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Abstract 

Haskell’s (2000) Theory of Transfer of Learning was used to guide this study on the levels of transfer demonstrated by 
beginning teachers who graduated from a UTeach replication program.  Considering Darling-Hammond’s (2016) emphasis on 
the importance of knowledge of transfer from past experiences to new experiences based on skills and concepts taught 
previously, this study examined the levels of transfer from a teacher preparation program to beginning years of teaching.  
Participants included six graduates of a secondary preparation program who were observed and interviewed in their first two 
years of teaching.  Participants demonstrated some, but not all, levels of transfer of strategies learned in their preparation 
program to their classroom teaching practices.  Findings from the study indicated a further need to research and explore the 
effectiveness of context-embedded knowledge and skills practice within teacher preparation programs for transfer of best 
practices from teacher preparation programs to the classroom.           
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“We don't learn in school just to stay in school for the rest 
of our lives. We have to be able to transfer what we learn in 

one setting and use it somewhere else.” 

Linda Darling-Hammond, 2016 
 

   

eacher preparation programs are tasked 
with preparing teachers for content, 
pedagogy, pedagogical content knowledge, 

teaching theory, and many other facets of teaching.  
Programs are also challenged to meet the needs of a 21st 
century student, which means preparing students to become 
problem solvers, critical thinkers, and lifelong learners 
(Bybee, 2009; Darling-Hammond, et.al., 2019; Gasser, 
2011).  Well-developed teacher preparation leads to the 
transfer of best teaching practices from university 
experiences to prospective classrooms.  While transfer can 
be thought as of as a separate, special form of learning 
(Bransford & Schwartz, 1999), Haskell (2000) theorizes 
learning as transfer.  This subtle difference does not lessen 

the importance of the notion that “transfer of learning is 
universally accepted as the ultimate aim of teaching” 
(McKeough, Lupart, & Marini, 1995, p. vii).  It does, 
however, aim to emphasize the transfer of knowledge 
learned in a teacher preparation program to actual teaching 
practices and strategies as a classroom teacher.  

Some claims of transfer indicated that learning 
occurs in social settings, from emotions (Lobato, 2003), 
historically, and from prior experiences (Larsen‐Freeman, 
2013).  In the case of preservice teachers (PSTs), research 
suggests teachers often enter preparation programs with 
specific ideas about how they will teach based on previous 
schooling experiences (Fajet, et.al., 2005; Minor, 
Onwuegbuzie, Witcher, & James, 2002; Watson, Miller, 
Davis, & Carter, 2010).  These authors found PSTs believe 
teaching required effective, interpersonal skills and do not 
associate effective teaching with pedagogy, knowledge, or 
skill.  Teacher preparation programs were designed to 
provide pedagogical knowledge, with the intent to alter 
PSTs’ perceptions regarding the importance of pedagogy, 
knowledge, and skill.  Researchers agree that the primary 
goal of education is to enable learners to transfer what they 
have learned to new and unique settings (Barnett & Ceci, 
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2002; Darling-Hammond, et.al., 2019; Haskell, 2000; 
Larsen‐Freeman, 2013; Lobato, 2003, 2006).  However, no 
notable research explicitly shows what a teacher knew, 
learned, and chose to transfer into classrooms from teacher 
preparation programs. 

 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine what 
levels of transfer in instructional practices graduates 
demonstrate as they move from the UTeach program to the 
initial few years of teaching.  UTeach, a highly stylized 
form of secondary mathematics and science teacher 
preparation, specifically prepares PSTs to use UTeach 
instructional practices.  A replication of UTeach program, 
designed by the University of Texas at Austin, combines a 
degree in either mathematics or science, with a minor in 
secondary education (grades 8-12).  In addition, if these 
particular students are interested in teaching, they generally 
seek secondary teacher certification.  

The UTeach program is distinctive from other 
secondary teacher preparation programs because PSTs 
experience teaching during the first semester of 
coursework. These early experiences give secondary PSTs 
a unique exposure to teaching early in their program. 
Studies from the program typically review development of 
an observation protocol, expose antidotal preservice 
experiences, or report retention statistics (Fields, Williams, 
& Isbell, 2017; Walkington, et. al., 2012).  Currently, little 
to no research examining which instructional practices 
transfer from the preparation program UTeach to initial 
years of teaching exists.   

 

Research Question 

Due to the unique characteristics of the UTeach 
program structure, which includes classroom experiences 
from the onset, we sought to explore how this structure 
would affect students’ transfer of knowledge from the 
teacher preparation program to the classroom.  This study, 
which is part of a larger research project, was guided by the 
following research question: What are the levels of transfer 
from the UTeach program to the beginning years of 
teaching? 

 

Theoretical Framework 

Haskell’s (2000) Theory of Transfer serves as the 
model for this study due to its extensive taxonomy of 
levels.  The theory provides a multi-dimensional 
framework including principles, levels, and types, for 
application to the study of transfer.  Each dimension can be 
observed in order to recognize and analyze how best to 
negotiate teaching for transfer.  Haskell (2000) provides a 
structure through which transfer of learning can be 
analyzed and examined by researchers and teachers 
alike.  However, for context of this piece of the larger 
study, we only delineate the levels of transfer.  

Haskell’s six levels of transfer are: nonspecific, 
application, context, near, far, and creative displacement.  
Table 1 details the six levels, description, and indicators of 
transfer.  Although the levels of transfer are not wholly 
hierarchical or mutually exclusive, each level can be 
illustrated through examples.  The taxonomy levels can 
provide insights about PSTs’ transfer from UTeach 
preparation to the beginning years of teaching.  

Table 1 
Six Levels of Transfer 
  

Level Description of Level Indicator of Level 
Level 1 Nonspecific transfer All learning is transfer of learning 

Level 2 Application transfer Learned to specific situations 

Level 3 Context transfer Learned under slightly different situations 

Level 4 Near transfer Transfer previous knowledge to new situations based on similar situations 

Level 5 Far transfer Learning to situations entirely dissimilar to initial learning 

Level 6 Displacement or creative 
transfer 

Creation of new concept  

NOTE:  Calais, G. J. (2006). Haskell’s taxonomies of transfer of learning: Implications for classroom instruction. Paper 
presented at the National Forum of Applied Educational Research Journal. 
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Explicitly in teacher education, transfer suggests a 
teacher will use a variety of teaching practices learned in 
their preparation program.  Haskell (2000) warned that 
many teaching practices were fads, and an attempt at a 
quick fix.  Yet, he suggested an alignment between theory 
of learning and instructional practices.  According to 
Haskell, the best practices for fostering transfer of learning 
in a classroom included any instruction that involves deep-
context teaching.  He found a common theme in the 
transfer research whereby the learner exhibited successful 
transfer based on a concrete context.  Haskell notes, 
“learning was all too often welded to the context or 
situation in which it was learned…” (2000, p. 219).  
Therefore, teacher educators should purposely provide 
multiple contexts for preservice teachers to retain, and then 
ultimately reuse their knowledge.   

 

Related Literature 

Research shows that as PSTs complete teacher 
preparation programs, their experiences influence their 
beliefs of teaching (Decker & Rimm-Kaufman, 2008; 
Pajares, 1992).  Brown, Morehead, and Smith (2008) note 
that oftentimes PSTs are encouraged to teach in ways that 
are in direct contradiction to what they experienced as 
learners in P-16 school settings.  Essentially, most students 
were taught in a lecture, rote manner, yet are instructed in 
teacher preparation programs to create a classroom learning 
environment that encourages experimentation, exploration, 
and inquiry.  

Hammerness and Darling-Hammond (2007) argue 
that in order to foster teacher expertise, teacher learning 
must be situated within a particular content and context and 
that “teachers need to learn how to evaluate how aspects of 
what they have learned in one context may apply to new 
contexts or problems they encounter” (pp. 403-404).  This 
idea of situated learning for transfer supports Bransford, 
Brown, and Cocking’s (2000) claim that “for transfer to 
occur, learning must involve more than simple 
memorization or applying a fixed set of procedures” (p. 
55).  For PSTs to transfer knowledge effectively from 
Teacher Preparation Programs (TPPs) to classrooms, they 
must learn how to make connections with the use of 
knowledge have and be able to apply that knowledge to 
new or similar situations. Providing opportunities for 

students to learn in social setting, not in isolation and 
within the confines of a classroom is where a teacher will 
learn to teach (Herrington & Oliver, 2000; Juarez & Purper, 
2018; Moore, 2003; Putnam & Borko, 2000). 

Haskell (2000) claims transfer is the fundamental 
goal of all learning, yet it is difficult to achieve, observe, 
and frequently does not occur.  Haskell suggests when 
transfer occurs, it typically occurs within the first few years 
following instructional intervention.  At present, Haskell’s 
theory has not been used as a framework in its entirety.  
Haskell’s book has been cited often, yet few of the studies 
citing his book were empirical studies.  In one empirical 
study, Belling, James, and Ladkin (2004) site Haskell only 
three times to mention his negativism towards transfer.   

Although Haskell does agree that transfer was 
difficult, he also postulates that transfer happens even when 
we were not looking.  Haskell takes care to voice both sides 
of transfer as something that may not be seen in laboratory 
settings, but people likely transfer knowledge in everyday 
situations.  Ermeling (2010) used Haskell’s premise of 
transfer in his work “to trace the specific effects of a clearly 
defined intervention on teachers’ classroom practice” (p. 
379).  Ermeling used Haskell and Bransford’s theories on 
transfer with respect to the second domain – connecting 
theory to action in an effort to provide theoretical credence 
to teaching practices that would support transfer of 
learning.  

 

Research Design 

A multiple case study design (Stake, 1995) was 
used to examine transfer knowledge from UTeach to 
classroom practice.  Participants included six inservice 
teachers in the first two years of induction and who had 
received teacher preparation from a UTeach replication 
setting.  Additionally, the six participants are employed as 
secondary mathematics teachers in Texas.  During this 
study, the teachers were in the induction years of teaching, 
which are considered the initial three years.  Specifically, 
four of the teachers were first-year teachers and the 
remaining two were in their second year of   
teaching.  Table 2 outlines the participant demographic 
information
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Table 2 
 Participant Demographics and Teaching Information 
 

Participant Gender Ethnicity/Race Year Content 
Grade 
Level Certification 

Pedro M Non-Hispanic 
White 

1 Honors/Regular 6 4-8 Math 

Abagail F E.  Asian/Asian 
Am. 

1 Pre Alg. /Alg.  1 8 4-8 Math 

Barry M Non-Hispanic 
White 

1 Geo. / Pre-Cal 
Reg. 

9-11 7-12 Math 

Jasmine F Non-Hispanic 
White 

1 Alg.  2 Reg. 11-12 8-12 Math 

Paula F Latino or 
Hispanic 

1. 5 Pre-Cal/Math 
Models 

11-12 8-12 Math 

Kumar M Non-Hispanic 
White 

2 Alg.  2 Reg. 10-11 8-12 Math 

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

In order to determine which levels of transfer the 
teachers demonstrated, classroom observations and 
interviews were conducted.  Observations and interviews 
occurred monthly for the duration of a three-month study.  
During each observation, extensive field notes were taken, 
and audio recordings through Evernote were utilized. 
Observations were categorized using the UTeach 
observation protocol (UTOP) (Walkington, et al., 2012).  
The UTOP is organized by the four components of the 
program that are expected to transfer from UTeach to the 
classroom: (1) classroom environment, (2) lesson structure, 
(3) implementation, and (4) content.  

Following each observation, extensive interviews 
were conducted.  These interviews consisted of questions 
related to the lesson, such as: what went well, what s/he 
would do differently, and where s/he got ideas for the 
lesson.  A final interview was conducted, which focused on 
the teachers’ perceptions of how well prepared they felt for 

teaching based on their overall experiences and, more 
specifically, their exposure to innovative teaching practices 
during their time in the UTeach program.  Transcripts of 
the observation notes and interviews were placed in the 
NVivo electronic qualitative analysis instrument to code for 
evidence which aligned with the levels of transfer, plus 
examination for trends or themes among the new teachers. 
Haskell’s (2000) taxonomy for levels of transfer, a system 
of classification, was used as a framework to categorize the 
participants’ levels of transfer based on lesson observations 
and interviews.   

 

Findings 

 Overall findings indicated that participants’ typical 
transfer levels observed were non-specific, application, 
context, and near.  The findings are presented by 
participant in Table 3 and a detailed description of findings 
for individual participants follows. 
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Table 3 
Participants’ Levels of Transfer 
 

Participants Levels  

Pedro near 

Abagail context 

Barry near; application 

Jasmine Context; application 

Paula non-specific 

Kumar near 

 

Pedro’s Level of Transfer 

Of the levels of transfer, Pedro most clearly aligned 
with near transfer.  Haskell (2000) describes near transfer 
as the demonstrated use of knowledge from one situation to 
a new situation.  The situations do not have to be identical, 
but at least one point of commonality is needed to make a 
connection.  Pedro used questioning strategies he learned 
from participating in the UTeach program, which are part 
of the questioning and engagement components of most 
UTOP configurations.  In these components, Pedro often 
scored high and he also mentioned this particular ability in 
his interviews. Pedro indicated: 

Yeah, I’m getting better at it.  Definitely going over it, 
asking the questions when they say, “I don’t 
understand this.”  What do you not understand about 
this?  You got to use your words.  Don’t just tell me 
you don’t understand it.  

The organization skills he learned from his mentor 
were apparent in observations and interviews.  Pedro 
expressed a desire to implement the UTeach strategies and 
obtain more information about how to apply these 
strategies with new materials (i.e. new curriculum, 
textbooks, resources provided by the district).  Again, these 
ideas aligned with someone in near transfer because he 
wants to implement strategies he has learned in a variety of 
contexts.  Ultimately, Pedro indicated in his interviews that 
he felt prepared to teach as a result of participating in the 
UTeach program: 

Yes, I’m very high on the UTeach courses.  They 
definitely prepared me very well content-wise.  Being 
able to - because you need to go back in your lesson 
and look at the different avenues of approach and the 
different strategies or different learning styles. 

Abigail’s Level of Transfer        

Of the levels of transfer, Abigail most clearly 
aligned with context transfer.  Haskell (2000) describes 
context transfer as applying what is learned under slightly 
different situations to a new context.  She rated high on her 
ability to question, which she noted specifically was from 
participating in a program that places a heavy emphasis on 
questioning.  Abigail was often observed using questioning 
as a means of engagement for her students.  Her use of 
cooperative learning groups, another component of 
UTeach, fluctuated between pairs and fours.  Abigail 
remarked that her students were not always prepared to be 
in groups; therefore, she had to shift the seating 
arrangements to increase management of her classes.  

Due to the district’s limited resources and a worksheet-
based curriculum, Abigail relied on district resources over 
UTeach exploratory and investigative activities more 
frequently.  Abigail commented on how the ideals were a 
regular part of her thinking, so she was continuously 
working towards being a better mathematics teacher.  
Abigail spoke to the dilemma of what she was taught 
versus a reality she had not expected.  

Because in my preparation in Uteach, we were trained 
to do higher order thinking.  And what I’m just 
learning just now was that’s kind of what I just believe 
was that kids should always be in a higher order of 
thinking.  But reality was that’s not the case.  You have 
to bring them to higher order thinking.  That’s kind of 
the gap I have.  If only we teach higher order thinking, 
put them in groups, do formative assessments, having 
them create their own notes, summarize, you know.  
Just creating that knowledge was the last step. What I 
do was I start at that, which I’m like, no, this was not 
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going to work.  So, I had that disconnect.  So basically, 
I went to the real world thinking that everybody was 
smart.  I’m having difficulty with that because I’m 
having a hard time putting myself in the kids’ shoes. 

Additionally, Abigail demonstrated the ability to relay 
mathematics to her students.  Her presentation of 
mathematics concepts typically aligned with instructional 
practices she witnessed in previous experiences.  Although 
she had a strong desire to allow her students more time to 
explore mathematical concepts, she often relied on 
modeling problems due to time constraints and class 
management challenges.  The UTOP ratings of mid-level 
range was indicative of a person demonstrating partial 
transfer.  

UTeach stresses the importance of using questioning, 
planning elaborate 5E lessons, and offers many early 
experiences in the program to prepare PSTs for their first 
year of teaching.  Abigail reflected on these aspects of the 
program and how they affected her teaching practice: 

Okay, so UTeach prepares you to really think through 
your lessons, especially—I got drilled with 
questioning.  I will make sure you ask them the how 
and the why, don't ask the what, don't ask what was the 
answer and then just stop there, ask the how and the 
why and know that. The lesson plans that we do the 
5E.  They were extensive lesson plans. It was like 5-10 
pages for one lesson...I mean, I don't do lesson plans 
like that anymore because frankly, honestly, I do not 
have time to do that, but it was embedded in my head. 
And in fact, UTeach can send you out to the wolves 
during step 1 like instead of theory for three years and 
then student teaching for last year, you go to your 
classroom almost every year.   

Barry’s Levels of transfer   

Based on observations and interviews, Barry 
demonstrated two types of transfer: near transfer and 
application transfer.  First, Barry demonstrated near 
transfer for some components of the UTeach.  He used 
questioning strategies, foldable activities, and management 
practices he learned during his apprenticeship.  Near 
transfer is exhibited when someone applies what they have 
learned in one situation to a similar, but not 
indistinguishable, situation.  In this case, Barry experienced 
many teachers who use questioning to keep their students 
engaged in lessons.  He attributes the management 
techniques he uses in his own classroom to the mentorship 
in his apprenticeship semester.  

Also, Barry’s mathematics content knowledge was 
demonstrative of near transfer.  He had high flexibility in 
teaching a variety of courses.  There were no courses Barry 

felt concerned about teaching.  Barry taught geometry and 
pre-calculus using very similar teaching styles.  His ability 
to teach both types of content in the same manner, direct 
teaching with questioning strategies to encourage 
participation, indicated near transfer. 

The preparation program promotes creating a positive 
learning environment in mathematics classrooms and 
Barry’s ability to incorporate an atmosphere where students 
can openly ask questions demonstrates an application 
transfer.  In Barry’s classes, students appeared comfortable 
answering questions and had little fear of answering 
incorrectly.  Barry promoted a positive learning 
environment in the classroom; this was evident during the 
observation when students were supportive of one another 
when they did not know the correct answers to questions.  
Barry reflected on how he creates a supportive classroom 
environment: 

I think when kids answer questions, I don't tell them—
just point blank they were wrong. If a kid doesn't know 
an answer, they know I'm going to help them.  I'll ask 
them leading questions.  I won't give up on them.  If 
someone doesn't know the answers, I'm not going to be 
like - I am not going to punish them. 

Jasmine’s Levels of Transfer   

Jasmine exhibited application transfer, which is 
evident when the person applies knowledge in an exact 
manner. Jasmine incorporated strategies such as putting her 
class in groups of two and four, gallery walks, and random 
ways to assign problems based on some ideas she gained in 
her preparation program.  She also used questioning 
strategies she learned in the UTeach program courses and 
apprenticeship.  Jasmine stated: 

I have like a gallery walk and stuff.  I have different 
stations.  For example, right now in the back, those 
were our different stations for pre-cal.  As you notice, 
there’s a group of tables in front of each one, which I 
would time.  I have clear examples of what to do, what 
I expect from them, my expectations.  A clear example 
and explaining my example.  And then it’s their turn as 
you can see. I have a second sheet of paper that says 
“Your turn” and they do the exact same thing that I did 
on the previous paper. 

Jasmine also demonstrated context transfer.  The 
school adopted a new curriculum that she claimed 
contained strategies similar to the ones she learned in 
UTeach.  In the first interview, Jasmine mentioned she was 
excited to have something the teachers used that aligned 
with her instructional practices: “now we’ve shifted to 
using Abbott strategies and a lot of those strategies were 
similar to UTeach.”  Jasmine used some strategies that 



 
 

     
TXEP: TEXAS EDUCATOR PREPARATION  ISSN: 2474-3976 online 
Ó 2019, Consortium of State Organizations for Texas Teacher Education 
Fields, Dixon, Isbell, & Tunks, pp. 29-38 
 

35 

encouraged students to practice problems, but the problems 
were typically on worksheets.  Students were engaged on 
several levels: using team games, random assignment of a 
problem, and/or assigning groups particular problems to 
create a class key.  These activities were a way to 
encourage students’ productivity; however, the activities 
were not inquiry or conceptually based activities.  This is 
an example of context transfer because Jasmine took her 
knowledge of instructional practices learned in UTeach and 
applied some, but not all, of them to an extent in a different 
context (new curriculum). 

Paula’s Level of Transfer  

The transfer level of Paula’s preparation to teach was 
nonspecific transfer, which is described as all learning 
being connected to previous learning.  In the final 
interview, Paula stated: 

Like right away like as soon as they send you out to a 
classroom because like step one, very first class, they 
already send you out.  Right, they don’t even like, like 
baby you into it.  They’re like, no if you want to teach, 
we’re going to go.  And I love that part where you can 
get the feel of it, you’re either going to get a good vibe 
or bad vibe.  If you absolutely don’t like it, you don’t 
have to continue the step two, you can already get out. 

During the beginning of the UTeach program, Paula 
decided teaching was what she wanted to do.  In order to 
become a teacher, she had to stay in the program.  
However, she acknowledged direct instruction as her 
teaching style preference.  Paula typically prepared a 
worksheet with practice problems on the content.  She then 
modeled the lesson, asked a few procedural questions, and 
then allowed students to work individually on the 
remaining problems.  She frequently monitored students’ 
work by walking around and checking for understanding.  
According to Paula, the preference of pedagogy was due to 
the students she wanted to teach.  In the first interview, 
Paula made it clear she was back at a school that needed 
her, supported her, and wanted her there because she shared 
a cultural background with the majority of the student 
population and could easily relate to them.   

Paula’s teaching practices do not align with the 
pedagogical focus of the UTeach program, but rather her 
previous experiences in school as a student.  Her comments 
that her students, who share a cultural background with her, 
require direct teaching and rote practice speak to her 
limited pedagogical knowledge and worldview.  While no 
transfer can be attributed to the courses or preparation, she 
did recognize that she learned about teaching based on the 
way she was taught in K-12 schooling.  

 

Kumar’s Level of Transfer 

Of the levels of transfer, Kumar aligned with near 
transfer, which utilizes previous knowledge from a 
previous situation to a new situation.  The situations do not 
have to be identical, but relatively close in nature.  

Kumar was using questioning strategies he learned 
from participating in the UTeach program and 
demonstrated an ability to effectively generate classroom 
engagement through his use of real-world and relevant 
connections.  Again, these ideas align with someone in 
near transfer because Kumar was using the strategies he 
learned in UTeach in a similar manner in his mathematics 
classes.  He learned in the program that it was not enough 
to understand the content, but he needed to implement the 
pedagogy meaningfully.  

Additionally, Kumar was prepared to be a leader in 
mathematics education.  At the beginning of the year, 
Kumar was named head of his PLC.  Kumar was tasked 
with aligning curriculum, implementing innovative lessons, 
and holding regular meetings.  The campus was very 
supportive of his methods of instruction.  Many of the ideas 
the campus adopted, Kumar learned in his UTeach 
preparation program.  Kumar indicated, 

Essentially the things that the administration was 
starting to push were things that UTeach had stressed. 
They’re just finally starting to show up here.  And the 
things that seem rather obvious to me and I want to 
implement…They’re like, here’s all the things you 
guys need to do. If somebody would have asked me 
last year, what were all the things you want to do, I 
would have given them the same list that they’ve just 
given me. 

 

 Discussion and Implications 

Between the observations and conversations, the 
beginning teachers provided evidence that they transferred 
some of the knowledge of mathematics content and 
pedagogy they learned in the UTeach preparation program.  
Although higher levels of transfer such as far and 
displacement did not occur, the teachers exhibited 
application and near transfer levels with respect to their 
content and pedagogy.  Both align with the Theory of 
Transfer research that suggests that in early years of 
transfer, lower levels of transfer are anticipated (Haskell, 
2000).  

Based on interview data, it was apparent that 
teachers were instructed in the practices of applying 
UTeach pedagogy: inquiry learning, hands-on experiences, 
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shared learning, etc.  Teachers reported that they were 
charged with the responsibility of facilitating learning. 
Teachers recognized that while they knew the content, 
knowing how to teach the content in an effective way to 
high school students was challenging.  

Two participants, Pedro and Kumar, showed 
higher levels of near transfer.  They have been teaching 
longer and demonstrated the ability to move from what had 
been learned in the program to the classroom.  Throughout 
observations, the two participants were able to monitor and 
adjust instruction, whereas the other four participants rarely 
deviated from the planned lesson.  Barry showed near and 
application levels of transfer while Jasmine and Abigail 
showed context and application levels of transfer.  Paula 
was a first-year teacher who showed the lowest levels of 
transfer (non-specific). 

All teachers rated high on the ability to effectively 
ask questions to promote engagement in the classrooms.  
The preparation program places emphasis on this particular 
skill and the teachers had opportunities to practice 
questioning strategies in the UTeach program.  Two of the 
UTeach graduates demonstrated near transfer in the daily 
teaching practices.  Both were using more UTeach 
instructional strategies regularly than the other teachers. 

All six teachers demonstrated some form of 
transfer with their questioning strategies.  As mentioned 
previously, the UTeach program provides multiple 
opportunities for PSTs to study and practice various 
questioning skills and that may have led to the consistent 
application of questioning skills in the teaching practices of 
the program’s graduates.  These findings can inform 
UTeach program faculty as they conduct program 
curriculum mapping and course development to provide 
deeper study and practice of the skills and concepts they 
most want graduates to transfer to their own teaching.  

Additionally, the findings point to a need to 
expand the research to explore the reasons why higher 
levels of transfer were not observed. A model to examine 
transfer from TPPs is essential to determine what is 
affecting change, student success, and teaching practices 
(Juarez & Purper, 2018).  Using a framework such as 

Haskell’s to examine transfer could provide valuable 
feedback on transfer.  Further research on transfer could 
reveal whether or not the participants in this study, and 
studies like it, faced obstacles that prevented them from 
demonstrating higher levels of transfer or if they are even 
aware that they were not fully transferring their knowledge 
from the teacher preparation programs (TPPs) to the 
classroom practice.  Other researchers (Brashier & Norris, 
2008; Strom, Martin, & Villegas, 2018) have found that 
although novice teachers may have learned best practices 
during their TPPs, they encounter obstacles once they begin 
their teaching careers that prevent them from fully 
implementing the strategies and methods they learned and 
practiced. 

 

Conclusion 

As teacher educators, we aspire to influence how a 
teacher views teaching and learning in classrooms across 
the nation.  Teacher preparation programs serve as a 
springboard for the initial years of teaching and provide 
new teachers with the foundation they need as they embark 
on their careers.  Teacher education programs are 
inherently designed to transfer preparation into practice.  
Programs for secondary teacher preparation like UTeach 
are designed to promote content knowledge and content 
specific pedagogy; both are important pieces to transfer to 
the classroom.  

Although, we recognize that as teachers progress 
through their careers, they participate in professional 
development opportunities that allow them to grow and 
progress more.  As this happens, the transfer of knowledge 
could shift.  We cannot expect that the knowledge and 
transfer that we see several years into their career would be 
a direct result of their teacher preparation program; it will 
be the result of the teacher preparation program, plus years 
of experience and continuous professional development. 
Therefore, study of professional development transfer 
provides another avenue of research.  
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