common for teaching qualification for lower secondary
education to be at the bachelor’s level, with tteestar’s level required only for upper

secondary education.

Together with the uniqueness outlined above, ompoitant feature of Finnish teacher
education has been the strong emphasis on a redeased curriculum, within which the
study of research methods and the writing of a enasthesis are pivotal to the professional
competencies of prospective teachers. Furthermatirepurses in the program are integrated
with research; prospective primary school teachax® educational sciences as their major
subject, and teacher education studies also pralidet access to doctoral studies

(Kansanen, 2007; Krokfors, 2007).

This means that for several decades the objecti#aish teacher education has
been to develop an academically high standard wéadn for prospective teachers. This
approach, with its strong research emphasis, nasdaio train autonomous and reflective
teachers capable of adopting a research-orientiéadattoward their work. Therefore,
teachers are expected to take an analytical apperat to develop their teaching and
learning environments continuously and systemadyic@his also means that teachers as
professionals have been required to take an aatigen decisions affecting education, and
not merely implement decisions made by others (Knsket al., 2006; Niemi & Jakku-

Sihvonen, 2006).

The strong academic orientation of teacher edutaialso reflected in the status of
teachers in comprehensive education. An unusutlrieaf teacher education in Finland has
been the large number of people applying to teaetiecation programs, and the intense

competition for places. Only about 10 to 15% ofleyamts are accepted into teacher



education programs, and this applies to class &ach particular. This increases the
likelihood that student teachers will be suitaldethe profession, highly motivated, and

possess superior academic skills (Kansanen, 20@miN Jakku-Sihvonen, 2006).

The academically based teacher education desaib@ek has also imposed high
standards on teacher educators. They are consideagi@mic professionals, and to be
appointed for example as a senior lecturer one gt a doctoral degree and a high level
of pedagogical competence. Given that researchdidaseher education has been practiced
in Finland for longer than in any other countrye finnish system offers an interesting
context in which to examine the professional leagrand identities of teacher educators in

relation to teacher education practices, discouess cultures.

The Finnish teacher education system has arouseidevable international interest
in recent years due to its excellent performandaternational assessments (e.g., Hargreaves
& Shirley, 2009; Sahlberg, 2010). Particular nads been taken of the impressive learning
outcomes of Finnish 15-year-olds in Pisa testingyhich Finland emerged as the top
country, or earned a place in the top three caaestin 2000, 2003, 2006, and 2009. The
general agreement is that high scores in intematiassessments and achievement tests are
largely the result of the high quality of teachansl teacher education (e.g., Niemi, 2011,
Sahlberg, 2011). Nevertheless, it would be a mistakhink that the Finnish teacher
education system is “finished” or complete, sirte tvould be disastrous in terms of
maintaining high-quality teacher education in theife. In times of new demands arising
from enormous transformations in societies, theremeed to be aware of potential obstacles

to teacher educators’ continuous professional iegrand developing teacher education.

Research Aims and Questions



To face the future challenges of teacher educdliere is a need for a more elaborated
understanding of the resources for, and constraintieveloping teacher education. The
purpose of this study is to contribute to the désean on the major resources and obstacles to
developing teacher education and finding noveltgwig to overcome the obstacles. Our

main aim was to investigate the resources and clesteelating to teacher educators’
professional learning and the organizational dgualent of teacher education. The
overarching research question of this study wameéfas follows: What kind of resources
and obstacles were perceived as most importaprédessional learning and developing

teacher education? The sub-questions were forntuéegdollows:

1. What kind of resources and obstacles were pa&deis important for teacher
educators’ individual professional learning?

2. How were these resources and obstacles manifesteacher educators’
professional identity negotiations and the praaticprofessional agency?

3. What kind of constraints were perceived at &well of organizational

development?

Based on the findings we aim to provide practicaiatusions and possible approaches to

overcome the obstacles, and find new perspectivéseodevelopment of teacher education.

Method

In this study we applied qualitative meta-analysig. Sandelowski & Barroso, 2006;
Schreiber, Crooks, & Stern, 199mulak, 2007; 2009) in re-analyzing the main fimgs of

our four previous (primary) empirical studies fooigson separate resources and obstacles to
teacher educators’ professional learning and orgdional development (Hokka et al., 2008;
2010; 2012; Vahasantanen et al., 2008). Thesepiomary studies utilized the same

empirical data, focusing on different aspects dhirdual, work community, and work



organizational level resources and obstacles gadhiarone Finnish Teacher education
department. The four previous studies were diffea¢so in terms of applying different
methods of analysis (thematic analysis, qualitatiwetent analysis, discursive analysis).
Thus, they revealed different levels of resources@bstacles, but did not give a

comprehensive picture of these and the relatiohsdmn these.

By utilizing qualitative meta-analysis our aim wasconduct a secondary
gualitative analysis of primary qualitative finde¢e.g. Timulak, 2009), and provide a more
comprehensive description of the challenges in ldgugg teacher education both at an
individual and collective level. The more compresigea description was sought through
treating the main findings of the primary studiseglata and focusing on their ambiguities,
differences, and commonalities. In the meta-ansiy& first extracted the findings on
resources and obstacles revealed in the four prewtudies. After this, we constructed a
compilation of the major resources and obstacles categorized them to individual, work
community and organizational levels according ®résearch questions. By categorizing
and comparing the main findings of the primary sadtogether with examples and data
extracts, we were able to establish meta-analgtiegories for teacher educators’ individual

professional learning, professional identity andraxy, and organizational development.

We conducted the four primary studies in one eftilygest and oldest Finnish
teacher education departments (with 90-100 emp$yyeenprising about nine subject-
matter groups with between three and nine teacheragors in each) within a large
multidisciplinary Finnish university. We gatherdrtmain data for the primary studies in
2005 through in-depth, open-ended interviews wiginteteacher educators, selected
purposefully as key informants representing difféi@tegories of age, academic status,
teaching subjects, and time spent working in theadenent. There was at least one

representative from all of the professional gropgesent in the department: assistants,



university teachers, lecturers, and professorstelivere also representatives of both

permanent and temporary personnel.

The interviews were open-ended, with the aim toai@ms open as possible to the
participants’ perceptions and accounts. Howeveminview guide, including a list of
guestions to be talked through in the course ohtmview, was utilized (Kvale &
Brinkmann, 2009; Patton, 2002). The research guicladed four main themes: (i) reasons
for becoming a teacher educator, (ii) teacher edug’aexperiences of working in the
department, (iii) possibilities for developing ateacher educator, and (iv) future

expectations concerning the work.

Complementing the data was a research diary kefhtebfirst author between 2002
and 2006, while she was working in the teacher &iiluc department in question. The
author’s dual position as practitioner and researefas both a challenge and an advantage.
It required continuous critical reflection durirfgetentire research process, and especially in
analyzing the data. However, such a position altbthe opportunity to consider the
implementation of teacher education closely, arddtein understanding the culture of the
teacher education department, with the chanceetttifg and define the aspects most worthy
of study. The issue concerning the researcher’spogition in the department, with its
possible effects on the study and the trustwortisme the findings, was one we considered

carefully during the research process (Hokka e28l0; 2012).

In the analysis of the interview-data we focusedhenteacher educators’ individual
perceptions and experiences. However, we lookédktttify common elements in different
interviews, aiming to arrive at general charactions from the interview data. In analyzing
the data we applied thematic analysis (Braun &K&la006), qualitative content analysis

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Patton, 2002), and diseerranalysis (Potter & Wetherell, 1987).



The analysis was performed on cross-case basenjngdhat the answers from different
people were grouped together to form common caiegor to examine a variety of
perspectives on central issues (Patton, 2002)ankgysis focused on the educators’
experiences on a general and shared level, rdther tor example, on the level of individual
backgrounds. This was also necessary for ethieabres, to ensure the anonymity of those

interviewed.

Findings

In the following sub-sections we present the figdinf the research questions in the order in
which they are presented above. We first desciairigs relating to individual-level
resources and obstacles to professional learn@sgdrch question 1), and then explain how
the obstacles and resources are manifested in tdrprsfessional identity negotiations and
the practice of professional agency (research gueg). Finally, we present the kinds of

constraints identifiable in organizational devel@mi(research question 3).
Professional Learning Resources and Obstacles

The teacher educators’ professional learning wasety connected to their everyday work
practices, and the educators indicated that theg free to develop their work, working
practices, and teaching as they wished (Hokk& e2@08). Professional learning was
achieved through the planning and implementatioin@fteaching and of various
development projects connected, for example, taawipg teaching methods or to the
implementation of the curriculum. The educatorsenextremely satisfied with the resources
offered by the department and the university, wipiddvided them with opportunities to

pursue their own education and implement theirgmtsj Furthermore, they were able to



engage actively with local, national, and interoiadil networks, and to form connections and
networks independently. They highlighted the freado participate in different professional
networks and collaborative groups (e.g., local etd)aas an important resource for their

individual professional learning.

Taken together, the research data supported cer@@nging notions that view
professional learning as integrated with ongoingigipation and everyday work practices
(c.f.,, Billett, 2006a). In human-centered creafivefessions, such as academia or teaching, in
which the work demands personal commitment andmaods learning, these issues have
been seen as pivotal (Hokka et al., 2008). Furtbeznthe professional learning of teacher
educators can be seen as beneficial to the whedtedf teacher education (and further, to
education in general). Continuous learning is likelenhance professional growth and
maintain professional interest (Smith, 2003), dreresearch provided clear indications of
this. The teacher educators were deeply interéstéeir work and in developing it to a
higher level. Moreover, the data indicated thatr#sources and possibilities for continuous
professional learning had a major influence onettheécators’ commitment to their work. In
fact, having ample resources for professional adgrakent was considered one of the most
rewarding aspects of the teacher educators’ wadt,aa important factor contributing to

their commitment to their work (V&hasantanen et2408).

With regards barriers to individual professionalrténg, the picture that emerged
from the teacher educators’ accounts was not gntimnsistent with the common finding
that the lack of time is a prime obstacle (e.g.it§n2003). The empirical findings of this
study suggest that although a lack of time waslprodtic for educators, it is not viewed as a
preeminent problem in professional learning. Indt¢lae main obstacle to professional
learning turned out to be the limited, or even eaistent, collaboration among educators

within the department. This aspect produced, iti@dar, barriers to collaboration across



different subject-matter groups, and between stiojedter groups and educational science.
The boundaries underlined the differences betweemumunities of practice, and emerged as

barriers to mutual collaboration, shared meanimgtraction, and learning.

Furthermore, the educators found it difficult tgpBptheir own expertise for the
benefit of the department, as they felt unablentires it safely with others. It seemed that the
educators tended to shelter their own ideas framwebt of the organization, being afraid that

their ideas would be “shot down”. As one teachercadbr put it:

We have a bit of a tradition of shooting things doWhen somebody develops
something new, then in general the idea takesxafbme way... There’s a kind of
disparagement, people clamming shut or questiathi@agvhole thing. So you

don’t get anything like ‘well done, you've done llgagood work'’.

Thus, the situation ran counter to recent notidrehared practices and meaning construction

as prerequisites for professional learning (e.glleF& Unwin, 2004; Wenger, 1998).

However, what was promising for the future wasdtacators’ strong desire to
collaborate, negotiate, and exchange ideas witeamles within the department (Hokka et
al., 2008). Every interviewee viewed colleaguearagnportant resource for professional
learning, and would have liked more collaboratiathwer/his fellow educators. The
following sub-section further illustrates the resmms and challenges of teacher educators’

professional learning in terms of professional tidgrand the practice of professional agency.
Professional Identity and Professional Agency

The data analysis showed that the teacher edugdemsfied very strongly with their roles
and mission as teachers (Hokka et al., 2008; 20I)ether with demonstrating

commitment to the teaching mission, the educat@stified very strongly with the subject



matter they taught. They mostly described theimprprofessional challenge as developing
their own subject matter and its pedagogies, atabkshing its relevance to their students,
together with ensuring they had the skills to impéat the goals of the discipline in question.

One teacher educator described this as follows:

| do have a mission in my teaching. | think that stubject matter | teach is so
extremely important that | think that my missiortasconvince all the others to
understand its importance. And also to help ouwtesttrteachers to regard the
subject matter neutrally and to help them to be &mch it properly. The mission

is to make visible and reveal the diversity of mpject matter.

The finding is in line with other recent studiesicerning teacher educators’ professional
identity. For example, Robinson and McMillan (200@}iced that teacher educators were
extremely committed to their teaching mission aadggogical roles, and that when given
more flexibility and time they would often prefer wse it to protect their teaching duties
rather than, for example, undertake research. &ilyjlLeslie (2002) showed that university
staff members often favor teaching, even whendherds are higher for those involved in

research. This also seems to be the situatioreiadidressed Finnish academic context.

Our study indicated that the teacher educatorsi@gan terms of making choices and
influencing their work and professional identitys\strong (Véahasantanen et al., 2008).
Teacher educators made it clear that they could plevelop, and implement their teaching
according to their own intentions and wishes. Tias manifested as the opportunity for
them to work according to their individual professl orientations, to negotiate the content
of their work, and to influence wodommunity and organizational issues. Such matterse w
also seen as a natural part of being an acadewfiegsional. At the organizational level, the

educators’ professional agency was strong in tefiasting on and influencing shared issues



within the department. However, this influence rieeg familiarity with prevailing practices
and discourses. The educators had the chance atiategand even outmaneuver, the social
suggestions offered by the university’s central mistration if these suggestions threatened
the implementation of their teaching work. Heréasv one teacher educator described this

resistance:

Well, departmental meetings are pretty meaningéfsérs. | mean, somehow |
get the picture that they start off from some pothier than people’s own needs.
Or from the fact that the central administratioagals certain demands on us and
these demands have to be met, and if they are tieebéhen people have to be
organized. And | think that's somehow the basiédognd then these, you could
say, the rank-and-file teachers want to resistlieimgs, or at least not do

anything.

In teacher education studies globally, the issusdotcators as researchers has been
raised and their dual role as practitioners andewéc scholars highlighted (e.g., Cochran-
Smith, 2005; Murray et al., 2009). Our study supgabthese notions, showing that teacher
educators’ agency within researcher-identity negmins was contested and weak (Hokka et
al., 2012). Furthermore, the connection betweengaeher- and researcher-identity appeared
fragile, and for the most part teaching and re$eamre described as two separate functions.

One teacher educator described his thoughts absearch as follows:

There is no collaboration in research...and any rebgaat | manage to do is

totally connected with my own materials.

In accordance with this, Chetty and Lubben (20E)ehpresented findings indicating that
teacher educators often see the role of reseaashamfamiliar, and sometimes as

unnecessary or even threatening. Similarly, Mur€@aerniawski, and Barber (2011) found



that teacher educators might resist the idea efareb engagement and of having an identity
as an academic. Thus, teacher educators tendrtifydinemselves foremost as teachers
rather than academic scholars (Beck & Young, 2086jvever, similar finding is somewhat
surprising in the context of Finnish teacher edocatwhere the discourse of academic and
research-based teacher education has prevailei@éades (Krokfors, 2007; Niemi & Jakku-

Sihvonen, 2006).

In considering problems associated with professimieatity renegotiations and the
practice of professional agency, the findings shbthat major obstacles emerged from the
social positioning taking place in work context.r@tudy demonstrated that teacher
educators’ agency in terms of participation in sldawvork practice was weak and fragile,
while it appeared that the teacher educators’ retegigon of professional identity was
problematic due to the labels put on them by otis@cher educators and the work
community (Hokka et al., 2008; Vahasantanen eR@Dg). In the teacher educators’ work
community, it seemed difficult or even impossilbe them to be regarded as anything other
than representatives of stable positions, detemmnainly by the subject matter they taught,

as one teacher educator indicated:

People here really put each other into particudéegories and you can’t get rid

of these conceptions. And it inevitably leads testihkinds of camps being

formed and inevitably creates these kinds of bopnfiaces as regards people’s
ideas. And then it has an effect on one’s wholsterce as a person, the idea that
you are classified into some particular categony #uat you can’t think of

anything else and can’t do anything else. And yeu rwever get rid of these

conceptions; that kind of thing really bothers nieta



The stable positions noted here relate closelydblpms in the renegotiation of professional
identity from a wider perspective. Instead, thecadors were positioned mainly as protectors
of their own subject matter (Hokka et al., 201@)atldition, there were other major obstacles

at the work organizational level.

Obstacles to Organizational-level Development

The third research question related to the kincbofstraints perceived at the level of
organizational development. Overall, the study stwbthat teacher educators found
organizational development to be a slow and diffiptocess (HOkka et al., 2008). There was
a significant discrepancy between the teacher ¢digZawn professional learning and how
they perceived organizational learning. Although department offered plentiful resources
for individual professional learning, it was seemsguck in its traditional ways and almost

impossible to change.

Similarly, studies elsewhere have shown that colation and shared practices
between educators are important, not only for ecingrneducation but also for organizational
development. Peck et al. (2009) explained thatctile negotiation and interaction is crucial
in attempting organizational or programmatic chawghin teacher education; changes could
only be realized through collective negotiation astlon. According to our study, collective
negotiations and actions between teacher educatdrbetween different subject-matter
groups were indeed rare. Instead, there were suladtharriers between different subject-
matter groups that hindered collaboration and baondrossing, and impeded shared
meaning construction between these groups (HOkk#,2008; Vahéasantanen et al., 2008).
Furthermore, teacher educators’ strong individgelney impeded organizational
development and community learning because theithgil agency was mainly manifested

as securing one’s own autonomy and implementinghieg according to one’s own



intentions and interests. In addition, there wasetition between subject-matter groups for
resources, study credits within the curriculumghkeag resources, and contact lessons. This

served to hamper collaboration and collective nagoh between subject-matter groups, and
hindered organizational development. The follonéxgract gives an example how one

teacher educator described the competition betwekject-matter groups:

Well, I've been following this curriculum developmtea bit from the side...|
mean | haven't had to get involved in these sckabject studies to be more or

less fighting over these issues.

When considering organizational-level obstacledeieeloping teacher education, the
study revealed that one important constraint mlighin the prevailing hegemonic
organizational discourse manifested especiallpéreforming of the curriculum. The results
showed that the prevailing organizational discowas the competition discourse, implying
a deep struggle for resources between differenesutmatter groups (Hokka et al., 2010). It
appeared that this might impede changes and maitht@itraditional ways of understanding
and implementing the curriculum, which can be taksmn indicator of the slowness of
change in teacher education and of oppositiondiwahreforms (Korthagen et al., 2006). In
this case, even curriculum development can remgier§icial, a matter of mere “window
dressing”. This means that although the writtemiculum may be changed, the lived and
realized curriculum will continue to be implementedch as before. Here is an example of

how one teacher educator described this:

Here there is a kind of horror scenario that mehatthings just roll on as they
did before... that the outer trappings of the cuitim change but the

implementation and the content of the curriculuaystthe same. The changes are



so slow and tiny that too many generations of sitgleill just slide on by in the

same old way.

More promising was that the teacher educators iesttheir future expectations and hopes
concerning teacher education in terms of reforroalisse. This underlined the teacher
educators’ active role in developing schools, amaety as a whole, through research-based

education. The following extract provides an exaglreform discourse:

In my teaching | bear in mind that | must openapur teacher students a
research-based, scientific point of view for loakat what the school really is
when you go there, and also for situations whew geeinto the school and see
the kinds of resources the scientific communityvjates for facing new

situations, the kinds there’s no ready formula for.

Thus, it would appear there is a readiness fordomehtal reforms in teacher education. In
considering the future, it seems one critical comég how to achieve a balance between
external demands for change and the teacher eds'catm ideas of the essential reform

suggestions that could promote the developmergaafter education.

To sum up, our findings have demonstrated diffelergls of resources for, and
constraints in, teacher educators’ professionahleg, identity renegotiation, and the
practice of professional agency. Furthermore, we laghlighted obstacles to organizational
development in teacher education. In the follonsnog-section we consider the implications

of these findings for discovering new perspectigesvercome the obstacles.

Discussion and Conclusion

Seeking New Perspectives to Overcome the Obstacles



We have examined the resources and obstaclesiafféeacher educators’ professional
learning and organizational development in an awécleontext within a particular Finnish
teacher education department. The aim was to ceeatenprehensive picture of the
resources and critical obstacles, and based dinttiags suggest new perspectives to
discover why changes in teacher education occslosdy, and why the changes are so

difficult to implement.

The findings of this study point to considering fbbowing three aspects if we wish to

promote continuous professional learning and tveld@ment of teacher education:

0 obstacles to renegotiating professional identity;
0 internal competition and a lack of boundary crogdirtween subject matters within
teacher education departments;

0 tensions between strong individual agency and ezgtonal development.

In the following sections we discuss these thr@eets in terms of how they can be

addressed to find new solutions to develop teagtiecation.

Obstacles to renegotiating professional identity findings suggest there is an

imbalance between teacher educators’ professideatity and the social demands imposed
on them. Teacher educators have recently expedancesased pressures due to changes in
society and the university sector, requiring theticmous renegotiation of their professional
identity. However, it seems their main commitmehains to their identity as teachers and
to protecting their own teaching mission and sulnjeatter. Teacher educators showed strong
commitment to, and identification with, the subjewtter they taught. The educators’
professional agency was strong in negotiating ehteraidentity and in protecting their own

pedagogical power and resources. By contrast,afetration of their researcher-identity was



weak and fragile. Furthermore, certain sociocultaspects of teacher education seemed to
limit the renegotiation of the educators’ professibidentity construction at the work
community level. Indeed, the study suggested tlettork community did not offer
resources for the renegotiation of professionattithe On the contrary, the work community
positioned teacher educators within fairly stal,restricted, positions, mainly according to

the subject matter they taught.

One major obstacle at the organizational level thashegemonic discourse (i.e., the
prevailing way of talking about shared issues e¢bmmunity) identified as competition
discourse, which positioned teacher educators mbatants and protectors of their own
subject matter (Hokka et al., 2010). This, toonsee to constrain the renegotiation of
professional identities among the educators, drttiialsuggests that different levels of

obstacles exist when renegotiating professionattities among teacher educators.

In seeking new perspectives to overcome obstacléetrenegotiation of researcher
identity, and to support stronger research identigy would suggest addressing the following
issues. First, different subject-matter groups khbe seen not only as resources for
developing pedagogical practices and knowledgealsatas resources for shared research
efforts and spaces for research-identity negotiafmrthermore, it would be important to
create and support structures for boundary crogshgeen subject matter groups to
encourage innovative and intensive small-groupaie$eteams. Second, since the work of
many teacher educators is implemented largely girquactice-based principles, there is a
need to support teacher educators’ researcher ¢engies. Thus, educators should have
opportunities to develop such competencies, fomgt@ by participating in methodological
courses and academic conferences. Finally, wens¢eesearch should be an inseparable
element of the teacher educator’s everyday workjusb the privilege of a few researchers

within a department. By adopting an active, redeanented, attitude towards their work,



teacher educators are likely to learn to develep teaching and wider teacher education.
This means that the work of academic teacher edigcas researchers should be understood
more broadly than simply accounting the numberooiventional research publications they
produce. As Murray (2008) argues, there are nunsei@uns of involvement as an academic
scholar, such as participation in research grougkwaction research, enquiries into personal
practice, writing books and teaching materials, imndlvement in national and international
research projects. In the field of teacher edunatiwe recent accountability culture and the
habit of defining research narrowly and merelytasgroduction of published articles should

be opposed (Hokka et al., 2012; Murray, 2008).

Internal competition and a lack of boundary crogsRecently, organizations have

been required to position themselves as sociatilegusystems and engage in broader
learning systems to be successful in their pragtfééenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002).
In addition, there is a need to strengthen netwagrkipportunities and collaboration with
other partners and stakeholders (e.g., Grangeata§,@008; Murray et al., 2009). In teacher
education organization, a lack of collaboration besn seen as a threat, and as tending to
diminish the quality of teacher education (e.gemii & Jakku-Sihvonen, 2006). Our study
emphasized the importance of collaboration amoagher educatoiissidethe teacher
education department. One major obstacle for batlvidual and organizational
development within the department appeared to dstiiiking lack of collaboration between
different subject-matter groups, and between stiojetter groups and educational science.
Collaboration between subject-matter groups angdxt teacher educators is a potential
resource for individual learning and organizatioteelopment. Boundary crossing could
offer important possibilities for learning and degment, giving opportunities to

communicate, share perspectives, and constructinge@iVenger et al., 2002). However, the



data from the department in question suggestslifgpotential may not sufficiently be

exploited in teacher education.

Going beyond the mere lack of boundary crossing/&en different subject-matter
groups, it appeared that relations between thepgrarere actually competitive in nature.
Internal competition for resources and social agpt®n strengthens the barriers between
subject-matter groups and hinders collaboratiothéndepartment in question, such internal
competition between the subject-matter groups theecducators belonging to them) created
obstacles to sharing practices and creating conknowledge; thus, it created obstacles to

learning both at the individual and organizatideakl.

In seeking new perspectives to overcome the olestaeused by the lack of boundary
crossing between the subject-matter groups, weestiggplementing teacher education
through collaboration-based practices rather thesugh strict division into different subject-
matter groups. This kind of reform from a subjectt@ar-centered culture to a more holistic
and collaborative culture in teacher educationa@@a supported through the three levels of

intervention presented in the following sub-section

Tensions between professional agency and orgaairatdevelopmenthere is

research evidence that when teachers have strofespional agency they are more
committed to their work and participate more in development and sharing of work
practices (e.g., Imants, et al. 2013; Vahasant&netelapelto, 2011; Vahasantanen, 2013).
This study partly supported these results, andnlindd the ways in which strong
professional agency can support professional dpuaat and workplace learning (Hokka et
al., 2008; Vahasantanen et al., 2008). Howeveriitiokngs revealed another facet of
professional agency. It appeared that strong iddadiagency could, in fact, be an obstacle

for organizational development in that it limitdlaborative practices, impedes cultural



change, and hampers organizational learning. Wiedfdliat teacher educators used their
strong individual agency to protect their indivitlwaays of working and safeguard the
resources of their own subject matter in curricullemelopment negotiations. The educators’
strong commitment to their subject matter, pairéth wheir strong agency in teacher identity
negotiations, seemed to create powerful obstaclesltaboration and boundary crossing
between subject-matter groups, to shared meanimgtretion, and to organizational

development.

Nevertheless, the teacher educators’ hopes fonat@onal change were high,
especially with regard to developing the curriculand implementing teacher education.
This was revealed by the educators’ expectationsdltective and shared work practices
(Hokka et al., 2008) and by the reform discoursékité et al., 2010). However,
socioculturally developed structural and institntibpractices and discourses were so strong
that they tended to work against the professiogahay of those teacher educators who

hoped for reforms in teacher education.

All of this indicates that professional agency +dms of the relationship between
individual and organizational development — is amb¢quately understood. This study
suggests that to overcome the obstacles emergingtfre intertwining relationship between
individual learning and organizational change ther@ need to understand professional
learning and development not just as something dddmewithin the individual actor, but
also as an organizational-level phenomenon. Thisréquires a new, three-level,
understanding of obstacles in developing teachecatn, which would mean that
individuals, work communities, and organizationsldacontinuously develop and renew
their practices and strategies. Hence, for sucgkeastl sustainable changes in teacher
education we need practical interventions at tdevidual, work community and

organizational levels.



At the individual level, this could mean promotiegcher educators’ professional
agency through different work-identity coachingeivientions (Hanninen & Etel&pelto, 2008;
Mahlakaarto, 2010). This kind of identity-levelemtention (identity workshops) utilizes
various activity-based and creative methods tirattaiempower individuals to become
aware of themselves and their relation to changiark life and society. It can help
individuals reshape their professional identita$opt new work roles and identity positions,
and strengthen the possibility of them affectingithivorking conditions and environment in

a constructive way (Mahlakaarto, 2010).

At work community and organizational levels, the kgiestion is how to find
innovative ways to implement teacher educatiombylving collaboration and boundary
crossing between different work groups within aegtdnd organizational boundaries. One
option is through community and organizational-lemgerventions, which aim to make
visible and amplify the shared understanding atatf and unofficial power relations,
discourses, and practices within organizationsli®lal& Nakari, 2007). Through revealing
these often hidden organizational discourses aactipes it is possible to build new shared
understandings, work practices, and strategies. Kihd of work community and
organizational-level interventions can be realiZedexample, by utilizing thdialogical
work conference method (Gustavsen, 2001). Theafahis method is to find shared
understanding through small group and joint groiafodical discussions, and through this
understanding to generate decisions that provigatéorm for joint action. The final aim is
to make concrete plans for development and chargkto agree how to assess and evaluate
the process of changing words into concrete a¢iafiiola & Mahlakaarto, 2011). These
kinds of interventions could help to enhance cafakion and boundary crossing at the work
community level, and develop and renew strategiesweork practices at organizational

level.



Furthermore, to support the development and changescher education it is
pivotal to understand the importance of connectamts couplings between these three levels.
Levels and structures do not create the chang@leoéo, meaning it is important to focus on
relationships, communication, and interaction betwimdividuals working in different
groups and at different levels. Therefore, in depiglg teacher education organizations,
priority should be given to the creation of sotii@ks and communication between different

working groups at different levels (Hokka & Vahasaren, 2013).

In developing teacher education and creating cogplivithin teacher education
organizations, the role of management and eduddtieaders is crucial. It is largely their
responsibility to implement the strategic decisiand transformations, and to meet and deal
with the resultant reactions and feelings of thespenel. We argue that educational leaders
are currently in need of time and space for them adentity work to confront the many and
multifaceted demands placed on them. This mean&ralrsuggestion to overcome the
obstacles in developing teacher education is teldpvan identity-coaching program for
educational leaders. In these work-identity intatians (leader-identity workshops),
educational leaders should be not only empowereestmape their own professional
identities but also empowered to support the legraind identity processes of their
personnel. Secondly, leader-identity workshopsaezled to give tools to increase
collaboration and create the couplings betweemifit actors at different levels in the
organization. Thirdly, educational leaders neeldegsupported to create new understandings

of the complex processes involved in developingheaeducation organizations.

The Need to Study and to Promote Teacher Educdtws/idual and

Collective Agency at Work



It is clear that in a rapidly changing and incraghi knowledge-dependent world, teacher
education must develop to respond to the challeafjsse 2% century. This cannot be
achieved by drawing on traditional cultures andvidial means of implementing education
(Fullan, 2001; Korthagen et al., 2006; Niemi, 2088)ith, 2003). Nor is it achievable
through global economic competition and marketragd thinking (Hargreaves & Shirley,
2009; Murray et al., 2011; Smith, 2011). Insteadye is a need to develop teacher education
continuously in such a way that (i) individual teaceducators can learn, renegotiate their
professional identities, and maintain their entasisi and commitment, and (ii) teacher
education communities and organizations can cieatevative and collaborative ways to
implement teacher education in the future. In dgyelg and updating teacher education,
teacher educators themselves can be — and argsladoljd be — the prime actors in
enhancing the quality of education. Thus, their @fforts to develop, research, and reform
teacher education will be crucial. This highligtite need to apply the concept of
professional agency (Etelapelto et al., 2013b)targdudy teacher educators’ agency. In line
with this there is a need to promote teacher eduggtrofessional agency if we are to realize

new ways of implementing teacher education.

Overall, as part of a response to recent sociatheaucational challenges, there are
good grounds for urging the sustainable developroftgacher education organizations. In
general, sustainable development refers to howganization can achieve its goals and
purposes successfully while using its ecologicabn®mic, social, and human resources
rationally (Docherty, Kira, & Shani, 2009; WilenidsKurki, 2012). We argue that in teacher
education, sustainable development can be achitévedgh practical interventions at the
individual, work-community, and organizational lés€This kind of development not only
produces new knowledge but also supports individdadial, and organizational processes

and transformations. For the sustainable developofdeacher education to be successful, it



will be vital to support educators’ individual aodllective agency at work. At the individual
level, agency is fundamental in the reshaping andgotiating of teacher educators’
professional identities. At the collective levelpfessional agency is needed for teacher
educators to build a shared understanding of th&tion of new work practices, the
development of curricula, the transformation of @tional organizations, and the
introduction of educational innovations. Hencefaicing the future and in developing teacher
education in a sustainable manner, the challeegarienhancing the processes of teacher
educators’ individual and collective professionggmacy. This will contribute to the
renegotiation of the educators’ professional ider#tj and to the necessary changes in their

working practices, education, organizations, aadniag.
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