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Abstract	
This	paper	is	a	methodological	paper	regarding	how	to	achieve	insights	into	teachers’	practice.	The	paper	demon-
strates	and	proposes	a	method	to	elicit	and	make	visible	teachers’	reflections	on	teaching	practices.		

This	paper	draws	on	a	three-year	Danish	study	investigating	teachers’	learning	in	practice	with	empirical	qualita-
tive	data	collected	over	a	period	of	eight	months	that	includes	class	observations,	teacher’s	written	reflection	jour-
nals	and	two	collections	of	semi-structured	interviews	the	first	that	is	grounded	in	their	reflection	journal	and	the	
second	that	followed	directly	after	the	in-class	observation.	Ten	teachers	of	adults	were	informants	in	this	study	
(Lund	2015;	Lund	2016a;	Lund	2016b).	The	approach	of	the	study	is	of	benefit	for	educational	research	as	it	serves	
as	an	example	of	the	triangulation	of	methods	which	can	be	used	as	a	way	to	investigate	teachers’	practices	bear-
ing	 in	mind	 the	 aspect	 of	 beliefs	 and	 actions	 as	 intervened	 (Kompf	&	O’Connell	 Rust	 2015;	 Calderhead	 1996;	
Richardson	1996).	

I	argued	that	this	kind	of	ethnographic	evaluation	allows	for	analysis	of	teachers’	thinking	in	combination	with	
their	actions	in	classroom.	In	other	words,	this	research	approach	provides	the	opportunity	to	stimulate	and	nur-
ture	critical	reflection	of	the	teachers’	own	practices.	The	questions	explored	here	is:	How	do	we	make	such	expe-
riences	visible	and	able	to	be	reflected	on?	How	do	we	approach	them;	how	do	we	elicit	them?	And	how	does	one	
‘assess’	them?	In	other	words,	how	do	we,	in	the	end,	analyse	them?	This	is	the	aim	of	this	paper.	

Keywords:	Ethnographic	evaluation,	teacher	beliefs,	teacher	reflection,	critical	friend,	teacher	thinking,	teacher	vocabulary	

Introduction	
In	this	paper,	I	share	with	you	a	murky	phenomenon	and	shed	some	light	on	the	Schön-like	‘swampy	
lowland’	(1983)	where	teachers	must	be	able	to	articulate	and	justify	the	choices	they	make	as	leaders	
of	learning.	Even	though	humans	recognize	that	they	have	learned	things	through	experience	they	do	
not	necessarily	remember	how	or	when	(Eraut	2009,	p.2).	Since	we	know	that	humans	find	it	difficult	
to	establish	a	verbal	connection	between	what	has	been	learned	and	what	has	been	learned	from,	it	is	
a	difficult	task	to	gain	insight	into	the	phenomenon	of	learning	through	experience.	If	it	was	possible	to	
investigate	the	teachers’	professional	growth	by	viewing	the	processes	of	reflection	as	a	part	of	their	
potential	 learning	by	experience	we	would	learn	much	about	internal	and	invisible	mechanisms	that	
affect	their	professional	lives	and	those	of	the	learners	they	interact	with.	But	as	Michael	Eraut	states	
it	not	that	simple:	“One	of	its	best	established	findings…	is	that	people	do	not	know	what	they	know”	
(Eraut’s	underline	1994,	p.15).	As	teachers	spend	most	of	their	career	actually	teaching	it	is	reasonable	
to	assume	that	a	great	deal	of	their	competency	and	skills	develop	on	the	spot	and	in	the	heat	of	the	
moment	 –	 during	 the	 classroom	 activities.	 Therefore,	 we	must	 assume	 that	 teachers	 also	 acquire	
knowledge	 about	 teaching	 through	 their	 teaching	 experiences	 (Darling-hammond	1999;	 Richardson	
1996).	The	research	into	adult	learning	suggests	that	teacher	knowledge	is	constantly	in	the	process	of	
development	(Merriam	et	al.	2007).	It	is	well	known	that	teachers,	like	other	professions,	continually	

																																																													
1	The	author	wish	to	thank	her	critical	scholar	friend,	Associate	Professor,	Sarah	Robinson,	for	her	way	of	giving	valuable	critique.		
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learn	on	the	job	because	their	work	involves	engagement	in	a	succession	of	cases	or	problems	which	
they	have	to	learn	about	as	they	experience	them.	But,	in	contrast	to	learning	in	formal	settings,	there	
is	only	weak	evidence	of	how	the	phenomenon	of	learning	through	experience	develops	(Eraut	1994).	

While	it	is	interesting	to	understand	how	to	achieve	insights	into	teachers’	learning	in	practice	this	pa-
per	takes	a	methodological	approach	to	this	phenomenon.	The	relationship	between	teachers’	beliefs	
and	pedagogical	awareness	and	their	teaching	practices	is	crucial	to	gain	insights	to	the	teachers’	ex-
perience	of	practice.	Through	an	iterative	process	of	data	gathering	and	analysis	a	method	has	been	
developed	to	elicit	and	make	visible	teachers’	reflections	on	teaching	practices.	This	approach,	based	
on	a	sound	empirical	investigation	may	contribute	to	educational	research,	the	pre-service	training	of	
teachers	as	well	as	professional	development	of	experienced	teachers.		The	work	behind	this	approach	
builds	on	a	 three	year	 study	 (Lund	2015;	 Lund	2016a).	The	 research	was	 initiated	 through	curiosity	
about	a	deep	understanding	of	‘learning	in	practice’,	the	processes	of	informal	learning	and	on	the	job	
learning.	Following	an	ethnographic	approach,	the	concern	was	to	acknowledge	and	capture	teachers’	
everyday	work,	their	up	and	downs,	their	success	and	struggles	and	their	voices	and	experiences.		

I	began	by	exploring	what	Donald	A.	Schön	has	labelled	a	“swampy	lowland”	(1983).	His	metaphor	of	
teachers	walking	in	a	muddy/murky/swampy	classroom	highlights	the	situation	where	teachers	do	not	
necessarily	“make	effective	use	of	research-based	theory	and	technique”	but,	as	leaders	of	learning,	
they	articulate	and	justify	their	choices	through	“trial	and	error,	intuition,	and	muddling	through”	situ-
ations	that	are	often	“confusing	‘messes’”	(Schön,	1983,	p.	42).	The	study	had	to	embrace	this	‘mud-
dling’	through	practice	and	thus	became	an	investigation	of	how	and	to	what	extent	teachers’	reflective	
processes	inform	their	professional	development.		

The	aim	was	not	only	to	get	insight	to	their	processes	of	learning	in	practice	by	assessing	their	ability	to	
articulate	their	thoughts	(as	van	Manen’s	levels	of	reflection:	1977,	p.226)	but	also	to	be	able	to	say	
something	about	teachers’	thinking	processes	from	their	perspective	too.	 It	was	 important	to	find	a	
way	to	establish	a	technique	that	was	credible	and	trustworthy	to	both	the	research	society	and	the	
teachers	themselves.	The	starting	point	was	to	both	acknowledge	and	capture	the	teachers’	everyday	
work,	by	giving	them	a	voice	(Elbaz	1983;	Clandinin	1995;	Connelly	&	Clandinin	1990)	at	all	times	during	
their	practice,	when	things	went	well	and	when	they	did	not.	It	is	often	in	the	bumpy	moments	(Romano	
2006),	the	critical	incidents	(Tripp	1994;	Angelides	2001)	the	disjuncture	of	routines	(Jarvis	2002)	that	
humans	learn	and	change	habits	and	minds	and	thereby	have	learned	and	developed	professionally2.	
By	sharing	these	kinds	of	experiences,	we	become	witness	to	some	of	the	most	valuable	in	a	teachers’	
career.	How	 then	 to	make	 such	 experiences	 visible	 and	 open	 for	 reflection?	How	 can	 they	 be	 em-
braced?	How	can	they	be	approached	and	how	are	they	elicited	and	then	analysed?	This	paper	demon-
strates	and	proposes	a	method	to	elicit	and	make	visible	teachers’	 reflections	on	teaching	practices	
while	acknowledging	the	voices	of	teachers.		

This	paper	proceeds	by	first	providing	a	brief	description	from	literature	on	teacher	thinking	and	second	
about	this	papers’	view	on	teachers’	practice	using	the	perspective	understood	by/in	Erling	L.	Dale’s	
terms	(1998).	In	the	following	sections	the	methodology	from	my	study	are	presented.3	Finally	follows	

																																																													
2		
This	perspective	relates	to	the	perspective	of	John	Dewey's	that	point	to	the	idear	that	reflection	in	practice	must	destinct	between	the	two	
‘routine’	and	‘	reflective	action’:	"routine	action"	(action	that	takes	the	definition	of	social	reality	for	granted	and	the	goals	towards	which	
action	is	directed	as	given,	while	allowing	for	variation	in	the	means	by	which	goals	might	be	achieved)”	og:	“reflective	action”	(active,	
persistent	and	careful	consideration	of	any	belief	or	supposed	form	of	knowledge	in	light	of	the	grounds	that	support	it	and	the	further	
consequences	to	which	it	leads")”	(Smyth	1992,	p.268)	citerer:	Dewey,	How	We	Think:	A	Restatement	of	the	Relation	of	Reflective	Thinking	to	
the	Educative	Process	(1933	p.	9).	
3	Findings	are	not	presented	in	this	paper	but	can	be	read	in:	(Lund	2015;	Lund	2016a;	Lund	&	Robinson	2017)	
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an	illustration	of	the	approach	on	how	to	analyse	the	data	drawing	on	examples	from	the	study	(Lund	
2015;	Lund	2016a).	In	the	conclusion,	I	consider	the	contribution	and	the	possible	application	of	this	
method	to	teacher	education.	

Teacher	Thinking	–	Acknowledging	Beliefs	as	Predictors	of	Actions	
This	paper	unfolds	a	way	to	make	visible	how	teachers	reflect	on	their	own	practices	and	pedagogy.	
The	research	on	teacher	 thinking	points	 to	a	strong	connection	between	teachers’	beliefs	and	their	
actions	(Kompf	&	O’Connell	Rust	2015;	Richardson	1996;	Pajares	1992).	Much	of	this	research	acknowl-
edges	that	beliefs	are	the	foundation	of	action	and	a	key	determinant	of	behaviour.	By	studying	the	
beliefs	that	inform	teachers’	thinking	(Biesta,	Priestley,	&	Robinson,	2015;	Nespor,	1987)	educational	
researchers	are	in	a	better	position	to	understand	the	processes	that	guide	teachers	with	respect	to	
behaviour,	judgment,	decision-making,	and	planning.	For	an	overview	on	these	works	see	for	example	
Kompf	 et	 al.	 (2015),	 Calderhead	 (1996)	 and	Richardson	 (1996),	 also	 recently	 discussed	 as	 the	 term	
‘teachers	talking’	by	Biesta	et	al.		(2017;	2015;	2016)	or	the	term	‘teacher’s	pedagogical	vocabulary’	by	
Lund	(2016a).	I	have	used	Dale’s	perspective	as	my	framework	for	capturing	the	teachers’	reflection	on	
practice.	Dale’s	(1998;	Dale	1999)	research	on	teacher’s	professional	practices	distinguishes	between	
three	levels	of	competence.	These	levels	are	(1998,	p.256):	C1)	the	carrying	out	of	teaching	(teaching	
activities),	C2)	the	construction	of	teaching	programs,	curriculum,	and	lesson	planning	and	C3)	the	com-
munication	and	construction	of	a	 theory	of	 teaching	plans,	 the	act	of	 teaching,	and	pupils’	 learning	
process.	At	the	final	level	C3,	Dale	(ibid,	p.	256)	articulates	the	importance	of	collaborative	peer	reflec-
tion	and	underlines	the	synergy	between	the	why	(theory	of	education,	the	subjects,	the	curriculum)	
and	how	(method	and	approach)	in	teaching.	Furthermore,	when	all	three	competencies	coexist,	Dale	
(1998,	p.	256)	proposes	that	the	teacher	and	school	have	achieved	an	‘educational	rationality’,	a	kind	
of	communicative	act	of	teaching	that	gives	‘priority	to	goal-setting,	planning,	and	evaluation’.	

Dale	argues	that	the	synergy	between	the	three	competences	shapes	a	professional	school	and	teach-
ers	must	have	the	opportunity	to	handle	educational	responsibility	by	incorporating	C3,	reflection	and	
dialogue.	It	may	be	easier	to	achieve	levels	C1	and	C2,	which	are	about	technical	performance,	but	since	
teaching	is	not	merely	a	technical	act,	teachers	must	also	be	able	to	achieve	C3.		A	focus	on	all	three	
levels	reminds	us	not	to	 let	the	how	dominate	–	not	seeing	teaching	as	merely	a	technique	and	the	
teachers	as	minions	–	but	regard	teachers	as	reflective	agents	and	co-developers	of	teaching	and	edu-
cation.	Furthermore,	by	giving	priority	 to	all	 three	 levels	 reminds	us	not	 to	 focus	solely	on	teaching	
concepts	as	the	solution	achieving	learning	goals	or	only	measure	learning	in	terms	of	student	outcome.	
The	perspective	of	educational	rationality	and	thereby	the	incorporation	of	the	third	level	(C3)	of	meta-
discussions	and	thinking	helps	shed	a	light	on	the	attitude	and	beliefs	held	by	the	teachers.	By	focusing	
on	C3	teachers	are	able	to	devote	time	to	the	why	 in	 teaching,	which	 is	unpredictable	and	open	to	
constant	negotiation	(also	pointed	out	by:	Biesta	2009;	Klafki	2000;	Westbury	2000).4		

Therefore,	 the	 incorporation	and	 the	constant	 synergy	with	 the	 third	 level	 is	 important,	but	under-
standing	how	mechanisms	for	reflection	on	practices	can	be	 initiated	and	supported,	are	equally	as	
important.	Educational	rationality	encompasses	the	reflective	process	of	thinking	and	arguing	and	giv-
ing	good	reasons	for	what	one	does	or	says.		

It	is	important	to	stress	that	by	using	this	approach	suggested	in	this	paper	one	is	not	investigating	the	
teachers’	ability	to	argue	and	reflect	and	give	good	reasons	during	their	teaching	act.	That	is	what	Mi-
chael	Eraut	illustrated	as	the	busy	kitchen	scenario	when	serving	a	hot	menu	(2002).	In	that	position,	
one	cannot	argue	verbally	but	must	just	act	rapidly.	As	these	–	we	could	call	it	‘hot	moments’	–	in	class	
																																																													
4	For	an	overview	of	the	huge	impact	of	reflexive	approaches	(acknowledging	C3)	to	teacher	education	in	the	US	see	Smyth	(1992,	p.268)	
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are	often	tacit	and	an	unspoken	way	of	knowing.	The	reflective	part	I	investigate,	do	of	course	relate	to	
moments	of	serving	a	hot	menu	which	is	immediate/urgent	actions	and	habits	and	events	taking	place	
at	C1,	but	 the	dialogue	and	teachers	writing	occurs	at	C2+C3.	The	research	design	described	below	
demonstrates	how	one	methodologically	can	capture	all	levels	of	practice	just	described	above.	

Drawing	on	data	of	teachers	teaching	adults	in	the	adult	learning	context	(Lund	2016a),	I	was	curious	
to	examine	the	potential	for	learning	through	practice	and	explore	i)	how	teachers	reflect	pedagogically	
and	ii)	what	these	reflections	tell	us	about	what	choices	teachers	make	and	the	practices	that	follow.	
Underlying	the	perspective	of	studying	the	teachers’	learning	through	practice,	my	focus	was	on	the	
way	in	which	beliefs	and	values	about	education	influenced	the	teachers’	viewpoint	and	actions	in	class	
following	research	in	teacher	thinking.		

Research	design	-	making	teachers’	reflections	on	teaching	practices	visible	
The	research	design	was	structured	to	help	answer	the	following:	How	can	teachers’	experiences	of	
practice	become	visible?	How	and	what	do	teachers	learn	through	reflection?	How	can	meta-reflection,	
or	analysis,	be	supported?	These	processes	were	elicited	through	a	combination	of	a)	journal	writing	b)	
semi-structured	interviews	based	on	journal	notes	c)	classroom	observations	with	particular	attention	
to	‘hot	moments’	and	d)	second	stage	semi-structured	interviews	based	on	classroom	observations.	

My	approach	strives	to	give	the	teacher	a	voice.	I	have	worked	specifically	on	the	thickness	and	density	
of	emerging	 themes	 to	comply	with	 the	 scientific	 standard	of	qualitative	 research.	 In	 line	with	 this,	
triangulation	supports	the	validity	of	the	analysis	in	depth	(Gibbs	2007,	p.86)	and	the	trustworthiness	
(illustrated	in:	Lund	2015;	Lund	2016a;	Lund	&	Robinson	2017).		

Data	collection	took	place	in	the	Adult	Education	Centres	in	Denmark	over	a	period	of	eight	months	
during	the	fall	of	2011	and	spring	of	2012	(Lund	2016a;	Lund	2015).	Ten	teachers	of	adult	learners	(7	
females	and	3	males)	volunteered	to	participate	in	this	study.	Participants’	teaching	experience	ranged	
between	1-27	years.	Their	head	teachers	characterised	participants	as	eager	to	investigate	and	ques-
tion	their	own	teaching.	See	appendix	1	for	details	on	hours	of	observation,	hours	of	recording,	verba-
tim	 transcribed,	 and	 teachers’	 journal.	 The	number	of	 informants	 (N=10)	 from	 the	 key	 study	 (Lund	
2015;	Lund	2016a)	prohibits	me	from	making	statistical	generalisations	but	align	with	others	in	the	field	
such	as	Elbaz	 (1983;	2015),	Conelley	and	Cladinin	 (Clandinin	&	Connelly	1987;	Connelly	&	Clandinin	
1990)	and	Biesta	et	al.	(2017)	and	Vásquez-Levy	(1993).		

Figure	1	below	describes	the	methodological	triangulation.	The	data	sources	define	the	four	elements	
described	in	box	1	following	figure	1.	The	numbers	indicate	the	timeline	for	the	data	collection.		
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The	arrows	in	figure	illustrate	the	workflow	between	reflective	writing	(1)	and	dialogue	(2)	combined	
with	observation	(3)	and	immediately	dialogue	again	(4).	The	focus	on	the	teachers’	practice	and	beliefs	
becomes	holistic	and	dynamic.	The	arrows	that	cross	each	other	in	the	middle	symbolise	the	interaction	
between	the	data	sources	during	the	analysis	process.	The	different	sources	combined	to	generate	a	
thickness	in	themes	emerged.	All	the	data	has	been	analysed	in	an	open	coding	process	–	a	data-driven	
process	 (Miles	&	Hubermann	1994)5	 in	Nvivo	 to	 ensure	 transparency	 (findings	 revealed	 in:	 Lund	&	
Robinson	2017;	Lund	2015;	Lund	2016a).	

Capturing	all	 three	 levels	of	competencies,	 following	Dale	 (1998,	1999),	 the	 research	design	can	be	
summed	up	as	follows:	

• Capturing	the	teachers’	experiences	(C1:	in	class)	and	thoughts	out	of	class	(C2,	C3):	by	talking	and	
elaborating	on	their	vocabulary	during	reflection	journals	(#1)	and	interviews	(#2).	

• Capturing	the	teachers’	actions	in	class	and	preparing	the	lessons	(C1,	C2)	by	observation	(#3),	by	
talking	 (#4)	and	all	 together	elaborating	on	their	vocabulary	used	during	 reflection	 journals	and	
interviews.	
	

The	interview	process	follows	the	basic	idea	from	Brinkmann’s	epistemic	interview	technique	(2007),	
where	the	informant	-	the	teacher	-	is	seen	as	a	responsible	citizen,	able	to	argue	and	give	reasons	more	
than	just	telling	about	feellings	and	experiences	as	in	phenomenological	approaches	which	search	only	
for	lived	experiences	(discussed	in:	Brinkmann	2007;	Pendlebury	1990).	And	in	the	perspective	of	epis-
temic	interviews	the	researcher	becomes	a	critical	friend	(Baskerville	et	al.	2009;	Kiewkor	et	al.	2014;	

																																																													
5	Starting	with	hundreds	of	open	themes	end	ending	with	61	emerged	themese	in	the	entire	data	material.	

Research	Design	for	Capturing	Teacher	Reflection	
–	Making	Reflections	on	Teaching	Practices	Visible	

	

	

Figure	1	
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Gibbs	&	Angelides	2008)	provoking	the	teacher	to	take	a	stand	and	argue	for	and	against	(at	C3)	as	in	
an	Socratic	dialogue	demonstrated	by	Plato’s	examples		(Brinkmann	2007,	p.1124)6.				

In	order	to	understand	the	teachers’	process	of	reflection	on	the	why	and	how	in	education,	and	relating	
to	the	first	person	perspective	(following:	Giorgi	1985),	the	approach	strives	to	combine	the	tacit	as-
pects	of	teachers’	often	unspoken	beliefs	(Kompf	&	O’Connell	Rust	2015;	Richardson	1996;	Calderhead	
1996)	with	their	actual	actions/performances	(C1)	and	their	way	of	thinking	before,	during	and	after	
teaching	related	to	all	three	competence	levels	(C1,	C2,	C3).	The	research	design	connects	the	three	
competence	levels	illustrated	in	box	1	below:	

	

	

Labelled	Interaction	between	the	teachers’	practice	(C1	and	C2)	was	constructed	through	open-ended	
questions	in	the	teachers’	reflection	journals7	(inspired	by:	Kaplan	et	al.	2007;	Surbeck	1994)	and	the	
teacher’s	 beliefs	 (C3).	 Inspired	by	 Fenstermacher	 and	Richardson	 (1993)	 and	Vásquez-Levy	 (1993)	 I	
sought	to	unfold	the	teacher’s	beliefs,	working	with	the	premises	for	construction	of	a	‘practical	argu-
ment’	and	an	approach	was	developed	to	initiate	C3	–	the	highest	level	of	reflection.	This	approach	was	
sensitive	to	the	value	of	hot	moments	(labelled	as	“hot	actions”by:	Eraut	1985,	p.128;	Eraut	1994,	p.53)	
existing	during	the	present	action	at	C1.	Further	I	was	inspired	by	Tripp	(1994;	Tripp	1993)	and	Angelides	
(2001)	who	focus	on	observation	of	‘critical	incidents’	followed	immediately	by	a	dialogue,	where	the	
researcher	comes	close	to	the	situation	being	sensitive	to	the	field	and	not	just	as	an	outside	observer	
(Hammersley	&	Atkinson	1995).	Through	the	combination	of	the	design	elements,	in	giving	the	teachers	
time	and	support	into	the	articulation	of	reflection	on	action,	the	teachers	in	the	study	became	able	to	

																																																													
6	This	can	be	seen	in	appendix	3B	-	A	comparison	of	the	premises	of	e	practical	argument	and	epistemic	(Socratic)	interview	approaches	but	
omitted	here	to	minimise	the	reading	before	the	conference.	
7	See	details	in	appendix	2	-	Eight	questions	in	reflective	journal	writing	

Data	collecting	process	connecting	the	three	C’s	
	

First:	Focussing	on	teacher’s	experiences	related	to	specific	situations	(captured	by	teacher’s	jour-
nal	writing)	an	approach	that	enables	the	researcher	to	combine	both	the	teacher’s	thoughts	
(C2+C3)	elaborated	outside	the	hot	moments	and	the	teacher’s	experienced	actions/events	(C1).	
	
Second:	Collecting	a	first	round	of	semi	structured	interview	with	the	teacher	using	her/his	answers	
written	in	the	reflection	journal	as	an	interview	guide	(connecting	the	hot	moments	at	C1	to	their	
thoughts/beliefs)	
	
Third:	Collecting	classroom	observations	(hot	moments	at	C1)	during	the	dialogues	following	the	
initial	observations	the	researcher	is	able	to	elicit	more	of	the	beliefs	that	might	drive	the	teacher’s	
way	of	working	with	the	students.	
	
Fourth:	Conducting	a	second	round	of	semi-structured	interview	having	a	dialogue	about	the	class-
room	observation	(connecting	the	hot	moments	at	C1	to	their	thoughts/beliefs)	
	

Box	1	
(Lund	2015;	Lund	2016a	see	appendix	1	for	data	collection)	
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articulate	what	and	why	he/she	was	doing	and	following	the	guidelines	the	teachers	were	able	to	ra-
tionalise	as	in	Dale’s	ideal.8	Only	by	combining	and	nurturing	the	process	of	reflection	did	the	educa-
tional	rationality	occurred.	It	became	evident	that	the	saturation	did	not	occur	when	only	using	a	single	
method.	Accordingly,	the	combination	nurtured	the	reflective	process.	

The	intention	was	to	create	the	synergy	between	the	teacher’s	practice	(in	C1	and	C2)	and	her	beliefs	
at	C3	(often	not	articulated)	and	to	make	sure	not	to	undermine	the	tacit	and	often	unarticulated	way	
of	knowing	about	what	and	why	one	is	doing.	This	approach	involved	structured	discussions	between	
teacher	and	researcher	to	examine	the	teachers’	‘practical	reasoning’	to	develop	a	‘practical	argument’	
called	 ‘elicitation’	 and	 ‘reconstruction’	 (following	 the	 six	 premisses	 described	 in:	 Fenstermacher	 &	
Richardson	1993;	examplefied	by:	Vásquez-Levy	1993;	discussed	in:	Pendlebury	1990;	Fenstermacher	
1987a;	 Fenstermacher	 1987b).	 The	 process	 evolves	 through	 three	 essential	 phases	 (Vásquez-Levy	
1993,	p.126)	described	in	box	2	below:	

	

	

These	phases	 involve	six	premises	1)	value,	2)	 stipulative,	3)	empirical,	4)	 situational	5)	 logic	and	6)	
intent	to	act	(Fenstermacher	&	Richardson	1993;	Vásquez-Levy	1993)9.	All	these	premises	are	explored	
through	the	semi-structured	interviews	and	the	teachers’	written	reflection	journals.	The	six	premises	
guide	the	teacher’s	dialogical	partner	and	involves	a	dynamic	social	interaction	relating	to	the	teacher’s	
beliefs	of	and	actions	 in	 teaching.	This	approach	 is	a	process	where	 the	researcher	gently	provokes	
elicitation	of	beliefs	on	teaching.	First,	the	teacher	 is	asked	to	express	an	opinion	on	an	exemplified	
teaching	experience	and,	after	scrutiny	of	these	responses,	a	value-driven	claim/reasoning	is	elicited10.	
When	the	teacher	has	a	value-driven	statement,	the	semi-structured	interview	explores	the	next	prem-
ise.	

When	the	teacher	engages	in	discussion	away	from	the	actual	actions	in	the	classroom	it	helps	her	to	
explain	and	learn	from	her	reflections	which	leads	to	articulation	of	reasoning	and	thereby	developing	

																																																													
8	Findings	are	not	presented	in	this	paper	but	can	be	read	in	(Lund	2015;	Lund	2016a;	Lund	&	Robinson	2017).	
9	The	six	premises	are	outlined	in	appendix	3A	but	omitted	here	to	minimise	the	reading	before	the	conference.	
10	This	can	be	seen	in	appendix	2	-	the	specific	questions:	Eight	questions	in	reflective	journal	writing	

Three	essential	phases	when	working	on	practical	arguments	
	

Phase	1.	The	elicitation	and	reasoning	phase	
The	elicitation	of	the	teachers’	beliefs	about	approaches	to	teaching,	theories	of	content	and	theo-
ries	of	student	learning.	The	teacher	is	evolving	his/her	practical	reasoning	on	educational	issues.	
	
Phase	2.	The	elicitation	and	construction	phase	
The	appraisal	of	teacher	beliefs	by	using	strict	standards	for	examining	premises	and	engaging	in	on-
going	dialogue	to	advance,	support	and	modify	claims	and	advance	competing/alternative	premises	
that	are	grounded	in	evidence	and	truth	while	excluding	those	that	do	not	meet	this	criterion.	
	
Phase	3.	The	reconstruction	phase	
The	reconstruction	of	teacher’s	chain	of	premises	that	normalises	his/her	practical	argument	–	
his/her	logical	chain	of	reasoning.	The	reconstruction	is	as	a	practical	argument.	

	
Box	2	
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a	practical	argument.	During	the	semi-structured	interview,	she	is	forced	to	reflect	–	using	her	peda-
gogic	vocabulary	–	on	her	everyday	practice	and	distance	herself	from	her	common	beliefs	(and	to	give	
good	reasons	for	her	actions	and	choices	of	content	and	method	as	Dale	stresses	as	educational	ration-
ality).	Following	the	phases	described	in	box	2	and	the	six	premises	will	be	outlined	in	appendix	3A,	one	
can	start	the	work	of	elicitation	and	reconstruction	of	a	practical	argument.	The	phases	and	the	prem-
ises	should	be	supported	by	questions	such	as:	Why	do	you	find	that	group	work	in	your	class	is	the	
best	way	of	learning	for	your	students?	If	one	parent	asked	for	your	justification	for	your	actions,	what	
would	your	answer	be?	The	first	question	opens	up	to	practical	reasoning	(in	line	with	beliefs)	described	
in	phase	1,	and	the	second	helps	the	elicitation	and	reconstruction	of	a	practical	argument	(reflection	
on	beliefs	and	actions)	described	as	phase	2	and	3.	

The	process	involves	structured	dialogues	inspired	by	Brinkmann’s	epistemic	approach	(2007).	As	men-
tioned	above	 this	 approach	 consists	of	 a	dialogue	between	 researcher	 and	 teacher	 to	examine	 the	
teachers’	 ‘practical	 reasoning’,	 to	 develop	 (elicitation	 and	 reconstruction)	 a	 ‘practical	 argument’	 in-
spired	by	(Fenstermacher	&	Richardson	1993;	Vásquez-Levy	1993).	I	combine	the	six	premises	of	con-
structing	and	reconstructing	a	practical	argument	with	Stephen	Toulmin’s	method	of	argumentation	
(described	in:	Horner	1988)11.	Below	in	box	312	my	method	of	investigation	is	illustrated.	

	

	

																																																													
11	Toulmin’s	model	is	a	basic	method	of	reasoning.	It	simply	involves	the	fact,	claim,	and	warrant.	After	the	OEEC	conference,	this	can	be	
seen	in	appendix	4A	and	4B	-	Further	examples	on	the	dialogical	process	of	provoking	an	argument	but	these	appendices	are	omitted	here	
to	minimise	the	reading	before	the	conference.	
12	Premise	6	is	not	a	part	of	box	3.	In	a	teacher	developmental	perspective,	the	sixth	premise:	‘An	action	or	intention	to	act’	is	a	part	of	the	
process	of	a	practical	argument	but	might	not	engage	the	elements	of	Toulmin	and	therefore	is	not	a	part	of	box	3.	Teacher’s	reasoning	
becomes	a	topic	for	inquiry	only	after	the	teacher	has	acted	and,	relating	it	to	Dale’s	concept	of	educational	rationality	(C1,	C2,	C3),	the	
action-minded	stage	of	discussion	on	the	intention	to	act	(premise	6)	is	fulfilling	Dale’s	ideal	of	the	developmental	idea	in	the	synergy	
between	all	three	levels	of	competencies.	

Approach	to	make	teachers’	reflections	on	teaching	practices	visible	
	

• The	claim	or	conclusion	is	what	you	are	proving	with	the	fact	
It	is	often	the	teachers’	first	beliefs	and	immediate	reasoning	when	working	on	elicitation	of	a	
practical	reason	
Implies:	Premises	1	+	2:	value	+	stipulative	/	phase	1.	
	

• The	fact	is	the	evidence	used	to	prove	the	claim	
It	is	often	the	teachers’	examples	from	her	classroom	experiences	or	it	could	be	facts	that	are	
not	just	experience	driven	but	also	theoretical/research/data	driven	
Implies:	Premises	3	+	4:	empirical	+	situational/	phase	2.	
	

• The	warrant	is	the	principle	or	assumption	that	connects	the	fact	to	the	claim.	
When	having	a	dialouge	about	the	elements	in	the	arguments	the	teacher	who	poses	the	claim	
and	in	the	process	of	constructing	a	practical	argument,	is	the	one	who	tries	to	convince	the	
interlocutor	
Implies:	Premise	5:	Logical/	phase	2	+	3.	

	
Box	3	
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One	must	remember	that	a	conversation	seldom	occurs	in	this	chronological	process	above.	The	ap-
proach	should	be	seen	as	a	part	of	the	investigation	process	both	during	the	data	collecting	and	during	
the	process	of	analysing.	The	three	elements	of	an	argument,	claim,	fact	and	warrant,	are	all	regarded	
as	necessary	to	support	a	good	argument	(Horner,	1988),	and	help	the	researcher	in	the	dialogue	with	
the	teacher	and	 in	the	analysis	of	her	written	reflection	 journal.	The	researcher	constantly	refers	to	
how	the	teacher	reasons	and	states	claim,	fact	and	warrant	every	time	she	talks	about	one	of	the	six	
premises	for	articulating	and	constructing	a	practical	argument.		

In	the	following	section	I	provide	an	example	of	how	the	data	formats	establish,	build	and	illustrate	the	
levels	of	competence	and	reflection	present.	The	example	is	from	Teacher	B.		

(Question	413)	Please	describe	an	unsuccessful	teaching	situation	you	have	had	

The	students	had	read	a	text	which	they	thought	was	very	difficult.	In	order	to	accommodate	
their	regret	[a	sadness	or	disappointment	over	previous	school	experiences],	I	set	them	up	to	
work	with	the	introductory	page	-	read	and	understand	in	pairs.	Then	I	reviewed	the	rest	of	the	
text	for	them.	The	situation	was	controlled	solely	by	me.	

Along	the	way,	I	noticed	the	keen	click	on	a	pair	of	keyboards	[some	kind	of	computer	game	
going	on]	on	the	back	row,	asking	them	to	close	the	screen,	which	one	did	while	the	other	con-
tinued	unpredictably.	

Then	I	asked	her	to	close	it	in	somewhat	sharper	tone,	which	she	also	did.	With	all	signs	of	being	
deeply	offended	[could	be	translated:	mortally	offended].	

	

(Question	5)	Please	describe	why	this	specific	situation	was	unsuccessful	in	your	opinion.	

I	hate	to	scold;	it	makes	me	feel	inadequate.	And	quite	honestly,	I	think	I	feel	powerless	in	rela-
tion	to	this	class.	I	think	only	a	few	students	learned	something	this	lesson	–	in	fact	not	much	
English	was	spoken	at	all.	

I	 think	 it	was	 unsuccessful	 -	 professionally	 it	was	 a	 failure	 because	 I	 don’t	 think	 they	 really	
learned	anything	but	also	pedagogically	because	I	do	not	like	to	ask	people	to	close	computers,	
put	mobile	phones	away	and	that	kind	of	thing.	Without	really	being	able	to	put	my	finger	on	
why	I	have	not	found	the	right	way	to	say	these	things,	so	I	often	feel	annoyed	

	(Journal	writing,	teacher	B	’s	written	reflections)	

Teacher	B’s	description	of	an	unsuccessful	teaching	experience	comes	from	her	reflective	journal	and	
is	central	to	guide	the	semi-structured	interview.	Both	quotes	relate	to	‘premise	4:	situational’,	captur-
ing	the	hot	moments	at	level	C1	and,	in	addition,	relate	this	experience	to	the	teacher’s	thinking	at	level	
C3.	This	basic	information	provides	a	situational	foundation	for	the	dialogue.		

Initial	analysis	of	the	two	quotes	above	demonstrate	the	teacher’s	beginning	reasoning	which	I	–	as	a	
dialogical	partner	–	try	to	extend	by	asking	why,	 through	the	semi-structured	 interview	following	as	
illustrated	below.	I	am	sensitive	when	eliciting	her	argumentation	to	make	sure	I	understand	the	situa-

																																																													
13	See	appendix	2	-	all	questions	in	reflection	journal:	Eight	questions	in	reflective	journal	writing	
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tional	aspect.	I	am	aware	of	the	danger	that	the	teacher	may	want	to	please	the	researcher	and	there-
fore	I	do	not	ask	for	warranted	facts	while	trying	to	get	the	teacher	at	the	same	time	to	articulate	her	
reasoning.	

Interviewer:	

What	do	you	experience	in	that	moment	you	describe	as	a	failure?	Why	do	you	think	you	reacted	
that	way	and	tell	her	to	stop	what	she	was	doing?	

Teacher	B:	

I	don’t	think	that	my	class	is	just	a	‘place	to	hang	out’	and	that	they	could	just	do	as	they	please	
and	did	not	want	to	do	what	was	asked	and	 just	 ignored	everything	else.	 I	 found	that	really	
provoked	me;	the	clicking	on	the	laptops	and	playing	their	computer	games.	I	really	feel	that	I	
am	bad	at	handling	those	kinds	of	situations.		

As	the	teacher	continues	to	recount	her	emotions	from	the	situation	and	I	try	to	guide	her	to	construct	
her	reasoning	and	to	elaborate	on	her	experience	on	why	it	is	not	alright	to	scold	at	an	adult	(student)	
even	when	the	student	obviously	is	disturbing	the	teaching	and	showing	lack	of	respect	to	the	teacher.	
Here	we	touch	on	the	teacher’s	reasoning	(beliefs)	about	good	teaching	and	relate	this	to	what	a	good	
learning	environment	is	in	the	teacher’s	opinion.	Therefore,	it	is	necessary	to	play	the	role	of	the	critical	
friend,	in	a	Socratic	way,	and	ask	questions	as	in	an	epistemic	interview	approach.	In	the	next	phase,	I	
try	to	make	the	teacher	articulate	her	claim,	warrant	and	fact	and	in	relation	to	her	lived	experience	
from	the	classroom.	

Interviewer:	

Would	you	consider	removing	the	student	from	the	next	session/class?	You	could	for	example,	
come	up	with	some	sanctions	like	asking	her	to	stay	outside	the	door	of	the	classroom,	or	could	
you	simply	ignore	her	tapping	on	the	laptop?	I	mean	have	you	considered	other	options	than	
scolding	her	for	her	behaviour,	or	do	you	just	want	her	to	stop	but	still	have	her	in	class?	

Teacher	B:	

I	feel	bad	about	such	confrontations,	so	I	do	not	know	why	that	is,	I	do	not	know.	I	think	she	
(the	student)	in	some	ways	also	seems	to	be	fragile.	
Interviewer:	

Yes,	but	why	do	you	feel	it	is	wrong	to	scold?	
[Claim/conclusion:	the	teacher	should	not	scold/reprimand]	

Teacher	B:	

Because	it	upsets	people	
[underlying	warrant:	people	who	are	hurt/sad	are	not	capable	of	learning]	

Interviewer:		

And	that’s	not	a	good	thing?		

Teacher	B:	

No,	sometimes	it’s	really	alright	to	scold	some	people	but	I	sometimes	feel	that	some	students	
are	vulnerable	and	then	I	do	not	like	to	hurt	them.	With	respect	to	this	student	I	do	not	think	it	
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is	a	problem	that	I	asked	her	to	shut	down	her	computer.	It	is	a	problem	for	her	that	she	feels	
hurt	and	opts	out	of	the	class	in	the	way	she	does.	Sometimes	I	feel	that	there	are	just	some	
students	that	need	something	that	no	one	really	gives	them	but	scolding	is	not	the	right	answer.	

[underlying	warrant:	When	vulnerable	students	feel	upset	because	of	the	teacher’s	repri-
mands	the	learning	environment	becomes	negative	which	hinders	learning.		As	exemplified	
by	Teacher	B	in	her	description	of	the	situation	that	nobody	learned	much	English	during	that	
lesson.	Therefore,	the	teacher	should	not	scold	because	it	could	hurt	the	students’	feelings	
and	create	a	bad	learning	environment.	Here	we	see	that	the	fifth	premise:	‘An	action	or	in-
tention	to	act’	a	part	of	a	practical	argument	is	articulated	in	practical	argument	as	she	navi-
gates	in	relation	to	the	diverse	needs	of	the	students	in	the	class].	

To	sum	up	Teacher	B’s	elaboration	on	practical	argument	provides	insights	to	her	way	of	thinking	and,	
at	the	same	time,	gives	her	the	opportunity	to	articulate	an	event	she	feels	frustrated	about.	It	could	
be	reported	thus:		

Claim:	The	teacher	should	not	scold/reprimand.	

Fact:		Many	of	the	students	at	this	institution	are	vulnerable.	

Warrant:	People	who	are	vulnerable	are	at	higher	risk	of	being	hurt	and	will	not	be	not	capa-
ble	of	learning	(unspoken	warrant:	while	being	in	a	process	of	learning,	one	needs	to	feel	
safe/secure).	

Underlying	warrant:		When	vulnerable	students	feel	upset	because	of	the	teacher’s	repri-
mands,	there	is	a	negative	learning	environment	which	results	in	hindering	learning	(unarticu-
lated	warrant:	a	positive	leaning	environment	is	the	goal	of	the	teacher)	

Earlier	in	the	interview,	Teacher	B	elaborated	on	creating	a	positive	learning	environment	after	having	
described	a	successful	teaching	experience.	The	same	approach	was	used	to	elicit	her	reasoning	but	
here	I	employed	an	explicitly	critical	method.	As	the	experience	was	positive,	it	was	easier	to	act	more	
in	line	with	the	epistemic	interview	approach	and	explicitly	state	that	I	was	seeking	warranted	state-
ments.	Here	are	some	examples.		

Interviewer:	

You	just	used	the	word	’fun’,	why	does	the	teaching	situation	have	to	be	fun?	
[asking	for	her	fact	and	warrant	underlying	her	claim	about	that	teaching	needs	to	be	fun]	

Teacher	B:	

Because	in	the	moment	when	something	is	fun,	it	is	positive	right?	It	makes	more	people	inter-
ested.	So,	 if	you	as	a	teacher	tell	 to	the	students	 ‘you	have	to	 learn	something’	 they	will	say	
okay,	‘well	fine’	but	when	you	say	‘we	are	going	to	have	fun’,	they	will	say	‘yes	we	would	like	
to’.	

So,	 that’s	 the	 same	as	when	 they	 feel	 comfortable	 in	 the	 classroom	and	 they	need	 to	get	a	
feeling	that	they	can	relax,	and	you	can	say	that	humour	and	that	kind	of	stuff	plays	a	big	part.	
It's	not	like	I	play	the	circus	clown	but	just	that	I	like	to	create	a	setting	in	the	classroom	where	
it’s	okay	to	ask	strange	or	inquisitive	questions.	I	try	to	act	curious	instead	of	being	the	expert.	

Given	 this	 statement,	 I	 interrogate	 the	 teacher’s	 warrant	 by	 inquiring	 about	 this	 perspective.	 The	
teacher	recounts	her	own	learning	experiences	as	a	student	as	well	as	her	own	teacher	training.	She	
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remembers	these	moments	of	being	in	a	comfort	zone	and	feeling	safe	as	being	positive	for	her	learn-
ing.	These	comments	were	made	without	me	telling	her	that	her	rationale	and	reasoning	 is	right	or	
wrong.	Following	this	phase,	I	explicitly	ask	for	her	rationale	–	to	give	a	reasonable	argument	as	a	lawyer	
in	the	court	room	would.	It	quickly	became	evident	that	this	provocation	awakens	something	very	im-
portant	to	her	–	the	students	and	her	obligation	as	a	teacher	in	this	institution	–	and	relates	to	premise	
one:	‘value’	and	premise	four:	‘the	situational’	aspect.	In	the	interview	below	I	am	playing	the	devil’s	
advocate,	asking	for	warranted	facts.	

Interviewer:	

I’m	not	asking	you	to	relate	to	some	sort	of	educational	theory.	But	I	would	like	to	try	to	play	
the	devil's	advocate.	Try	to	think	of	all	those	sports	practitioners,	though	I	know	it's	not	sport	
when	you're	teaching	in	class.	Or	try	to	think	of	people	who	have	accomplished	a	lot	even	though	
it	was	tough	and	maybe	not	fun.	For	example,	a	man	like,	Steve	Jobs,	he	was	as	I	recall	orphaned	
and	was	in	an	orphanage,	or	raised	by	foster	parents.	Those	people	in	our	society	or	in	the	world	
who	really	had	to	struggle	and	did	well	any	way14.		

Teacher	B	starts	afterwards	to	construct	an	argument	articulating	the	fact	behind	her	claim	about	why	
teaching	needs	to	be	fun,	which	relates	to	the	fact	 that	 the	positive	classroom	environment	 fosters	
good	learning	experiences	and	that	 is	what	her	students	need	because	most	are	struggling	finishing	
their	college	degree	for	the	second	time.	Many	dropped	out	of	high	school	and	know	what	failure	feels	
like.		

Teacher	B:	

I	get	your	point	and	I	have	an	answer	to	that…I	experience	that	there	are	many	students	who	
have	a	lot	of	all	kinds	of	failures,	due	to	their	backgrounds	and	negative	experiences.	

And	that	means	that	they	all	have	something	in	their	backgrounds	that	leaves	enormously	long	
shadows.	What	I	might	be	afraid	of	that	is	that	if	we	start	pushing	them	–	and	I	get	into	the	
answer	to	that	now	–	if	we	start	pushing	them	and	setting	them	up	against	each	other	then	
they	break	down	even	before	they	enter	the	classroom.		

So,	the	classroom	environment	needs	to	be	good	and	not	only	for	me	as	a	teacher.	But	there	is	
only	so	much	I	can	do	to	create	the	classroom	environment	that	makes	them	want	to	continue	
to	learn.	In	fact,	they	themselves	are	really,	really,	important	because	by	showing	each	other	
recognition	and	respect	they	also	experience	self-recognition	and	respect.	That	is	the	only	way	
they	will	survive	really.	

So	instead	of	feeling	bad	about	yourself	and	feeling	that	you	do	not	fit	in	and	so	on,	there	will	
be	a	positive	environment	where	you	feel	accepted	for	what	you	are	even	though	you	are	dif-
ferent.	

[Claim:	The	teaching	situation	need	to	be	fun,	the	students	need	to	feel	safe	and	the	teacher	
should	not	push	too	hard]	

[Fact:	Because	the	students	at	this	institution	bring	all	kinds	of	prior	failure	into	the	learning	
experiences,	they	struggle	a	lot]	

																																																													
14	When	acting	as	the	devil’s	advocat;	In	some	of	the	other	interviews,	I	used	the	example	of	professional	athletics	such	as	tennis	players	
such	as	Steffi	Graf	or	Andre	Agassi	who	have	been	trained	hard	and	disciplined	by	their	coaches	and	who	have	become	the	best	in	the	world	
–	I	use	these	examples	to	provoke	the	teacher	to	think	of	their	beliefs	about	their	approach	to	teaching	
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[Underlying	warrant:	People	who	are	struggling	with	prior	failure	from	schooling	are	vulnera-
ble	and	should	not	to	be	pushed	too	hard	and	experience	even	more	defeats	or	to	be	pushed	
into	any	sort	of	competition	if	they	are	to	be	able	to	learn]	

As	an	ending	paragraph,	 this	 approach	has	 shown	me	 that	 the	whole	approach	 is	of	benefit	 to	 the	
teacher,	while	a	quote	from	teacher	C,	who	states	that	she	would	like	to	incorporate	this	form	of	re-
flection	(elaborating	on	her	attitudes,	beliefs	and	reasoning)	on	her	practice	into	her	daily	routine,	un-
derlines	the	credibility	of	the	approach.		

Teacher	C:	

...	It	is	nice	to	be	able	to	sit	down	quietly	and	go	through	point-by-point	and	then	just	write	a	
little	because	I	am	not	accustomed	to	it	...	It	was	especially	the	last	question	‘what	will	you	do?’	
or	the	coaching-style	question	‘what	will	you	do	differently	next	time?	

As	a	part	of	the	dialogical	interview	process,	teacher	C	added	that	the	journal	writing	exercise	changed	
her	perspective	on	her	classroom	and	made	her	more	aware	of	her	actions.	This	awareness	of	her	way	
of	doing	and	thinking	allowed	her	to	make	successful	changes	that	addressed	previously	challenging	
situations	with	the	students.	Likewise,	Teacher	B	stated	that	her	experience	of	being	a	part	of	a	research	
process,	having	her	assumptions	questioned,	gave	her	a	novel	view	on	her	way	of	thinking	about	teach-
ing	situations:	

Teacher	B:	

When	I’ve	been	writing	this	[reflection	journal]	it	was	amazing	how	much	it’s	about	myself	...	
You	could	suddenly	see	some	things.	Yes,	some	patterns	emerge	and	the	moment	you	see	them,	
then	you	start	–	you	might	be	able	to	work	a	little	with	them	...	Maybe	something	that	has	been	
developing	gradually....	 the	moment	you	suddenly	see	that	then	things	have	a	certain	colour	
and	then	thinking,	well,	it’s	there,	I	have	to	work	on	it.	So,	in	this	way	there	will	be	a	move	in	a	
new	direction	...	[like	using]	Litmus	paper!	[teacher’s	outbreak]	

The	teacher’s	new	vocabulary	and	ability	to	articulate	their	teaching	experiences	was	a	helpful	friend	
guiding	them	to	be	able	to	tackle	and	meet	students’	needs	more	effectively.	

Discussion	
The	findings	from	the	key	study	is	in	line	with	Vásquez-Levy	(1993,	pp.135,	138)	showing	trustworthi-
ness	within	 the	 teachers	own	experiences	of	 the	process.	Furthermore,	a	number	of	 teachers	com-
mented	on	incorporating	this	form	of	reflection	on	practice	(elaborating	on	beliefs	and	reasoning)	into	
their	daily	routine.	The	teachers	found	the	guide	questions	to	the	journal	writing	helpful	to	change	their	
perspective	on	the	classroom	and	to	heighten	awareness	of	their	actions	and	make	changes	to	previ-
ously	problematic	situations.	It	was	these	comments	that	made	me	aware	of	the	possible	contribution	
this	design	could	have	to	teacher	education	and	professional	development.	

This	evidence	supports	the	incorporation	of	a	combination	of	ethnographic	research	methods	as	a	tool	
to	teacher	professional	development.	During	the	second	interview,	some	teachers	were	able	to	meta-
reflect	on	the	reflection	process	to	a	level	where	they	were	able	to	analyse	and	pin-point	moments	in	
their	practices	that	were	pivotal.	Through	this	analysis	they	were	then	able	to	apply	new	practices	in	
situations	that	arose.		
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What	is	evident	to	the	teachers	is	the	visibility	of	their	own	actions,	previously	invisible	to	them.	They	
are	able	to	articulate	an	educational	rationality,	giving	substance	to	thought,	providing	argument,	qual-
ifying	judgment	and	rationale.	These	practical	implications	give	us	the	notion	of	interal	trustworthiness	
by	the	teachers	themselves.	And	furthermore,	school	leaders	report	(in	a	Danish	handbook	for	teachers:	
Lund	2017)	that	the	arguments	the	teachers	are	obliged	to	provide	on	their	practices	is	beneficial	to	
their	way	of	talking	and	articulating	their	knowledge	of	teaching	and	learning.	The	framework	described	
in	this	paper	has	the	potential	to	make	a	contribution	to	professional	learning	communities	(Stoll	et	al.	
2006)	in	whatever	context	they	find	themselves	and	ultimately	to	school-wide	improvement.	

Concluding	remarks	
This	paper	is	a	methodological	paper	that	demonstrates	how	to	achieve	insights	into	teachers’	practice.	
The	paper	 illustrates	a	method	to	elicit	and	make	visible	teachers’	reflections	on	teaching	practices.	
Using	ethnographic	evaluation	in	this	way	allows	for	analysis	of	teachers’	thinking	in	combination	with	
their	actions	in	the	classroom.	This	novel	research	approach	provides	the	opportunity	to	support,	stim-
ulate	and	nurture	critical	reflection	by	the	teachers	of	their	own	practices.		

The	methodological	approach	draws	on	teachers’	professional	work	described	by	Dale	(1998;	1999).	
Dale	differentiates	between	three	levels	of	competency	(C)	in	a	school	setting	and	claims	that	when	all	
three	coexists	then	‘educational	rationality’,	which	is	a	kind	of	communicative	act	of	teaching	that	gives	
“priority	to	goal-setting,	planning,	and	evaluation”	(Dale,	1998,	p.	256),	is	achieved.	This	resonates	with	
Schön’s	(1987)	well-known	piece	on	reflective	practitioners	where	the	rationale	is	on	the	evaluation	of	
one’s	habits,	one’s	routines	and	one’s	way	of	acting	when	teaching.	

Dale’s	 construct	 of	 ‘educational	 rationality’	 is	meant	 as	 an	 ideal	 for	 the	 teaching	 profession	which	
should	be	born	 in	mind.	Education	and	the	pedagogy	that	the	teachers	perform	never	can	be	unin-
tended;	education	is	a	medium	for	carrying	a	message.	To	nurture	and	support	pedagogies	in	practice	
in	the	classroom,	a	research	design	was	formulated	that	incorporated	journal	writing,	semi-structured	
interviews	with	different	purposes	and	classroom	observations.	While	the	data	gathered	in	this	process	
was	extremely	interesting	the	process	of	gathering	data	also	became	of	interest.	The	process	elicited	
awareness	about	otherwise	invisible	practices	and	demonstrated	that	teacher	reflection	when	struc-
tured	in	this	way	resulted	in	a	range	of	reflection	competences	and	modes	that	equipped	teachers	to	
reflect	on	their	classroom	practices	and	to	be	able	to	change	practices	in	the	future.		

The	question	is	now	how	such	strategies	might	support	professional	development	by	being	built	into	
the	everyday	practices	of	teachers	where	there	is	time	to	reflect	on	action.	A	second	scenario	is	to	build	
these	strategies	into	teacher	education.		As	this	paper	has	shown	by	lifting	the	experiences	outside	of	
practice	and	articulating	these	incidents	in	moments	of	reflection,	we	are	able	to	some	extent,	to	get	
an	insight	into	practice-in-action	and	thereby	make	the	teacher’s	reflections	become	visible.		

The	 framework	 for	developing	critical	 reflection	of	 teaching	practices	was	developed	 in	 the	 form	of	
exercises	relating	to	the	approach	described	in	this	paper.	This	framework	has	been	recently	developed	
further	to	engage	teachers	together	to	act	as	a	critical	friend	towards	each	other	(N=400	teachers	at	
five	different	high	schools	during	the	spring	2016	and	fall	2016).	Additionally	this	framework	has	been	
published	 in	a	hand-book	for	 teachers	 (in	Danish	 in:	Lund	2017)	to	work	with	their	 teaching	perfor-
mances	in	the	light	of	their	assumptions,	beliefs	and	attitudes	towards	educational	issues.	This	hints	
towards	a	credible	approach	where	the	voice	of	the	teacher	is	heard	and	acknowledged	as	authentic	
and	important.		
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Appendix	1	–	Data	collection	
Data	collection	took	place	over	a	period	of	eight	months	during	the	fall	of	2011	and	spring	of	2012	
(Lund	2016a;	Lund	2015)	
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Appendix	2	–	Eight	questions	in	reflective	journal	writing	
 

The	following	questions	in	the	open-ended	reflective	journal	writing	serves	as	the	outset	for	the	scru-
tiny	of	 the	 teacher’s	beliefs	and	thoughts,	always	relating	 to	 the	acting/performing,	 in	 that	way	the	
conversation	is	about	an	example	from	teaching	to	let	the	teacher	invite	the	researcher	into	the	class-
room:		

	

I	am	inspired	by	the	process	concerning	reflective	journal	writing	described	in	details	in	Lund	(2015)	In	the	dia-
logue	and	the	open	ended	questions	in	the	teachers	written	reflection	journal	I	am	inspired	partly	by	Fensterma-
cher	and	Richardson’s	premises	for	elicitation	and	reconstruction	of	a	practical	argument	(1993)	and	partly	by	a	
Socratic	inspired	epistemic	interview	technique	(Brinkmann	2007).	And	regarding	the	specific	opening	questions	
(listed	above)	pushing	forward	a	process	of	reflection	I	am	inspired	by	the	questions	constructed	by:	(Smyth	1989;	
Day	1999;	Day	1993)		

	


