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Many studies have emphasized that the integration of divergent perspectives is the central to teacher team 
learning, but it is difficult for teacher teams. This is because it is necessary to consider the multi-layers of 
team learning to foster the integration. However, existing research has focused only on a unidimensional 
aspect. Therefore, we conceptualize a comprehensive theoretical model for teacher team learning with 
focus on integration of perspective by incorporating multiple aspects, including (a) not only the cognitive 
dimension, but also the affective, relational and motivational dimensions and (b) not only a team level, but 
also a system (organizational) level. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Teaming and building more effective ways to team are at the forefront of education today (Drago-

Severson et al, 2018). Scholars and practitioners alike maintain that it is essential that principals and teacher 
leaders allocate and prioritize time for teachers to collaborate in teams (Hargreaves, 2019; Hargreaves & 
O’Connor, 2018; Johnston et al., 2007; Troen & Boles, 2012). In fact, in today’s world, teachers engage in 
various configurations of teams and teaming, including “team teaching, pairing veteran and new teachers, 
forming school leadership teams, examining student work and/or teacher practice, or working 
collaboratively on reform or improvement issues” (Drago-Severson, 2009, p.72). And historically and 
presently, the existing research has highlighted that team learning plays a crucial role in helping teachers 
to engage in effective teams and teaming (Bouwmans et al, 2017; Decuyper et al, 2010; Runhaar et al, 2014; 
Vangrieken et al, 2016). This has become even more important today with teams and teaming being online 
due to a triple pandemic (Bouffard, 2020). Regardless of difference in terminology and foci, team learning 
here commonly refers to a process and/or outcome of developing shared understanding around team issues, 
tasks, and problems and/or team capacity to work together (Knapp, 2010; Lieberman & Miller, 2011; 
Ohlssol, 2013; Vangrieken et al, 2016; Zimmermann et al, 2019).  
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Importantly, many studies emphasize that integration of divergent and different perspectives is the 
central part of team learning (Edmondson & Harvey, 2018; Shippers et al, 2017; Watkins & Marsick, 2010). 
This is because the diversity of perspectives within a team enables members to (a) engage in various 
perspectives and gain access to a quality of cognitive resources, (b) support each other better, and (c) 
increase creativity, problem-solving, and decision-making capacity (van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016; 
Widmann & Mulder, 2018; Watkins & Marsick, 2010; Zimmerman et al., 2019). For instance, Zimmerman 
and colleagues (2019) assert that team integration of divergent perspectives improves teacher teams’ 
capacity to address educational challenges that they face today since many of the educational challenges—
such as “preparing students for jobs that have yet to be defined or reimagining education in a highly 
technological society” (p.112)—emerge from nonlinear causal relationships, in which myriad causal 
relations are intertwined with rich complexity. In order to address these complicated challenges, 
incorporating multiple voices coming from diverse backgrounds is more helpful in comparison to 
considering a sole voice embedded in a few as multiple perspectives enable team members to create richer 
responses to the perplexities by looking at multi-dimensions of their challenges (Garmston & Wellman, 
2016; Page, 2018; Zimmerman et al, 2019). 

Yet, regardless of its importance, it is not easy for teacher teams to integrate divergent perspectives in 
the middle of team learning (Achinstein, 2002; Drago-Severson et al, 2018). In other words, many studies 
have revealed that different perspectives coming from various kinds of diversity (e.g., demographic 
backgrounds, task-relevant backgrounds, developmental stages, and contexts) can hinder the team’s 
integrative process by (a) engaging members in team dilemmas, (b) creating affective conflicts, (c) 
hindering members’ motivation to learn from different perspectives, and (d) decreasing interactions and 
communication with different members (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2001; Drago-Severson et al, 2018; 
Lortie, 2002; Pieterse et al., 2011). For instance, many teacher teams’ experience of team dilemma hinders 
members’ ability to learn from each other and develop shared understanding during their teaming due to 
difference of individual members’ internal meaning making system that influences how, for example, 
individual team members will make sense of their experiences on a team, including how they will 
experience conflict as well as what their preoccupying concern will be as they engage in the practice of 
teaming (Drago-Severson et al, 2018). Additionally, many teacher teams often fail to create shared 
understandings of innovative teaching methods and strategies because of emotional conflicts coming from 
school tenure heterogeneity (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2001; Weiss et al, 1992). Teacher teams sometimes 
divide members into sub-groups aligned with their school tenure, and this increases emotional conflicts 
among members (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2001; Weiss et al, 1992). Furthermore, teachers who have their 
own individual contexts to teach (e.g., a class) can be less motivated to work with other teachers and learn 
from different perspectives by assuming that the different ideas and perspectives offered by outsiders (e.g., 
teachers who teach different classes or students) who do not know much about all of the unique and 
complicated contextual factors is not applicable to their contexts (Eisner, 1998; Hur, 2008; Lee et al, 2012; 
Lortie, 2002). Sometimes, teacher team members even fail to engage in team processes to integrate their 
team diversity by reducing interactions and connections with the different members who are assigned as 
outgroups (Pieterse et al, 2011; van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016). Teacher team members can view team 
diversity as “a potential source of us vs them distinction” (Pieterse et al, 2011, p. 154) and categorize 
different others as outgroups based on well-developed stereotypes that the members hold as well as 
demographic background (Pieterse et al, 2011; van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016). 

Here, the challenges that teacher teams often face while integrating divergent perspectives are 
connected to multi-dimensions of team learning, including (a) the constructive-developmental aspect to 
address team dilemma coming from developmental diversity, (b) the affective aspect to alleviate affective 
conflicts coming from team tenure diversity, (c) the motivational aspect to deal with a decrease in 
motivation to learn from different perspective, and (b) the interactive and relational aspect to resolve a 
decrease in interaction and communication to work with different members. And, this implies that it is 
necessary to consider multi-layers of teacher team learning to foster integration of divergent perspectives 
during teacher team learning. Indeed, many theories and studies in various other areas suggest that 
considering multilayers of team learning can give us in-depth insight to understand integration of different 
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perspectives during team learning (Alderfer, 2011; Edmondson & Harvey, 2018; Fleming, 2014; Kasl & 
Yorks, 2012; Wells, 1995). For instance, in the area of adult learning focusing on higher education and 
business sectors, Kasl and Yorks (2012) argue that as opposed to pragmatism that has been the dominant 
paradigm and focuses on cognitive (mental), rational, and linguistic aspects of learning, the construct of 
presentational knowing in phenomenology—which emphasizes the affective, intuitive, and extralinguistic 
dimension of learning—can help us to alleviate the paradox of diversity of learners. Additionally, Fleming 
(2014) argues the idea of recognition, which highlights the relational aspect of learning, can soften “high 
rationality of the critiqued version of transformative learning” (p. 21), whereby people challenge each 
other’s ideas, perceptions, and perspectives. Furthermore, in the area of socio-psychology, Alderfer (2011) 
and Wells (1995) claim that individuals in groups serve as representatives of divergent identity or 
organizational groups, meaning that interpersonal conflicts among group members may function as 
representatives of conflicts or relationship between upper-level groups that each group member comes from 
(Alderfer, 2011; Wells, 1995). Hence, in order to resolve conflicts coming from differences in groups, it is 
important to take a systemic approach that incorporates various levels, not only intrapersonal, interpersonal, 
and group level, but also intergroup and inter-organizational levels (Alderfer, 2011; Wells, 1995).  

Nonetheless, most studies on teacher teams and team learning focus on unidimensional team learning. 
This includes studies that merely highlight (a) a cognitive level of learning (e.g., Ohlsson, 2013), (b) team 
learning at a team level (e.g., Voogt et al, 2011), or (c) experiential learning that are limited to problem-
solving and/or reflection (e.g., Gregory, 2010). By employing these frameworks that each highlight a single 
dimension of team learning, it is difficult to understand and inform the practice of integration of divergent 
perspectives in teacher team learning, where multiple layers are intertwined with rich complexity.  

Therefore, in this paper, our purpose is to build a more comprehensive model for teacher team 
learning—where integration of divergent and different perspectives is central—by considering the 
complexity of teacher team learning. In order to achieve this ambitious goal, in the first section, we discuss 
major tenants from theories and research in the fields of adult learning, socio-psychology, social cognition, 
social culture, and sociolinguistics that emphasize some of the multi-dimensional aspects of team learning, 
while examining how these principles can inform the practice of teacher team learning. The multilayers of 
team learning here entail (a) not only a cognitive aspect, but also motivational, affective, or interactive and 
relational aspects of team learning, (b) not only a team level but also an organizational level that teams are 
embedded in, and (c) not only experiential learning, but also other types of learning, including 
transformative or self-directed learning. More specifically, we employ Dechant & Marsick’s (1993) 
empirical model of team learning as a central focus to illuminate multi-layers of teacher team learning. This 
is because this model presents comprehensive aspects of team learning, including (a) both learning process 
and outcome, (b) various types of learning, such as empirical learning (adding to existing ways of thinking 
or constructing new ways of thinking) and transformative learning (transforming existing ways of 
thinking), and (c) both a micro-level of learning (team learning processes) and a systemic-level that 
influences the process (team and organizational conditions) (Dechant & Marsick, 1993; Kasl et al, 1997). 
In addition to Dechant & Marsick’s (1993) empirical model, we also explore other theories and research—
which reveal crucial aspects of teacher team learning that the empirical model does not cover, including 
affective, motivational, and interactive and relational aspect of team learning. Next, in the second section, 
we synthesize multi-dimensions of teacher team learning (discussed in the first section) into a coherent 
theoretical framework for teacher team learning with a focus on integration of divergent and different 
perspectives.  

When exploring the existing literature to build the conceptual framework for teacher team learning, we 
selected and explored most common or well-regarded theories and research through “snowball sampling” 
(Neumerski, 2013, p.316). In the conceptual paper that investigated “what scholars know and do not know 
about instructional leadership” (p.310) in order to offer implications for future research, Neumerski (2013) 
employed snowball sampling to seek related literature for the study and described it as a process where one 
searches to find additional related resources by carefully following an author’s personal knowledge, his/her 
colleagues’ suggestion, or citations of the published and presented theories and research that had been 
previously reviewed by him/her. We used Neumerski’s (2013) description of “snowball sampling” (p. 316). 
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In other words, in this paper, we included and examined books, articles, dissertations, and presentations, 
which were located in (a) selections of readings in course syllabi of scholars who are leaders in the field of 
adult learning and teach at the research university the first author attends, (b) selections of research in meta-
analysis research on teacher collaboration (e.g., Vangrieken et al, 2015), and (c) citations and references in 
the studies that we had previously reviewed. Moreover, we also included literature by entering the following 
keywords with no data restrictions into academic search engines (e.g., Google Scholar, Web of Science, 
ERIC, ProQuest) (Opengart, 2005): teacher team learning, teacher team, team learning, group learning, and 
collective learning. Here, although team learning is a subset of group learning and collective learning 
(Garavan & McCarthy, 2008; Watkins & Marsick, 2010; Knapp, 2010), in this research, we also explored 
theories, studies, and ideas of group learning and collective learning but only if they were associated with 
team learning.  
 
MULTI-LAYERS OF TEACHER TEAM LEARNING 

 
The primary purpose of this research was to develop a conceptual model for teacher team learning with 

a focus on integration of divergent perspectives by considering multiple aspects of team learning. In this 
section, we illustrate multilayers of teacher team learning given various frameworks, constructs, and ideas 
from various other areas. Specifically, in order to uncover different aspects of team learning, we employed 
the Dechant & Marsick’s (1993) empirical model of team learning as our central analytic lens, along with 
other theories and research that uncover other aspects of team learning (i.e., affective aspect, motivational 
aspect, relational aspect, and other team learning conditions, such as power and leadership). 
 
An Empirical Aspect of Teacher Team Learning  
Dechant & Marsick’s (1993) Empirical Model 

Dechant & Marsick’s (1993) model explains that team learning occurs through the interactive processes 
of thinking and action, and these processes consist of five components, including framing, reframing, 
experimenting, crossing boundary, and integrating perspectives as shown in Figure 1 (Dechant & Marsick, 
1993; Kasl et al, 1997). 
 

FIGURE 1 
AN EMPIRICAL MODEL OF GROUP LEARNING 

 

 
Reprinted from Team Learning Survey (p. 3), by K. Dechant & V. Marsick, 1993, Organization Design and 
Development, Inc. 



44  Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice Vol. 21(9) 2021 

Thinking, from this perspective, includes (a) framing, in which members have initial views on an issue, 
situation, person, or object, given past understanding and present input, and (b) reframing, in which 
members transform their initial perception into a new understanding or frame “as a result of incorporating 
new facts or knowledge” (Kasl et al, 1997, p. 230). This new input comes from the process of action, 
including experimenting and crossing boundaries (Dechant & Marsick, 1993; Kasl et al, 1997). During 
experimenting, team members test hypotheses or move through systematic and scientific ways or even trial 
and error, and while crossing boundaries, members interact with other individuals or units to ask for help 
and/or seek or exchange information, views, and ideas; or collaborate with individuals inside or outside the 
group to accomplish tasks (Dechant & Marsick, 1993; Kasl et al, 1997). In the synthesis process that links 
thinking and action, “divergent views and new input gleaned from experimenting and crossing boundaries 
are reflected upon by means of team discussion, conflicts are resolved, and consensus is obtained around 
an issue, perception, or perspective” (Dechant & Marsick, 1993, p. 7).  

Team conditions (i.e., skills, knowledge, values, rewards, structure, time, communication, and 
readiness for change) and organizational conditions (i.e., values, role of senior management, time, and 
supervisory capability) foster or hinder these learning processes differently at every step along the way 
(Dechant & Marsick, 1993; Kasl et al, 1997). Moreover, the team learning process produces not only a 
collective learning outcome at the team level, including “performance improvement, new or revised ways 
to work, new or revised norms, enhanced quality of output, and changed ways of thinking” (Dechant & 
Marsick, 1993, p.3), but also organizational learning outcomes, including “organizational changes, 
adaptation, innovation, process and means of transferring learning to organization, and valuing of 
team/group contribution to organization” (Dechant & Marsick, 1993, p. 3).  

 
Teacher Team Empirical Learning Processes 

From the perspective of Dechant & Marsick’s (1993) model, teacher teams engage in the processes of 
thinking and action, including framing, reframing, experimenting, crossing boundaries, and integrating 
perspectives. Specifically, in the modes of thinking, a teacher team initially constructs shared perceptions 
around educational activities (e.g., curriculum, classroom instructions, classroom management, or joint 
activities and tasks) and issues (e.g., events that teachers experience while teaching students, pupils, or 
education policies) and reframes them as a result of including new input (e.g., new knowledge or 
information). In a study that investigated a teacher team's learning process, Ohlsson (2013) offers a good 
example for how these modes of thinking manifest in practice. In one teacher team in the study, when a 
teacher complained about his/her student, who interrupted his/her lessons, the team initially viewed the 
student as the problem source and co-constructed meanings to understand in what ways they would punish 
the student (Ohlsson, 2013). However, in a later meeting, after one teacher introduced a new (alternative) 
perspective that attributed the problem to their competence as a teacher rather than the student’s personality, 
the team worked together to reframe their approach to resolving the issue and decided to focus on how to 
improve their teaching and learning in order to deal with the student more effectively (Ohlsson, 2013).  

In the lines of action, a teacher team seeks information, ideas, perspectives, or supports, collaborates 
with others to complete tasks, and experiments with their shared understanding (a) jointly in the same 
contexts or (b) separately in different contexts (e.g., their own classes). For instance, in their book, 
Transforming teamwork: Cultivating Collaborative Cultures, which explores ways of transforming teams 
and teamwork in schools, Zimmerman and colleagues (2019) illustrate a good example of how a teacher 
team demonstrates the lines of action while working on joint tasks in the same context. Specifically, while 
reflecting on their writing instruction by looking at students writing, a tenth grade teacher team learned that 
the pre-writing activities in certain content areas had a positive influence on the quality of student writing 
(Zimmerman et al, 2019). This new understanding that the tenth grade teacher team achieved led the team 
to (a) revise their writing program in the ways that changed how writing instruction was introduced and 
incorporated more prewriting skills and (b) implement the completely reorganized writing program 
subsequently (Zimmerman et al, 2019). Implementation of the new writing program was successful, and 
the teachers appreciated that their collective learning experience was helpful for them to teach students 
writing in more interesting ways, especially since none of the teachers had any pervious training in writing 
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instruction (Zimmerman et al, 2019). In this example, the teacher team conducted the experiment of revising 
their writing program and implementing it after framing their understanding around ways of improving 
student writing skills, which was developed during reflection. Furthermore, after experimenting, the team 
reframed their initial understanding around ways of professional learning in their writing instruction. In 
other words, the teachers viewed training as an important means of their professional learning initially, but 
they started to consider team action learning as an effective way to improve their practice. 

Some studies on teacher teams and team learning further suggest specific learning actions that teacher 
teams can take while learning on joint tasks in the same context. For example, in the study that explored 
the process of team learning in secondary schools by interviewing six teacher teams in five schools, 
Leithwood and colleagues (1997) suggested a comprehensive set of learning actions that three effective 
teacher teams engaged when resolving shared problems. The learning actions include (a) consulting with 
other people, (b) gathering information, (c) discussing and brainstorming with each other, (d) deciding on 
the best solution among various alternatives, (e) testing their resolution by implementing it, (f) monitoring 
the progress of solutions, and (g) reflecting on it (Leithwood et al, 1997). Additionally, in the study that 
analyzed how teacher team learning was connected to competence-based education, Wijnia and colleagues 
(2016) identified that during team learning, team members engaged in various activities that were conducted 
at the individual level (i.e., information acquisition and boundary crossing) and the collective level (i.e., 
information processing, storage, and retrieval). Among the learning activities, especially information 
storage and retrieval—which refer to the actions of “storing and re-using shared information, reached 
consensus, plans, and procedures” (p.117)—helped members to reach agreement in teams (Wijnia et al, 
2016). The studies discussed above demonstrate that while crossing boundaries, teacher teams worked with 
others through consulting, brainstorming, discussing, decision-making, information seeking, information 
processing, and information storage and retrieval, and while experimenting, teacher teams implemented 
their shared understanding that was embedded in the plans and monitored the team processes and 
performance. 

Meanwhile, some scholars maintain that teacher team members may conduct the line of action—in 
particular experimenting—individually, while undergoing the mode of thinking—including framing and 
reframing—together. For instance, when introducing his pioneer idea of contrived collegiality that still 
offers in-depth insight into teacher collaboration, Hargreaves (2000) describes the work of teachers and 
teacher collaboration at the classroom level by borrowing Huberman (1990)’s metaphor of a sculptor. 
Specifically, Hurberman (1990) illustrates the nature of a sculptor’s work in the way that sculptors often 
observe each other’s artwork to discuss and exchange ideas about sculpting with their fellow sculptors, but 
they rarely sculpt with their colleagues on the same piece of marble (as cited in Hargreaves, 2000). Indeed, 
many teachers are still physically separated when teaching students, and have their own individual contexts 
(e.g., classrooms) (Lortie, 2002). And, each member of the teacher team may carry out the experimentation 
of shared understanding that they achieve with their peers together by accommodating local and contextual 
variations in his/her own context because some of issues that teachers deal with in their classrooms are 
grounded in myriad contextual factors that are subtly intertwined with each other and change over time 
because of the people who are involved and dynamics that they create (Eisner, 1998; Hur, 2008; Lee et al, 
2012).  

Here, thinking and action in team learning are neither discrete processes nor activities, rather they occur 
simultaneously. In schools, especially in the context of professional learning, this action part of team 
learning is equally as important as the thinking part (Zimmerman et al, 2019). This is because the knowledge 
achieved becomes more robust and nuanced while teams are putting it in action, and the action makes 
differences for professional practice (Zimmerman et al, 2019). Indeed, many frameworks that discovered 
teacher team learning processes encompass both the thinking and action part of team learning. For instance, 
Sheard and Sharples (2016) identified five-stage processes of achieving shared understanding and capacity 
of working together, including (a) “questioning, criticizing or rejecting some aspects of the accepted 
practice and existing wisdom” (p. 674), (b) “analyzing the situation, involving mental, discursive or 
practical transformation of the situation in order to find out causes or explanations” (p. 674), (c) 
“constructing an explicit, simplified model [or concept] of the new idea that explains and offers a solution 
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to the problem” (p. 674), (d) “running and experimenting with the model to understand its potential and 
limitations” (p. 674), (e) “implementing the model, program or strategy” (p. 674), and (f) “reflecting, 
evaluating and consolidating outcomes into a new stable form of practice” (p. 674). Sheard and Sharples’ 
(2016) learning processes here involve both the thinking mode (e.g., constructing a model in the third stage) 
and the action mode (e.g., running and experimenting with the model in the fourth stage). 

Finally, in the process of integrating perspectives, teacher team members integrate their divergent and 
different views, and apparent conflicts are negotiated and/or addressed “through dialectical thinking, not 
compromise or majority rule” (Dechant & Marsick, 1993, p. 7). 
 
Teacher Team Learning Conditions and Outcomes 

Team conditions (e.g., structure of team learning) and organizational conditions (e.g., shared belief and 
culture, administrator’s leadership) promote or curb the teacher team learning process at any given moment. 
For instance, Levine and Marcus (2010) argue that the structure and foci of collaborative activities create 
different learning opportunities. In their study that conducted a multi-level case study with nine teachers at 
a high school level, instruction-focused protocol-guided meetings led teachers to focus more on classroom 
management and pedagogy, while instruction-focused strongly structured meetings led teachers to more 
pay attention to pedagogy and methods of assessment (Levine & Marcus, 2010). Additionally, student-
focused loosely structured meetings led teachers to highlight relationships with students and relationships 
with parents (Levine & Marcus, 2010). However, none of these types helped teachers to explore academic 
content or knowledge in specific subjects that needed to be addressed by teachers who worked in 
interdisciplinary teams (Levine & Marcus, 2010). According to Levine and Marcus (2010), the reason why 
the structures and foci of collaborative activities impact what teachers learn is that they differentiate not 
only the aspects of classroom practice that teachers want or do not want to share, but also the degree of 
detail that teachers allow their peers to see (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Levine & Marcus, 2010). This ultimately 
shapes collective learning opportunities for teachers by allowing their peers to decide whether or not to 
fully grasp the nature of each other’s classroom practice and make authentic meanings of them (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991; Levine & Marcus, 2010). Furthermore, Leithwood and colleagues (1997) maintain that 
organizational conditions, including shared belief and culture of staff support and school growth, have a 
positive influence, but lack of resources and teacher burnout have negative impacts on the team learning 
process. In addition to the organizational conditions that Leithwood and colleagues suggest, Hargreaves 
(2000, 2019) explains that contrived collegiality, which is administratively contrived to make teachers work 
together to implement curriculum and instructional methods developed by others, influences teacher 
collaboration, including team learning, in harmful ways by decreasing teachers’ motivation to engage in 
collaboration. 

The team learning process yields both team-level and organizational-level outcomes. Many studies 
have investigated the benefits of teacher collaboration, including teacher team learning and teamwork, and 
found that positive outcomes of teacher collaboration are situated at both (a) a team level (e.g., changed 
patterns of action such as an increase in communication; increased knowledge/skills/understanding; 
individual member capacity such as improvement of teaching) and (b) an organizational level (e.g., a 
positive influence on school climate and culture and improvement of students’ performance and 
achievement) (Bouwmans et al, 2017; Cherkowski & Schnellert, 2018; Egodawatte et al, 2011; Moolenaar, 
2010; Vangrieken et al, 2015).  

 
Implications From Dechant and Marsick’s (1993) Empirical Learning Model 

Dechant and Marsick’s (1993) model provides a helpful analytic lens to understand teacher team 
learning—in which different members develop shared understanding and capacity through integration of 
divergent perspectives—by considering multiple aspects of team learning. Specifically, Dechant and 
Marsick’s (1993) suggests that members integrate different perspectives to achieve shared understanding 
and capabilities by combining with (a) the thinking process of co-constructing and transforming 
ideas/perceptions/perspectives at both the individual and team level, and (b) the action process of 
experimenting with shared ideas in joint contexts or independent contexts, and encountering and working 
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with divergent others to seek, exchange, and/or store divergent information, ideas, perspectives, and 
supports, and accomplish tasks. Furthermore, team/organizational conditions influence the learning 
processes to integrate a diversity of perspectives (e.g., promoting/hindering opportunities that help members 
to fully understand others’ practice and different contexts) (Dechant & Marsick, 1993).  

Nevertheless, employing Dechant and Marsick’s (1993) model solely still limits our understanding of 
multi-layers of teacher team learning because the model lacks explanations of the affective and motivational 
dimension of team learning, relational aspects that mediate learning processes, and other conditions that 
influence learning process (e.g., power, team leader’s leadership). These are important aspects of team 
learning that we need to look at (Alderfer, 2011; Edmondson & Harvey, 2018; Fleming, 2014; Yorks & 
Kasl, 2002; Wells, 1995). In other words, important questions still remain: (a) In what ways are different 
and divergent teachers motivated to participate in team learning? (b) What roles do feelings play in the 
learning process of integrating diversity of perspectives to achieve share understanding? (c) In what ways 
do different members actually interact and relate with each other while developing a shared understanding 
and capacity through integrative ways, not by a majority rule or compromise (e.g., what types of dialogue 
they engage in)? (d) In what ways does power related to majority voices, professional authority, or 
positional authority have an influence on the team learning processes? (e) In what ways do team leaders 
(i.e., head teachers, informal leaders) impact team dynamics? 

No one lens or framework can offer insight into all aspects of teaming and team learning and therefore 
it is essential to bring frameworks together. Given the limitations of the Dechant and Marsick’s (1993) 
model, we also explore various research and theories—which can reveal the affective, motivational, and 
relational aspects of team learning and other team learning conditions that our central analytic lens does not 
cover, but are necessary to gain more in-depth understanding of teachers’ team learning. 

 
Affective Aspect of Team Learning 

From the view of pragmatism that had dominant currency previously, only cognition was considered 
as our meaning-making system, but nowadays, many alternative frameworks (e.g., feminism, 
phenomenology) that support the idea of multiple ways of knowing have shed light on affection as one of 
important ways of making sense of our experience and world (Eisner, 1998; Lloyd-Zannini, 1998; Yorks 
& Kasl, 2002, 2012; Taylor, 1994). For instance, according to Heron (1992), we have four ways of knowing, 
including experiential, presentational, propositional, and practical way of knowing (Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 
2012). All methods of knowing have their own validity, but given an up-hierarchical relationship, the 
validity of all other higher layers of ways of knowing are grounded in the experiential way of knowing that 
is located at the bottom of the pyramid (Heron, 1992; Kasl & Yorks, 2016). Experiential way of knowing 
occurs when people encounter and feel things, such as energy, person, process, or entity, and in order to 
share this experiential way of knowing, empathic field is a precondition (Heron, 1992; Kasl & Yorks, 2016; 
Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 2012). However, establishing such empathic field is not easy due to the paradox of 
diversity (Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 2012; Kasl & Yorks, 2016). In other words, people who share a common 
experience and background often create an empathic field without conscious effort as they can understand 
each other’s words in the context of the similar felt experience easily (Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 2012). On the 
other hand, it is difficult and insufficient to people who are very different from each other to share each 
other’s felt experience only through words (Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 2012).  

Here, Yorks and Kasl (2002) argue that the presentational knowing, which is “evident in our intuitive 
grasp of the significance of imaginal patterns as expressed in graphic, plastic, moving, musical, and verbal 
art forms” (p. 182), can play a pivotal role in creating the empathic field. Specifically, presentational 
knowing leads people to bring felt experience into conscious awareness by being aware of their emotion 
through the expressive process (Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 2012; Kasl & Yorks, 2016). With increased awareness 
of their felt experience, people are more capable of aligning their affective states with their conceptual 
sense-making, and hence participate in more meaningful prepositional knowing, the mode of discourse 
(Yorks & Kasl, 2002, 2012). This process of awareness of felt experience and making congruence between 
affective mode and conceptual mode establishes the empathic field with different others more easily by 
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making it easier for people to communicate and glimpse into each other’s felt experiences (Kasl & Yorks, 
2016).  

The idea of empathic field and the idea of presentational knowing that illuminate the affective aspect 
of collective learning can also give us a deeper insight into teacher team learning, whereby teachers 
integrate divergent perspectives to develop shared understanding and capacity. For example, the Waldorf 
schools which value art as one of the ways of making meaning of their experience recommend teachers and 
teacher teams to incorporate various art forms, including imaginal, moving, and musical symbols, into all 
meeting structures as shown in the following two examples (Mitchell, 1992). This is because the Waldorf 
school members believe that communicating with different others only through rational words can result in 
destructive conflicts and tensions coming from misunderstanding and hurt feelings, but art form (i.e., 
presentational knowing) can alleviate them by creating feelings of empathy, which connects them to better 
understanding of each other’s different experiences (Choi, 2014). 

 
Structure A: Euritmia, a collective expressive movement art (30 to 40 minutes) 
          Discussion and student observation (30 to 40 minutes) 
          Reflecting on the previous meetings (5 minutes) 
          Debriefing on educational activities or school management (30 minutes) 
          Discussion, inquiries, and sharing regarding the debrief (15 to 20 minutes) 
          Announcement (10 minutes) 
 
Structure C: Reading quotes for opening. 
          Collective inquiry in anthroposophy (45 minutes) 
          Student observation (30 minutes) 
          Singing songs (15 minutes) 
          Debriefing on educational activities or school management (30 minutes) 
          Reading the meeting proceeding (5 minutes) 
          Announcement (10 minutes) 
          Reflecting on meeting and reading poems  
 

In sum, although creating an empathic field is a crucial task when teacher teams learn together and 
integrate their different and divergent perspectives around curriculum and educational activities, creating 
such a field is challenging. Presentational learning that is manifested in art form can play important roles, 
as presentational knowing helps teachers to share each other’s different felt experience more meaningfully. 
In other words, by incorporating presentational knowing into the team learning, teacher teams can create 
empathic fields that lead members to understand and share each other’s different experiences effectively 
and thus be able to engage in meaningful discourse with different others. 
 
Motivational Aspect of Team Learning 

Motivation that leads different individuals to keep moving toward shared directions jointly is the crucial 
layer of team learning, and Bandura’s theory of collective efficacy and Edmonson’s idea of recognition 
give us in-depth insight into the motivational aspect of teacher team learning. Specifically, Edmondson 
(2012) explains that teaming that consists of team working and team learning starts with recognition. 
Recognition here refers to a process in which people realize their interdependence with others in order to 
accomplish whole works (Edmondson, 2012). This idea of recognition can help us understand how to 
encourage individual teachers with divergent beliefs and contexts to learn from their colleagues’ different 
perspectives and integrate them in the meaningful ways. Specifically, Eisner (1998, 2004) argues that 
teachers need each other even for problems happening in their own classes. This is because serious problems 
in classrooms are not due to issues that teachers necessarily already know about, and hence he/she must 
make efforts to understand and resolve them (Eisner, 1998, 2004). Rather, those are the problems, which 
the teacher lives in and thus they cannot be aware of by themselves (Eisner, 1998, 2004). As these problems 
can be identified by others’ different perspectives, teachers would benefit from professional collaboration 
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with other teachers (Eisner, 1998, 2004). By recognizing this interdependent nature of teaching jobs to 
accomplish the ultimate educational goal of serving students’ wellbeing and achievement, teachers may 
want to step into team learning and share different ideas and perspectives with their colleagues, and 
incorporate them into their professional practice. 

While Edmondson (2012) explains how people start to join in collaboration, Bandura (2001) describes 
what leads people to keep working and learning together by suggesting the construct of collective efficacy. 
Specifically, in the conceptual study that suggests the construct of collective agency, Bandura (2001) refers 
to collective agency as socially interdependent efforts that people make in coordination with others to 
achieve what they cannot accomplish individually. According to Bandura (2001), the heart of collective 
agency is collective efficacy, shared belief of we can do it, which leads a collection of people to keep 
moving towards achieving a desired outcome. In the area of education, many researchers have tested and 
refined collective efficacy and revealed that collective agency contributes to promoting effective teacher 
teaming and team learning (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Donohoo et al, 2018; Goddard et al, 2004). 
Specifically, in the study that explored four inclusive schools that demonstrated successful teacher teaming, 
Lyons and colleagues’ study (2016) found consistent characteristics of teacher teams across these four 
different schools (Lyons et al, 2016). One of them was the strong belief in “their ability to successfully 
work through problems and develop solutions together” (Lyons et al, 2016, p. 903). And, the teachers’ 
beliefs about their collective efficacy was the most salient in teachers’ discussions of their teaching and 
learning practices, and practices to change student behaviors (Lyons et al, 2016). Interestingly, teachers’ 
collective efficacy contributed to their effective teamwork and team learning, but participating in team 
collaboration also promoted teachers’ collective efficacy reversely (Lyons et al, 2016). Goddard and 
colleagues (2004)’s discussion also supports these findings of Lyons and colleagues’ (2016) study as they 
argue that teacher’s collective efficacy is mostly presented with regard to their collective capacity to make 
positive impacts on students, and teachers have higher collective efficacy by being involved in collaborative 
work (Kurz & Knight, 2003; Moolenaar et al, 2012). 

In sum, teachers who have different background and context from each other, and hence may be 
reluctant to collaborate with other teachers can continuously be involved in team learning, and integrate 
different perspectives to accomplish shared understanding and capacity around their practice through a 
process of being aware of the interdependent nature of their work, as well as having collective efficacy of 
believing we can make contributions to student learning. Additionally, collective efficacy is a shared belief 
among members, which is a driving force for them to continue their collective learning and working, but 
reversely, by participating in team learning and working, teachers can have the stronger shared belief of 
collective efficacy. 

 
Relational Aspect of Team Learning 

Team life is more or less than the sum of individual members due to the group dynamics, which are the 
patterns of relation and interaction that the members co-create while working and learning together 
(Watkins & Marsick, 2010; Wells, 1995). In other words, the patterns of interaction among team members 
and its transformation in joint social practice can be considered to be an important dimension of team 
learning (Havnes, 2009). In this subsection, by looking into the various disciplinary areas, including micro-
political, socio-psychological, sociocultural, social-historical, and sociolinguistic perspectives, we explore 
the interactive and relational aspect of teacher team learning along with the three constructs of (a) conflicts, 
(b) recognition, and (c) team conversation (team-talk). Along with these three constructs, we look at what 
interactive and relational patterns teachers engage in the process that teacher teams develop shared 
understanding and team capacity through integration of divergent perspectives. 

 
Conflicts  

Many discussions, including those from a micro-political perspective and adult learning, have imposed 
great emphasis on the important role of conflicts in teacher collaboration (Achinstein, 2002; Edmodnson, 
2002; Zimmerman et al, 2019). This is due to the fact that conflicts provide team members with 
opportunities to have critical reflection (Achinstein, 2002; Edmonson, 2002; Zimmerman et al, 2019). In 
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other words, team members can challenge each other’s viewpoints and taken-for-granted assumptions of 
their practice and consider more promising alternatives to change and improvement (Achinstein, 2002; 
Decuyper et al, 2010; Mezirow, 2003; Zimmerman et al, 2019). 

Conflict is an ongoing social interaction process—whereby individuals and groups clash and negotiate 
each other’s differences in beliefs, ideas, and actions and each other’s boundaries in terms of autonomy, 
authority, and power, when their divergent (to some degree incompatible) views, goals, actions, and 
interests are exposed (Ball, 1987). For example, in Havnes (2009)’s research, when co-constructing their 
shared object and scripts, interdisciplinary teacher teams underwent ongoing processes of negotiation and 
renegotiation in terms of not only their beliefs, ideas, and actions regarding their shared tasks (e.g., the 
project theme and its boundary, the principle of teaching methods and its application, and specific plans, 
such as teacher materials), but also each other’s boundaries regarding their autonomy and authority (e.g., 
each teacher’s role, boundaries between subjects). Havnes (2009) argued that the starting point of these 
team discussions of ongoing negotiation was the diversity derived from each participant’s expertise.  

Nevertheless, as many studies explained, the majority of teacher teams tend to prevent conflicts within 
a team (Achinstein, 2002; Ohlsson 2013; Sharon & Karen, 1997; Troen & Boles, 2012; Vangrieken et al, 
2016). Specifically, teachers tend to care about other’s views and pursue harmony within a team (Troen & 
Boles, 2012). Hence, teacher teams easily step into the area of group thinking that leads members to impose 
pressure not to express opinions that go against any of the team’s view and censor themselves so that they 
can reach consensus easily (Janis, 2008; Troen & Boles, 2012). For instance, in Sharon and Karen’s (1997) 
research, members in teacher teams had great commitment to teaming, making an effort to openly challenge 
and critique each other during teaming in order to develop their community further; however, in actual 
practice, they dealt with issues that they could agree upon easily and tended to avoid problems that caused 
grave conflicts or needed critical reflection. Conflicts between and within teams simmered under the surface 
without being effectively resolved (Sharon & Karen, 1997).  

In response to the teacher team’s tendency of conflict avoidance, Edmondson (2012) developed team 
psychological safety that refers to “the climate that takes shape as a consequence of two factors—the frames 
and behaviors of local leaders and the daily behaviors and interactions among peers working together” (p. 
124). Furthermore, Edmonson (2012) also suggested team interactive behaviors that contribute to creating 
team psychological safety, including speaking up, collaborating, experimenting, and reflecting (Edmonson, 
2012; Knapp, 2010). Given the idea of team psychological safety, building the patterns of interaction that 
generate such safety during team learning helps teachers to be more willing to engage themselves in 
conflicts whereby members offer different ideas and views, and question, challenge, and disagree with each 
other’s perspectives (Edmonson, 2012; Harvey et al, 2019; Vangrieken et al, 2016).  

Meanwhile, some scholars point out that conflicts are not always constructive to teams, which means 
that a certain type of conflict can weaken the team capacity to work and learn together (Garmston & 
Wellman, 2016; Zimmerman et al, 2019). Specifically, while cognitive conflict—which is also called task 
conflict—“supports teams in problem solving, goal setting, decision-making, and collaborative learning” 
(p.91), relationship conflict—which is also referred to as affective, emotional or social conflict and usually 
appears at the interpersonal level—can activate emotions, such as “mistrust, anger, fear, anxiety, resistance 
and resentment” (p.91), and create hostile and unsupportive rifts in a team (Zimmerman et al, 2019). 
Therefore, in the idea of conflict consciousness, Zimmerman and colleagues (2019) suggest being aware of 
these two types of conflict and managing them differently. For instance, team members can create open 
spaces to (a) discuss divergent and different ideas and perspectives for cognitive conflicts, but (b) 
communicate relationship conflicts directly and promptly as they occur (Zimmerman et al, 2019). 

In summary, during team learning, teacher team members can integrate their different and divergent 
perspectives by engaging in the process—in which members co-create continuous interaction patterns of 
(re)negotiation to reach agreed upon understandings regarding (a) shared tasks and problems and (b) each 
other’s boundaries regarding autonomy, authority, and power in the presence of team psychology safety 
and conflict awareness.  
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Recognition 
Many studies from the socio-psychological perspective argue that depending on the identity groups 

each team member represent (e.g., race/ethnicity, gender, social class, nationality) and the stereotypic 
attributions ascribed to the identity groups by other individuals and community, members can be assigned 
to different roles (e.g., leader, follower) within a team through the shared unconscious interaction patterns 
among the members (Brazaitis, 2014; Bion, 1961; McRae & Short 2010; Wells, 1995). Furthermore, in 
some cases, team members even form tacit interactions of excessive projective identification toward a 
certain member (or members) based on his/her identity group—especially those in an identity group that 
brings the member a disadvantage rather than one which brings him/her privilege—and collude to place 
him/her in destructive roles, such as a scapegoat (Holvino, 2012; McRae & Short 2010; Wells, 1995).  

As opposed to the destructive tacit dynamic pattern that members may co-construct to exclude a certain 
member(s) and ignore what he/she can possibly contribute to the team, the idea of recognition presents 
relational and interactive patterns that help team members who have different backgrounds to avoid such 
destructive unconscious interaction patterns and integrate their diversity in meaningful ways. Specifically, 
West and colleagues (2016) explored how non-traditional learners with disadvantaged educational and 
social capital nonetheless transformed their identities, and survived and prospered through higher education 
in England and the Republic of Ireland. In this article, West and colleagues (2016) revealed that Bourdieu’s 
ideas of habitus, dispositions, and capital had limitations in the way of neglecting psychological or 
experiential capital. In light of this, West and colleagues (2016) tried to fill in the gap by incorporating a 
psychosocial analysis of Winnicott and Honneth. In other words, West and colleagues (2016) attempted to 
attest that “equality, identity, autonomy, freedom and self-realization can only be achieved intersubjectively 
through a process of being recognized by significant others” (p.131). Particularly, West and colleagues 
(2016) highlighted the importance of self-esteem–which people can achieve through the experience of being 
recognized by a community for contributions–in the context of higher education.  

Given West and colleagues’ (2016) discussion on recognition, teacher teams can forms relational 
patterns by having interactions of recognizing different others’ contributions, rights, and caring in respectful 
and inclusive ways while engaging team learning. And, this allows each member to have an identity, 
autonomy, freedom, and a role to make contributions to the team, without simply excluding some (or a few) 
of the members–particularly members who have identity groups that are considered to bring them a 
disadvantage. 

 
Team Conversation (Team-Talk) 

The symbol (e.g., language) mediates interaction (Engeström, 2008; Mead & Morris, 1934), and the 
form of symbol shapes meanings that we make around our experience and the world (Cassirer, 1944). This 
implies that conversations that merely consist of symbols, especially language, are an essential part of 
understanding the interactive aspect of team learning. In other word, it is important to look at discursive 
patterns that teacher teams engage to foster integration of divergent perspectives during team learning since 
shared understanding that team members co-construct and ways of achieving such integrated understanding 
are inseparable (Engeström, 1994; Havnes, 2009; Kegan & Lahey, 2001).  

In light of this, many researchers have explored discursive patterns that occurred during group/team 
learning. For instance, Schapiro and colleagues (2012) show us different forms of dialogue that group 
members partake in depending on the types of transformative learning. In other words, Schapiro and 
colleagues (2012) revealed that transformative learning can be categorized into three groups in terms of the 
developmental outcome that they aim for, and group dialogues vary depending on these types of 
transformative groups. Specifically, the group of personal growth and self-awareness usually engages in 
dialogues of listening, witnessing, or offering feedback (Schapiro et al, 2012). The group of relational 
empathy across differences involves storytelling, in which each person reveals different aspects of stories 
and construct their own social identities in relation to others by reflecting on the different aspects of each 
other’s stories (Schapiro et al, 2012). The group of critical systemic consciousness involves dialogues of 
collaborative inquiries, in which people develop a deeper understanding of the structural and systemic 
limitations to reaching full humanization and empowerment (Schapiro et al, 2012).  
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Some studies on teacher teams also have investigated discursive patterns that team members engaged 
during team learning. For instance, in the research that explored team-talk of two interdisciplinary teacher 
teams in two different schools in Norway, Havnes (2009) identified four patterns of teacher-talk that shaped 
opportunities for team learning and development. These patterns of interaction include: (a) preserving 
individualism, whereby teachers renegotiate personal autonomy, responsibility, and boundaries; (b) 
coordination, in which teachers assure coordination of their interrelatedness and division of labor; (c) 
cooperation, whereby teachers create shared objects or enterprise; and (d) sharing (conversation), where 
teachers clarify pedagogical motives (Havnes, 2009). Furthermore, Havnes (2009) revealed that a certain 
discursive type is more likely to promote teacher team learning. In other words, as opposed to the teacher 
team whereby the discursive pattern of coordination was dominant, the teacher team in which the pattern 
of cooperation and conversation were dominant displayed “a collegial, teaching-oriented ‘we-ness’ in the 
team-talk” (Havnes, 2009, p. 171). In addition to Havnes’ (2009) research, many studies in the area of 
education have revealed that storytelling as the natural form of sense making and communicating further 
(a) creates connection and empathy and (b) moves a collection of different people together (Ganley, 2010; 
Maslin-Ostrowski et al, 2018; Tyler & Swartz, 2012). 

In sum, as shown in the above research, “team-talk represents a series of moments in a flow of social 
practice” (Havnes, 2009, p. 170), and the form of conversation constitutes, molds, and facilitates the shared 
understanding that teacher teams achieve (Engeström, 2008; Havnes, 2009). In light of this, the certain 
forms of team conversation, such as storytelling, cooperation, and sharing, enhance collegial, teaching-
oriented, social practices within teams and help teacher teams to integrate the differences within teams 
further. 
 
Other Team Conditions That Influence Learning Processes: Power and Leadership 

Activity theory and Edmondson’s work (2012) of teaming suggest power and leadership as essential 
team learning conditions, which have great impacts on teacher team learning process as well as learning 
outcome. Specifically, Engestöm’s activity theory provides a useful analytic lens to interpret collective 
aspects of human activity by suggesting constructs of systemic factors (Engeström, 2008). Systemic factors 
that include division of labor, community, and rules are a macro-level of activity that influence a micro 
process, in which subject manages the object with instruments in order to achieve a desired outcome 
(Engeström, 2008; Youn & Park, 2012). Here, division of labor, one of the systemic factors, refers to both 
horizontal and vertical relationships among members coming from power and authority (Engeström, 2008; 
Youn & Park, 2012). Considering learning as the activity from the perspective of activity theory, power 
can be an important condition that hinders or fosters the team learning process. Mezirow (2003) also pointed 
out that power relationships can distort the validity of outcome (mutual agreement) of conversation 
learning, and “hence is a major concern of adult educators” (p. 61). There are various kinds of power 
relationships within a teacher team. A majority voice has more power than a minority opinion, and teachers 
who have more professional authority (more experience, more knowledge, higher degrees) or are in higher 
positions have more power than ones who do not (Jin et al, 2015; Bush, 2011). These power relationships 
may distort team learning processes and outcomes. 

 Furthermore, Edmondson (2012) highlights the important role of leadership in team dynamics. 
Specifically, Edmondson (2012) argued that teaming requires team leadership that creates hospitable 
conditions for teaming and helps teams to build shared understanding and coordinate actions. Therefore, 
Edmondson (2012) suggested various team leadership actions that promote teaming, including framing the 
situation for learning, making it psychologically safe to team, learning to learn from failure, and spanning 
occupational and cultural boundaries. Teacher teams have formal leaders (i.e., head teachers), informal 
leaders, or even shared leadership among members (Spillane & Healey, 2010), and hence the leadership 
actions that Edmondson (2012) suggested can facilitate teaming by creating positive group dynamics. 
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DEVELOPING A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR TEACHER TEAM LEARNING 
 

The purpose of this study was to build a comprehensive model for teacher team learning with focus on 
integration of divergent perspectives by considering multiple dimensions of teacher team learning. In 
previous sections, we explored multilayers of teacher team learning, including (a) the experiential aspect 
that highlights both cognition and action, both experiential learning and transformative learning, both team 
level and organizational level, and both learning condition, process and outcome, (b) the affective aspect, 
(c) the motivational aspect, (d) the relational and interactive aspect, and (e) additional team learning 
conditions. In this section, we attempt to synthesize our discussions in the previous sections into a coherent 
framework.  

 
FIGURE 2 

A CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR TEACHER TEAM LEARNING 
 

 
 
As shown in Figure 2, during team learning, teacher teams engage in various processes. Specifically, 

the thinking process involves the process of framing initial shared perceptions and reframing them. The 
feeling process involves the process of creating an empathic field—where members share and understand 
each other’s different experience in more effective and meaningful ways—through presentational knowing. 
The process of motivating to participate in team learning involves the process of being aware of 
interrelatedness with different others and having the collective belief of we can make contributions to 
student achievements. The relational process involves (a) the conflict burdened process of (re)negotiating 
regarding differences in beliefs and actions and each other’s boundaries in the presence of psychological 
safety and conflict consciousness, (b) the inclusive and respectful process of recognizing different others 
and perspectives, and (c) the discursive process of engaging various types of team-talk that include diversity 
of perspectives in teams. The acting process includes the process of crossing boundaries by working with 
divergent others, who are inside or outside teams, and experimenting with shared understanding in shared 
and/or independent contexts. Lastly, teacher teams undergo the synthesis process that links thinking, 
feeling, interacting, and acting across divergent and different perspectives. This is the process of integrating 
perspectives, in which teachers come to understand each other’s different views and emotions and 
synthesize them so that apparent conflicts are negotiated and addressed through dialectical thinking and 
empathic connection in inclusive and negotiated conversation and interactions.  
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All of the learning processes are interrelated, but in particular, without engaging in other learning 
processes that highlight different aspects of team learning (i.e., cognitive, affective, motivational and 
relational/interactive processes) with balance, it is challenging for teacher teams to undergo this integrative 
process effectively and meaningfully. For example, in cases where teacher teams only focus on the 
cognitive mode of team learning (i.e., framing and reframing), members may not engage in meaningful 
discourse, where they share and integrate different perspectives to frame or reframe team understanding, 
by failing to understand and communicate each other’s different perspectives that are embedded in their 
different felt-experience fully enough. Additionally, members may not attempt to continuously participate 
in the team discourse of framing and reframing by failing to recognize each other’s interdependence to get 
their work done or losing their driving force to learn from and with others. Also, members may not be able 
to gain enough access to different perspectives of all members by excluding certain members’ contributions 
and voices, refusing to share their different perspectives with others, failing to manage affective conflicts, 
or partaking in inappropriate form of team conversation, such as accusation. This is why we need to consider 
multi-layers of team learning in order to help teacher teams to engage in team learning where integration 
of divergent perspective is central. 

Furthermore, the learning processes can be fostered or hindered by not only team conditions—such as 
each members’ skills and knowledge, shared values, power, leadership, and/or time—but also 
organizational conditions—such as values, roles of senior management and leaders, and/or time. Team 
learning outcomes may include performance improvement, new or revised ways of working, new or revised 
team norms, enhanced quality of output (i.e., curriculum, educational activities), changed ways of sharing 
thinking and feeling regarding their teaching jobs, changed ways of interacting, and enhanced quality of 
relationships.  

 
CONCLUSION 

 
Teacher teamwork and teaming are a journey of team learning. Given the fact that teachers have 

different backgrounds, interests, ideas, perspectives, and contexts, team learning should be a process in 
which teachers integrate these different lines of diversity. Teacher teams can be helped by considering the 
(a) cognitive process of (re)co-constructing shared meanings, (b) the affective process of creating 
connecting feelings with different others, (c) the motivating process of leading a collection of different 
individuals to collaborate and learn together, (d) the relational processes of engaging interactions that 
negotiate, recognize, and communicate with different others, and (e) the acting processes of experimenting 
with their shared understanding and working with divergent others. Furthermore, it is also important to 
create team/organization conditions in a way that promotes team learning.  

These findings can help teacher teams to include and integrate divergent perspectives in effective ways 
to serve students’ learning and wellbeing. Schools, districts, and external professional development 
programs (e.g., college) can use results of this research to (a) provide principals, teacher leaders, teacher 
teams, and teachers with the frameworks that they can adopt to their team and learning practice, (b) 
coaching teacher leaders and teachers to plan for their teaming and team learning and working alongside 
the teacher leaders during the teaming and team learning, and (c) helping teacher team members to develop 
their capacity to work and learn together. More importantly, the findings can help teachers to not only listen 
to others more deeply and uplift their own and others’ voices, but also to collaborate across lines of different 
kinds of diversity by integrating divergent perspectives. This has become even more important today in the 
midst of a triple pandemic that has encouraged the growth of social justice movements while generating 
more adaptive challenges (Bouffard, 2020). In other words, there is the growing attention to the need for 
diversity within the teaching workforce (NYSED, 2019), and school educators are further required to 
integrate and leverage diversity toward more inclusive, culturally responsive instruction, creating novel 
approaches to address the complex challenges that they face. 

In addition to the contributions of the research above, we also want to highlight some limitations of our 
study and hope that these are useful for future research. First, this study is a conceptual paper that develops 
a theoretical model for teacher team learning with focus on integration of divergent perspectives by 
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exploring various theories and research. Thus, more empirical studies, such as case studies, that apply the 
team learning model to actual teacher team practice are required. Second, it may be that for teachers as 
independent professionals, teacher team learning is a picture of the whole and key principles governing the 
whole, with recognition that contextual applications will differ because of local variations.  
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