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Teacher learning and the development of in-service education for teachers are
both an active area of research and a broad challenge. In working as teachers,
theory and practice are often seen as divided, or problems in teaching and the
requirements of development are solved on the basis of experience. This study
focuses on collaborative teacher learning as part of an in-service education
course that supports teachers in connecting learning theories with practical
knowledge and that aims to create new knowledge and practices for teaching.
The starting points for the study are the changes of the curriculum and theories
of learning. The aim is to analyse developing of teaching in teachers’ collabora-
tive group discussions and how the theoretical knowledge of learning theories is
connected with developing teaching practices. The research method of the study
was data driven, systematic and qualitative analysis of the content of the discus-
sion. The research data consist of video recorded group discussions of two tea-
cher teams from the in-service education course meeting. The analysis focused
on developing talk and further, on finding interconnections between the develop-
ing talk and the theories of learning. The analysis shows three different ways
how the learning theories emerged in method developing talk. The findings
indicate that theoretical knowledge can be used or left unused and imply that
creating and changing teaching practices is challenging. However, the findings
show that theoretical, research-based knowledge on learning theories can be
applied to developing teaching practices in the teachers’ collaborative know-
ledge creation process. Long-term in-service education based on collaborative
knowledge creation and supporting the interconnection of theoretical knowledge
of learning and experience knowledge of teaching is a promising way to arrange
and develop in-service education.

Keywords: in-service teacher education; collaboration; learning theories; teaching
practice

Introduction

It is widely known that Finnish students’ results in the OECD Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) 2000, 2003, 2006 and 2009 surveys
reflected the success of the educational system. Among many cultural, societal and
structural factors, research-based teacher training of all the teachers having a Master
of Education Degree can be seen to be an important contributor to that success.
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Nonetheless, there exists the possibility of further deepening the skills and knowl-
edge of graduated teachers through in-service education, and it has not been system-
atically addressed or developed. Further development of in-service education of
teachers is a continuing challenge for the Finnish professional educational system,
as well as globally.

In Finland, the national curriculum for the primary- and elementary-school level
published in 2004 was based on the ideas of the constructivist and sociocultural the-
ories of learning, and was to be implemented in comprehensive schools by 2006 at
the latest. The curriculum commits all comprehensive and upper secondary schools’
teachers to develop their teaching towards the constructivist and sociocultural
theories of learning. In addition to the demands of the new curriculum, home life
and society have also changed. The subjects of this research are subject teachers of
Home Economics. Thus, the changes affecting home and social life are also a
challenge for Home Economics as a school subject as well as for the methods of
teaching it. The main goal of the Home Economics subject is to develop pupils’
everyday life skills and competencies, both on a theoretical and practical level.
Home Economics is a compulsory subject in 7th grade, and thereafter is an optional
subject, which is one of the most popular optional subjects in 8th and 9th grades.

In order to help teachers to develop their teaching according to the demands of
the new curriculum, a long-term in-service education course was organized
for home economics teachers. The course was implemented during the years
2005–2006, and was intended to help home economics teachers to learn and create
new knowledge and work practices for their own teaching.

The topic of learning possessed by teachers is an active area for research in edu-
cation (Fishman & Davis, 2006, p. 535), and the issue of how they learn is crucial.
A recent study of teacher learning research concluded that there seems to be an
agreement that the teacher learning process is social and distributed (Fishman &
Davis, 2006, p. 539). Other researchers have reached a similar conclusion: teachers
need to be brought together in order to learn from each other (Fishman & Davis,
2006; Grossman, Wineburg, & Woolwort, 2001; Meirink, Meijer, & Verloop, 2007;
Putnam & Borco, 2000). Such findings indicate that social support plays a critical
role for teachers. It helps to develop distributed teacher expertise, giving teachers
access to a far wider range of ideas (Fishman & Davis, 2006, p. 542). Researches
of how teachers learn have taken various perspectives: for example, cognitive,
socio-cognitive, sociocultural, situated and system-oriented. In addition, the concept
of ‘communities of learners’ is prominent (Fishman & Davis, 2006); ‘situated
cognition’ also represents ideas about the nature of cognition and learning (Putnam
& Borco, 2000). For the development of teachers’ in-service education, more
research on how teachers collaboratively learn is needed, in particular concerning
their use of theoretical knowledge and their experience to create new teaching
practice. As in the work of teachers, theory and practice are often seen as divided,
or problems in teaching or requirements of development are solved on the basis of
experience, not through use of research-based theoretical knowledge on learning
(Day, 1999, p. 150; Tuomi-Gröhn, 2003, p. 205). The aim of the present study is to
analyse how teacher groups collaboratively create knowledge in their teaching
during group discussions.

This present study is a part of the larger, ongoing research project on the whole
course of the in-service education. A principal goal of the entire research project of
the in-service education course is to research the process of collaborative knowledge
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creation and, along with this study, to focus on how teachers’ concepts of learning
theories can be collaboratively changed, and thus how teachers’ knowledge and
skills of teaching are developed through in-service education.

In this article, I will present the starting points for the study, which are changes
of the Finnish curriculum connected to the change of learning theories and briefly
describe the concepts of collaboration and zone of proximal development (ZPD)
that form the theoretical background. Qualitative analysis and findings are inter-
twined and therefore reported jointly according to two research questions: (1) How
is the development of teaching to be found in teachers’ group discussions? (2) How
is the developing of ideas connected to learning theories?

The changes in approaches to learning in Finnish school curricula

In order to understand change, namely what kinds of requirements Finnish teachers
have encountered regarding learning theoretical content that curricula reflect, I will
briefly introduce the changes of learning theories which have mostly contributed to
Finnish school system since 1970s.

Based on my analysis of curriculums, the first Finnish national curriculum
for comprehensive school released in 1970 was extensively based on behaviourism
(e.g. Skinner, 1954/1968; Watson, 1925; Wheldall & Merrett, 1984). A second
curriculum published in the year 1985 was also based on behaviourism, but a hint
of a humanist approach (e.g. Fernald, 2007, pp. 213–214; Rogers & Freiberg,
1994) can be found. A third national curriculum made for comprehensive school in
1994 differed from two earlier ones: It was explicitly based on a constructivist
learning theory (e.g. Glasersfeld, 1989, p. 162; Tuomi-Gröhn, 2005; Tynjälä, 1998,
pp. 210–212).

The fourth and latest national curriculum introduced in 2004 continues to be
based on constructivism, but also reflects a sociocultural approach. The sociocul-
tural approach to learning derives from Vygotsky’s (1978) theories. The central
emphasis of sociocultural learning theory is learning and development in a social
context through social interaction. Learning as a human action is situated in
social, cultural and institutional contexts (settings) (Säljö, 2001; Vygotsky, 1978;
Wertsch, 1991, p. 119). The interaction between collective resources (of thinking
and materially mediated activity) and individual learning is proposed as the basis
for development (Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 84–91). Knowledge is mediated by semiotic
resources – mainly speech and language – and concrete artefacts (written, dia-
grammatic and pictorial material).

Sociocultural learning and teaching can be characterized through three main
aspects of Vygotsky’s theory of the ZPD. These are collaborative activity, interconnec-
tion between everyday practices and scientific concepts, and the goal of change and
creation of new knowledge (Moll, 1990, pp. 5–11; Tuomi-Gröhn, 2003, pp. 204–206).

The latest curriculum 2004 describes learning as an individual but also as a
social and cooperative goal-oriented process, in which knowledge and skills are
developed within a cultural context. The curriculum’s emphasis is on promoting
learning through the use of both sociocultural and constructivist theory (The Finnish
National Board of Education [FNBE], 2004, pp. 14–19). Thus, the aim of the in-
service education course organized for teachers was to provide information about
underlying theories of learning in the curriculum, so that teachers would learn and
develop their teaching to correspond to aims of the curriculum.
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Theoretical context of the in-service education course

Day (1999, p. 150) argued that teachers rarely have opportunities to reflect widely
and deeply on the purposes and practices of teaching skills or curriculum
implementation, even though in-service education is offered to them. That is also
the situation for teachers in Finland (Kiviniemi, 2008, p. 324). The in-service
education course analysed in this study was organized in order to supply a context
for the development of teaching skills and practice. The course was specifically
intended to aid teachers in deepening learning and understanding of the underlying
learning theories for the curriculum of 2004, and to support application of the
theories in their teaching practices.

The in-service education course was organized within the sociocultural frame-
work alongside the research, this being the emerging learning theory in the curricu-
lum 2004. The key theoretical concept is Vygotsky’s (1978) ZPD. According to
Engeström (1987), when ZPD is applied to the work of adults, it is the distance
between the actual working level and the level of potential as determined through
problem-solving in collaboration with peers. The ZPD is thus a dynamic zone
within the current upper limit of the individual’s or a community’s developmental
level of abilities and knowledge.

Collaborative learning and creation of new knowledge and practices

The significance of the ZPD concept lies in dynamically combining both individual
development and social interaction. In social interaction, individuals generate ideas,
thoughts and meanings together. Such interaction does not primarily involve trans-
ferring information from one to another, but creating it through collaboration on a
shared objective (Moll, 1990, p. 13; Paavola, Lipponen, & Hakkarainen, 2004, pp.
564, 569–570). The in-service education thus operates as a social context for collec-
tive knowledge creation and learning. Vygotsky’s major focus on teaching and
learning was not only on developmental processes as they normally occur, but espe-
cially on the effects of disruptions and interventions (Wertsch, 1985, p. 18). This
means, according to Tuomi-Gröhn (2003, p. 206), that a Vygotskian approach to
education does not characterize teaching and learning as a part of existent practices
but as creating something fundamentally new: advanced activities and practices. By
participating in the in-service education that promotes learning and the development
of thinking in collaboration with other teachers, new ideas and practices for their
teaching are developed by the participants.

Interconnection between theoretical knowledge and everyday practices

Because everyday concepts and scientific concepts are interconnected and interde-
pendent; their development is mutually influential (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 193, 219).
Scientific concepts grow down into everyday practice, into the domain of personal
experience and facilitate the mastery of more advanced aspects of the everyday con-
cepts (Tuomi-Gröhn, 2003, p. 205).

In the working life of teachers, it is often a problem that theoretical knowledge
remains detached from everyday practice, and thus many problems in work settings
are solved without drawing on already existing theoretical tools (Tuomi-Gröhn,
2003, p. 205). The course which is the focus of this study supports teachers to
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surpass division and connect learning theories to practical knowledge in a collabora-
tive learning process.

Research method

Research object

The purpose of this study is to analyse how teacher groups collaboratively develop
and create knowledge for their teaching in group discussions during an in-service
course. The research questions of this study are: (1) How is the development of
teaching to be found in teachers’ group discussions? and (2) How is the developing
of ideas connected to learning theories?

Participants, setting and data collection of the study

The arranged in-service education course consisted of a total of four (three 2-day
and one 1-day) tuition and working meetings during one year time in 2005–2006.
Working methods for the course as a whole were lectures, independent learning,
group work and discussions and pilot teaching experiments between meetings. The
teachers entered the course voluntarily. The information given to the applicants in
advance informed them of the goal of this education course, which was to develop
teaching on the basis of learning theories.

The research data of this article were collected by videotaping group discussions
of teacher groups. After the teachers studied learning theories and curriculum, they
worked as groups in order to create new experimental ideas and plan new teaching
practices based on learning theories reflected in curriculum 2004. Two groups, at
the first two-day meeting in the in-service education course, were selected as a tar-
get of this study, and named team A and team B. Team A consisted of four partici-
pants and team B of two participants. The durations of these group discussions
were 1 h 10min (team A) and 1 h 5min (team B).

Analysis and findings of the group discussions

Videotaped group discussions were transcribed carefully regarding addresses,
address changes and contents. These transcriptions of data are the basis for my
analysis. The method of analysis was data driven, systematic and qualitative as
applied to the content of the discussion. The analysis was conducted in such a way
that pursues transparency; the analysis is presented in detail with excerpts in order
to illuminate the development of the analysis and interpretations made based on the
analysis of group discussions. The following sections describe the development of
analysis and the findings.

How is the development of teaching to be found in teachers’ group discussions?

The basic unit of analysis was an episode of topic talk. An episode of topic talk is
a unit where the topic of discussion stays the same (Rainio, 2003, p. 82). This clas-
sification was made after data driven analysis. In order to define a topic talk epi-
sode, at least three addresses of the new topic should be stated.
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During further data driven analysis on episodes of topic talk, I found and
defined six meaning types which refer to the content of discussion created in the
process. The meaning types are (1) procedure talk, (2) teaching experiment talk, (3)
experience talk, (4) learning theory talk, (5) other talk and (6) developing talk.
Each topic talk episode represents one of the six meaning types. The meaning types
are defined in what follows. After definitions, I will focus on defining and analysing
developing talk1 in more detail. Figure 1 summarizes how the analysis of the data
proceeded.

Procedure talk is the talk in which group participants discuss practical things
concerning how to organize the group work on a practical level, meaning working
orders or rules of procedure. Participants revise the given task instructions, talk
about the working schedule and participants’ distribution of work. Teaching experi-
ment talk concerns the practical arrangements for the planned teaching experiments
such as the topics of point in time, when to arrange a teaching experiment period
during a school year, whether to locate the teaching experiment in compulsory or
optional courses and discussion on the content area for choosing the topic of experi-
ment. Experience talk meaning type aggregates all the episodes in which the partici-
pants discuss their own teaching experiences. Teaching experiences involve telling
about trying out some teaching method, explaining teaching on some specific home
economics content area or telling one’s own way of doing something when teach-
ing. Also episodes in which participants talk about students’ or pupils’ doings or
think about student’s experiences, attitudes and attentions regarding learning or
home economics contents are considered as experience talk. Learning theory talk as
a meaning type means talk of learning theories as such; pondering learning theories
of some teaching methods; or criticizing learning theories of studying. It includes
episodes of topic talk, in which the participants’ talk is entirely separate from the
development of teaching methods, and afterwards ponder what learning type would
their already planned teaching experiment plan represent. Learning theory talk does
not include any developmental perspective; that is why this meaning type is its own
type and separate from developing talk. According to the aim of the in-service

Figure 1. Data analysis: phases and result concepts.
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education course, learning theory talk should not be separate from the developing
talk, but as it is, it indicates challenges in connecting learning theories to develop-
ing of teaching. Other talk is not related to the group tasks or developing teaching;
instead it consists of participants becoming familiar with each other, telling where
and what kinds of school they are working in. Other talk often exists during and
after coffee breaks. Other talk as a meaning type also consists of talk that is caused
by the course organizer or educator entering the room, e.g. greeting and talk of
time, schedule and lunches and coffee breaks.

Concerning the goal of this study, the most interesting meaning type to be con-
sidered is developing talk. Developing talk includes all talk that develops teaching
and aims to develop something new connected to teaching. Developing talk
involves collaborative considerations, constructions and solution findings. It is
noticeable that, although developing talk does not always include new ideas, they
can be created and developed by discussion – the seeds of development.

The analysis proceeded by further analysing the developing talk. In a more
detailed analysis of the developing talk, developing talk can be distinguished
according to two categories: if developing of teaching methods is found, the epi-
sode is classed as method-developing talk; if it regards developing of the substance
(topic) of home economics, I have classed the episode as substance-developing talk.

In method-developing talk, the participants discuss how learning proceeds, what
kind of teaching and working methods can be used, how pupils learn and what a
teacher’s role is. Method-developing talk is related to learning theories and educa-
tional methods related to learning theories. The substance-developing talk, instead,
focuses on what to teach, what to do, in contrast to method-developing talk, which
focuses on the questions how and why. The talk includes mainly contents of
courses, lessons and timing.

How is the developing of ideas connected to learning theories?

As the in-service education course aimed to help teachers create new forms of
teaching practice by combining theoretical knowledge (from learning theories) and
practical experience from everyday teaching, I have focused my further analysis on
method-developing talk. I continued the analysis by looking for relations between
method-developing talk and the theories of learning.

In group discussions, there were several learning theories to be found such as
behaviourism, humanism, constructivism and sociocultural approaches. However,
the most interesting thing was how these learning theories were connected to the
development of the teaching, and how the theoretical concepts and everyday prac-
tices were connected in teachers’ group discussions. There are three different
ways (see Figure 1) of how the learning theories emerged in method-developing
talk:

(1) Reflective application of learning theories means the conscious utilization of
learning theories is there in the method-developing talk. The aims of learning that
the different learning theories pursue are used as a basis for the development of
teaching practices. Participants discuss what kind of learning these different theories
aim to evoke and base their developing on that.

An example of that is when participants discuss and try to understand what kind
of learning, constructivism and sociocultural learning theories aim to promote. They
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become inspired on problem-based learning, and start to think how to create real
everyday laundry problems for pupils to solve. They start to plan a larger teaching
period based on problem-based learning methods. Excerpt 1 presents the reflective
developing talk where team participants talk of what theory their idea represents
and discuss which theory they should build their teaching of laundering on.

Excerpt 1. Reflective application of learning theories (constructivism & sociocultural
approach) (team B. E 27).

Ann: • Well, this is new indeed that we have something this concrete.
Sheila: Let’s look at where it goes from here. Now content for the teaching package

we have there.
Ann: And there. Look it’s here too, the aims derive from everyday life. [Points at

cell in a the table of learning theories] Look at that.
Sheila: Oh dear.
Ann: Yea- look, this is pretty straightforward. • In my opinion – look. Isn’t it? And

look, it’s like this: how pupils are motivated, because those cognitive conflicts
or is it or is it contradictory with regard to skills or what is it, a cognitive and
skill [contradiction]? Arises from everyday life [Reads from the table] Well
these are from everyday life.

Sheila: All of these [created problems for pupils to solve] have arisen from everyday life.
Ann: Everything is in the deep of everyday life. So it’s pretty clearly that, [Points at

the table] And then look • Here too [points at the cell]. What is learning • So we
get it like this here. So when we’ve done this [with pupils], and everyday life
activity changes.

Sheila: So we have now • contextual learning is our real baseline
Ann: Yeah, according to this
(continues)

(2) Unreflective application of learning theories means that the learning theories
are used without conscious thoughts or reflection. In this case, the participants
clearly reflect and apply some of the learning theories with one voice. However,
this application is based on their previous experience, not referring to learning theo-
ries. In particular, this can be seen when the behaviourism comes up in planning
some exercises for pupils without anyone of the participants in the group realizing
it or taking it into consideration

One illustrative example (see Excerpt 2) of this unreflective application of learn-
ing theory, is when one teacher suggested that bingo would be a good idea for
teaching food preservation, especially in preserving berries and fruits. The group
accepted the suggestion, and they collaboratively started to plan a game of bingo.
In the plan, information is given to pupils in small pieces, and the teacher is respon-
sible for teaching and making the bingo; the teacher tells the correct answers and
the bingo also includes a reward for right answers. Planning the bingo arises collab-
oratively from participants’ previous experience, without anyone realizing how well
the bingo plan represents a behaviourist view on learning.

Excerpt 2. The unreflective application of behaviourism in planning a bingo (team A.
E 23).

Johanna: Yea, I’ve done these in such a way that, you there is a claim that says
cigarettes contain: one, Nicotine, two, Carotene and three, something else.
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Yea, then they select the letter and put it in it’s own column. Yea, that way
you get a pretty good prediction of preliminary knowledge that students
have. So, from different types of berries and in particular every man’s rights
and then, how to move in the forest. And then safety features.

Tina: Yea, so it could be there too.
Jane: Everything could be put there.
Tina: Everything could be put there.
Johanna: And then at that phase, when we go through every question by question, the

right answers come and more additional information on the issue.
Jane: Yea, so yea. They have compiled it [knowledge from bingo] themselves, and

complement it.
Johanna: Yea …
Tina: So what name did you use to call this?
Johanna: Bingo.
Tina: Yea, bingo. Should we put …
(continues)

(3) New labelling according to another learning theory means that the learning
theories are used outwardly without trying to understand or internalize the aims and dif-
ferences of the different learning theories. The participants remember that certain work-
ing methods are related to a particular learning theory. For example, teachers remember
that mind maps are often related to constructivist teaching methods. Then, according to
the participants, adding a mind map in their plan, makes the whole teaching implemen-
tation constructivist. In fact, a single working method does notdefine the learning theory
used in the whole teaching. Another way, how new labelling according to another
learning theory appears in developing talk: is when participants are ostensibly develop-
ing constructivist methods, but actually they are using very much behaviouristic ones;
often the group participants know it, that is to say, they intend more to repackage, than
to make changes. The participants name and label their plan for representing construc-
tivism even though that cannot be interpreted as constructivist.

One illustrative example of the new labelling according to another learning the-
ory is from a developing talk episode (team B. E 44), where participants remember
humanism as a ‘nice’ learning theory and they think of adding some humanistic ele-
ment in their plan (see Excerpt 3). Sheila suggests that adding a song or a tale in
their plan would make teaching humanistic. Humanism as a learning theory is not
thought or understood, but songs and tales are remembered as working methods
and are therefore added.

Excerpt 3. The new labelling according to humanism (team B. E 44).

Sheila: So listen, we will add in something humanistic about, how about Washerwomen
song, in the beginning?

Ann: Does it exist?
Sheila: Well doesn’t it? Because I-
Ann: What is it that, it is quite an old song.
(continues)
Sheila: Heh, then, also a tale also could be there.
…
Sheila: Yea but, let’s write a story in the beginning [of the plan] or somewhere [in the

plan] a story. So we’d have used all.
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Table 1 visualizes the emergence of learning theories in the analysis of method-
developing talk. Horizontal rows in the table represent conceptions of learning, and
the columns the way of emerging. The numbers in the cells indicate the number of
episode of topic talk in which the method-developing talk has a connection to the
learning theory and how. Small letters and numbers in parentheses below the
number indicate the team (A or B), and the ordinal numbers of the episodes of
topic talk (E) in which the analysed portion of discussion appeared.

The Table 1 indicates, based on the reflective application of learning theory that,
in collaboration. Teachers were able to learn and use learn learning theoretical
knowledge for development of teaching practices. However, instances of unreflec-
tive application of learning theory and using learning theory as a label show that
application of learning theories in everyday teaching practice is challenging. In
developing teaching based only on teachers’ experience (in the category of unreflec-
tive application of learning theory), the participants clearly applied some of the
learning theories. However, they were not aware of it and this indicates that theory
and practices are not explicit for the teachers. Moreover, regarding learning theories,
Table 1 suggests that moving on from previous learning theories is difficult. It
shows that teachers adhere to behaviourism. Humanism also clings as a pleasant
adjunct. Still, as Table 1 shows, teachers gave both constructivism and sociocultural
approach a serious effort.

Conclusions

The development of teachers’ thinking is important in regards to their ability to
offer relevant guidance and teaching to children. In order to develop teaching when
the underlying theories of learning and teaching change, new knowledge and prac-
tices that do not yet exist, need to be created.

According to the findings, the results of the organized in-service education
course, which was based on collaborative knowledge creation, are encouraging.
New ideas emerged and were created in collaboration with teachers as evidenced in
the developing talk that was found in teachers’ discussions, even though the find-
ings are from the beginning of the in-service education course. Developing talk
showed itself as either substance- and method-developing talk. The further analysis
of method-developing talk involved looking at how development of ideas is con-
nected to learning theories; the analysis showed how theoretical knowledge can be
used in reflective application of learning theories or can be left unused when expe-
rience comes up in unreflective application of learning theory, or theories are used
ostensibly, just as a label.

Table 1. Emergence of learning theories in method developing talk (E = episode, A= team
A, B= team B).

Reflective
application of
learning theories

Unreflective
application of
learning theories

New labelling
according
to another
learning theory Total

Behaviourism 2 (A: E20, E36) 3 (A: E20, E23; B: E42) 5
Humanism 1 (B: E17) 1 (B: E44) 2
Constructivism 3 (B: E21, E22, E29) 3 (A: P14; B: E28, E40) 2 (A: E20, E35) 8
Sociocultural 2 (B: E18, E27) 1 (A: E31) 3
Total 8 6 4 18
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On one hand, in the teacher teams’ discussions, the developmental ideas did
connect to learning theories; on the other hand, the connection was not fruitful as
the unreflective applications and labelling emerged. According to sociocultural
theory, one might conclude that the aim of learning to develop new teaching
methods is too demanding. In other words, it is possible to ask regarding the ZPD,
if the distance is too far between the actual developmental level of teams and the
level of potential. Specifically, in the present context, this would mean that there
was too much distance between teacher teams’ existing learning theory knowledge
(that is, their tools for improving teaching) and the demands for creating teaching
and learning according to sociocultural and constructivist concepts. The teacher
teams’ ZPD poses a challenge in respect of collaborative development of new
knowledge and practices, as the reflective applications of learning theory imply.

Putnam and Borco (2000) have studied, following a situative perspective, how
various settings give raise to different kinds of knowing. They suggested that in
teacher learning there are two different approaches: one approach is to ground
teachers’ learning experiences in their own practice by conducting activities in
school sites, often in an individual teacher’s classrooms. The second approach is to
have teachers bring experiences from their classrooms to development activities e.g.
in workshops. According to Putnam and Borco (2000, p. 6), the idea that teachers’
knowledge is situated in classroom practice seems to be supported from a situative
perspective, so that all learning experiences for teachers should take place in class-
rooms. The situative perspective holds that all knowledge is situated – the question
is, what is the context in which knowledge and learning are situated. However, they
argue, if the goal is to help teachers think in new ways, it is important to offer them
learning experiences in different settings. Experiencing learning away from the
day-to-day teaching setting may be necessary to help teachers to ‘break set’ – to
experience things in new ways. This in-service course was arranged to give the
opportunity and challenge to teachers to think and work in new ways and to offer a
social context for collaboration. It appears that the in-service course served as a
different setting that helped teachers learn theoretical knowledge and use it to
develop their teaching. In-service education was also a context for sharing experi-
ences, as the meaning type called ‘experience talk’ shows. In addition to learning
theoretical knowledge, this could also make explicit teachers’ theories that are
embedded in practice, which helps to develop teaching methods and skills.

The findings provide evidence that in-service education is a potentially powerful
part of the continuing professional development of teachers, which is consistent
with Day’s (1999, p. 150) conclusions. Long term academic in-service education
based on becoming familiar with learning theories and collaborative knowledge cre-
ation could be a good way to support teachers’ professional development. Theoreti-
cal research-based knowledge on learning should not be left unused or used
superficially; in such a case, the old teaching methods remain, but are only named
and labelled after the new theories. Thus, the genuine utilization of the learning the-
ories should be promoted. The evidence of this study supports the position that the
organized in-service education facilitated teachers in bridging theory-practice divi-
sion, and helped to start connecting learning theories to the practical knowledge of
teaching.

Further research on in-service education is needed, but this study suggests that
long-term in-service education would do well to base itself on collaborative knowl-
edge creation, according to a sociocultural approach. It appears to be a promising
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way to develop in-service education, particularly with respect to connecting theoret-
ical knowledge of learning with the experiential knowledge of teaching.
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Note
1. I use the term developing talk instead of e.g. development talk to emphasize active

developing that happens during an episode.
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