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Good Teaching in Difficult Times:
Demoralization in the Pursuit of
Good Work

DORIS A. SANTORO
Bowdoin College

What happens when experienced teachers who are fueled by the moral dimen-
sion of teaching find that they can no longer access the moral rewards of the
work? Consistent and persistent frustrations in accessing the moral rewards of
teaching requires a new concept to describe teachers who feel they no longer
can do good work or teach “right.” Too often, this phenomenon of frustration
in the pursuit of good teaching is described as burnout. Although the terms
“burnout” and “demoralization” have been used synonymously, it is better to
consider the two phenomena as related but conceptually distinct. Burnout may
be an appropriate diagnosis in some cases where individual teachers’ personal
resources cannot meet the challenge of the difficulties presented by the work.
However, the burnout explanation fails to account for situations where the
conditions of teaching change so dramatically that moral rewards, previously
available in ever-challenging work, are now inaccessible. In this instance, the
phenomenon is better termed demoralization. Through an empirical case study
and philosophical analysis, this article shows that accessing the moral dimension
of teaching is not only about cultivating individual teachers’ dispositions toward
good work but structuring the work to enable practitioners to do good within
its domain. In this model, teacher attrition does not necessarily reflect a lack of
commitment, preparedness, competence, or hardiness on the part of the prac-
titioner. Rather, teacher attrition is analyzed from the perspective of whether
teachers find moral value in the kind of work they are asked to perform.

Teaching is an intellectual and moral practice fraught with contradictions,
impediments, and challenges both quotidian and extraordinary. Despite the
long-standing challenges inherent in teachers’ work, current federal policies
in the United States have affected public school teachers and their classrooms
in ways previously unimaginable (Kukla-Acevedo 2009, 450–51). This federal
oversight affects high-poverty schools most significantly where policies are tied
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to essential funding and sanctions that include possible reorganization and
school closure (Valli and Buese 2007; Valli et al. 2008). Recently, the Los Angeles

Times published an investigative report that included the names of individual
teachers and their “valued-added” ratings based on the newspaper’s analysis
of standardized tests results (“Los Angeles Teacher Ratings” 2010). The New
York City Department of Education is currently in a court battle with the
city’s teachers’ union as to whether it can release teacher ratings to the press
(Otterman 2010). Federal funding mandates require adoption of “scientifically
based” instructional strategies that frequently involve curricular materials with
scripted lessons that teachers must follow (No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB]
2001). “Fidelity” to the mandated scope and sequence of commercially pro-
duced curriculum is often accompanied by school-based administrative over-
sight that can be as picayune as ensuring uniform standards of bulletin board
design. All professions periodically go through periods of crisis, or difficult
times, and teaching is in the midst of one now. This article provides new
vocabulary to describe a phenomenon made visible in this crisis that is too
frequently attributed to the weakness of individual teachers or is accepted
fatalistically as a symptom of teaching in high-poverty schools. It renders a
conceptual distinction between “burnout” and what the author terms
“demoralization.”

Through analysis of research on the moral dimension of teaching and its
relation to teacher recruitment, retention, and attrition, a case of one teacher,
and philosophical inquiry into the concepts of burnout and demoralization,
this article addresses the question: What happens when experienced teachers
who are fueled by the moral dimension of teaching find that they can no
longer access the moral rewards embedded in the work? The moral rewards
of teaching are activated when educators feel that they are doing what is right
in terms of one’s students, the teaching profession, and themselves.1 The moral
rewards discussed here encompass the moral and ethical dimensions of teach-
ing. The ethical dimension involves teachers pursuing the good life in their
professional and personal endeavors. In relation to the ethical, teachers might
ask, “How is what I am doing bettering the world or my self?” The moral
dimension harnesses sanctioned and prohibited activities. For instance, teach-
ers might wonder, “Is this approach a good method for teaching my class
given what I know about best practices?” The ethical and the moral are often
intertwined. For instance, violating moral principles (engaging in practices that

DORIS A. SANTORO is assistant professor of education at Bowdoin College.
Her research interests include philosophy of education, John Dewey, feminist
theories, and the ethical, moral, and political implications of pedagogical
paradigms for teachers. Her current project investigates why experienced
teachers from high-poverty schools leave work they love.
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seem wrong to the practitioner) may affect one’s ethical life (the practitioner
may sense a diminishment of his or her goodness as a teacher and a person).2

Although it is impossible to enumerate the goods that could be counted as
moral rewards, when teachers find that they can answer in the affirmative to
the questions—Is this work worthwhile? Am I engaging in good teaching?—
they are reaping the moral rewards of the practice of teaching. How teachers
elaborate on why the work is worthwhile and why they are engaging in good
teaching may be inflected by personal factors, but the work itself is what makes
these rewards available. These rewards are internal to the practice of teaching
rather than the possession of individual teachers.3 This article puts forth an
argument that the moral rewards embedded in the teaching profession are
endangered in these difficult times.

Too often, the inability to access the moral rewards of teaching is misdi-
agnosed as burnout. This article shows that it is better to conceive of the
foreclosure of the moral rewards as demoralization. Although Farber (1984)
has used burnout and demoralization synonymously, it is necessary to consider
the two phenomena as related but conceptually distinct. As will be examined
below, burnout may be an appropriate diagnosis in some cases where indi-
vidual teachers’ personal resources cannot meet the challenge of the difficulties
presented by the work. However, the “burnout” explanation fails to account
for situations where the conditions of teaching change so dramatically that
the moral rewards, previously available in ever-challenging work, are now
inaccessible. In this case, the phenomenon is better termed “demoralization.”
Consistent and persistent frustrations in accessing the moral rewards of teach-
ing requires a new concept to describe teachers who feel they no longer can
do good work or teach “right.”

Difficult times in a profession provide an opportunity to articulate what is
fundamental to the work. Although many researchers have focused on the
individual attributes that contribute to teachers’ ability to tolerate the chal-
lenges of the profession, fewer have examined how the quality of the work
itself—the practice of teaching—affects teacher attrition. Shifting the analysis
of teacher attrition from individual teachers’ characteristics (burnout) to the
practice of teaching (demoralization) provides a new perspective on teacher
retention that relies less on individual teacher psychology and more on an
analysis of the state of the profession. It shows that accessing the moral di-
mension of teaching is not only about cultivating individual teachers’ dispo-
sitions toward good work but also structuring the work to enable practitioners
to do good within its domain. In this model, teacher attrition does not nec-
essarily reflect a lack of commitment, preparedness, competence, or hardiness
on the part of the practitioner. Rather, teacher attrition is analyzed from the
perspective of whether teachers find moral value in the actual work they are
asked to perform.
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Difficult Times for Good Work

Difficult times issue a challenge to a profession. This challenge “exposes the
threats to good work and may mobilize people to struggle productively, to
confirm the essence of their calling, embrace high standards, and reaffirm
their personal identities” (Gardner, Csikszentmihalyi, and Damon 2001, 6).
When professionals (including teachers) are able to engage in work that they
believe is important and conduct it in ways they believe are right, say Gardner
et al., they “have a chance to experience work as ‘good’—that is, as something
that allows the full expression of what is best in [them], something [they]
experience as rewarding and enjoyable” (5). Good work not only serves so-
ciety, it yields personal gratification and provides vital sustenance to the
profession itself.

In the United States teaching attracts individuals who seek to do good work
in spite of the profession’s relatively low status and pay. Researchers who study
the attraction and retention of teachers in urban and high-poverty schools
have focused on these teachers’ sense of “mission” and “altruism.” A number
of recent studies have highlighted the “intrinsic” or “psychic” rewards of
teaching. These nonmaterial rewards have been found to be most significant
in attracting and retaining teachers (Crocco and Costigan 2007; Freedman
and Appleman 2008, 2009; Margolis and Deuel 2009; Ng and Peter 2010;
Stotko, Ingram, and Beaty-O’Ferrall 2007). The moral rewards of teaching,
as the term is used in this article, are embedded in the practice of teaching.
Although not all teachers may be motivated by the moral dimensions of
teaching, the profession traditionally has held open the promise to engage in
good work. Engaging in work that has ethical value attracts and sustains
teachers in a profession that yields relatively modest material rewards.

It is well established that the moral dimensions of teaching—the opportunity
to do good work—are a central feature of the profession. David Hansen (1995,
1998, 2001a, 2001b) explains that for many teachers, their work is a vocation
or calling, one replete with notions of moral and ethical commitments to their
practice and the students with whom they work. Others have also shown that
morals, values, and principles comprise the essence of teaching (Buchmann
1986; Campbell 2008; Carr 2006; de Ruyter and Kole 2010; Goodlad, Soder,
and Sirotinik 1990; Jackson 1992; Jackson and Belford 1965; Lortie 1975;
Margolis and Deuel 2009; Pring 2001; Richardson and Fenstermacher 2001).
Despite the numerous articles and books that study the personal convictions
of teachers, a sustained consideration of how moral and ethical reasons may
contribute to educators’ decisions to leave the profession is absent from nearly
all of the literature on teacher attrition and on the moral dimensions of
teaching. Those studies that consider the moral in lay terms such as “mission”
or “altruism” have focused only on early-career teachers (Crocco and Costigan
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2007; Freedman and Appleman 2009; Stotko et al. 2007). To repeat, teaching
is an intellectual and moral practice. Researchers have investigated the effects
of de-intellectualizing, or de-skilling, the profession (Apple 1986; Giroux 1988;
Wong 2006). Yet no sustained study has examined the effects of demoralization,
that is, what happens when teachers cannot access the moral dimensions of
their work.

Difficult times in teaching have the effect of revealing teachers’ tacit as-
sumptions about their work. In particular, it moves them to describe the moral
rewards of the profession (Santoro 2011). Philip Jackson (1986) has argued
that teachers do not discuss their work in moral language or using philosophical
terms. However, challenges to what teachers see as essential in their work
provide opportunities to bring their moral and ethical commitments and the
moral rewards of teaching into broad relief. Herbert Kohl’s (2003) description
of a bilingual teacher, Rosa, who was working in an environment that pro-
hibited her from assisting students who were learning English through their
shared knowledge of Spanish offers a succinct example of how the moral
becomes visible in difficult times.

[Rosa] had to become a tender of the testing machine and put aside
both her compassion for children and her knowledge of what they knew
and how intelligent they were. She also had to find a way to ignore her
moral depression over imposing tasks on her students that both she and
they knew they could not perform.

Rosa knew that she was complicit in setting her students up for failure,
and it was tearing her apart. She is a dedicated teacher, a lifer, and it
went against her heart and mind as an educator to be forced into being
an instrument of her students’ humiliation. (8, emphasis added)

Kohl describes Rosa’s depression as moral. Moral depression is the pre-
cursor to demoralization. Rosa’s experience teaching in a way that countered
what she knew to be good and right (ethical and moral) caused her personal
distress. Eventually, she may find it impossible to access the sustaining moral
rewards of her work. The moral rewards of teaching need not take identical
forms for all practitioners, but the work offers some opportunities particular
to the profession: responding pedagogically to students’ learning needs, en-
abling students’ academic and personal success, helping students envision
themselves as competent learners. The moral rewards of teaching are far from
selfish or self-serving, but they certainly are necessary for sustaining the work
of practitioners who care about their profession and their students. As Jackson
(1986) has shown, these rewards are not aligned with a particular tradition of
teaching but cut across the distinctions of student-centered and subject-cen-
tered, progressive and traditional.

In response to NCLB, teachers across the nation have mobilized to affirm
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their sense of the profession and to highlight the good work they do.4 However,
the challenges they face may also be debilitating. In a study of middle and
high school English and Social Studies teachers in New York City schools,
Margaret Crocco and Arthur Costigan (2007) found, “As a result of the cur-
ricular and pedagogical impositions of scripted lessons, mandated curriculum,
and narrowed options for pedagogy in many New York City (NYC) middle
and high schools, new teachers find their personal and professional identity
development thwarted, creativity and autonomy undermined, and ability to
forge relationships with students diminished” (513). A four-year longitudinal
study of three high-poverty elementary schools in a high-functioning school
district found that high-stakes accountability had a “corrosive” influence on
teaching and learning (Valli et al. 2008, 161) and that there was a “deterio-
ration of teaching between the years 2002 and 2005” as a result of a focus
on testing and test preparation (Valli and Buese 2007, 546). Sonia Nieto (2009)
has voiced her concern that teaching has changed so dramatically under the
policies related to NCLB that the morally attractive features of teaching are
vanishing: “Too many teachers are leaving the profession because the ideals
that brought them to teaching are fast disappearing” (13). Nieto’s concern is
confirmed in Santoro’s (2011) work on experienced teachers who leave when
they view their current work as unrecognizable in relation to their ideals.
Comprehensive empirical studies have shown that the most qualified teachers
leave when they do not see themselves as efficacious ( Johnson and Birkeland
2003; Johnson and The Project on the Next Generation of Teachers 2004).
With the advent of NCLB and Race to the Top, a feeling of a lack of success
with students has become much more public and personalized and not simply
the result of self-assessment or building-level evaluations. Buckley, Schneider,
and Shang (2005) suggest that “NCLB itself may be working against improve-
ment of the nation’s stock of quality teachers” due to the narrowing of cur-
riculum, prescripted pedagogy, and the shame of working in schools labeled
“in need of improvement” or “failing” (1110–11). For some teachers, it is
difficult to maintain a sense of doing good work when policies foreclose op-
portunities to teach in ways that they believe are right.

A Shift from the Good Teacher to Good Teaching

Doubtless, individual teachers and the qualities they bring to their classrooms
affect their teaching and their students profoundly. These effects have been
studied by educational policy makers and educational philosophers alike (Han-
sen 2001a; Haycock 1998; Richardson and Fenstermacher 2001; Van Manen
1991). However, Mary Kennedy’s (2010) recent article highlights the tendency
for educational researchers who examine phenomena related to teaching to
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commit what social psychologists call a “fundamental attribution error”: at-
tributing too much to individuals’ personal traits to explain their behavior
and too little to the context in which the behavior takes place. Kennedy argues,
“we have veered too far toward the attribution of teaching quality to the
characteristics of teachers themselves, and are overlooking situational factors
that may have a strong bearing on the quality of the teaching practices we
see” (591). With David Hansen’s work standing out as a notable exception,
research on the moral dimension of teaching tends to focus heavily on indi-
viduals’ ethical commitments and moral conflicts rather than the ways in which
the practice of teaching offers access to moral rewards. As Kennedy urges,
“It is time to look beyond the teacher to the teaching situation itself” (ibid.).
Such a shift entails focusing on the moral dimensions of teaching rather than
focusing solely on the morality of teachers.

Moving from an analysis of teachers to a more comprehensive view of
teaching is supported by Fenstermacher and Richardson’s (2005) “four axes
of quality teaching.” Their analysis of quality teaching illuminates the ways
in which individual teachers depend on more than their personal convictions
and efforts in the pursuit of good work. The four axes are good teaching
(significant teacher influence), opportunity to teach and learn (partial-to-lim-
ited teacher influence), supportive social surround (limited teacher influence),
and willingness and effort of the learner (partial-to-limited teacher influence)
(207).5 They argue that “only one factor in the four critical factors for learning
goes directly to the activities of the teacher, and this factor is whether or not
these activities constitute good teaching” (191).

Even in the domain where teachers have the greatest direct influence, good
teaching, context may affect teachers’ efforts. They explain, “it may not always
be possible to act proficiently on the elements of good teaching in cases where
learner effort, surround, and opportunity are weak or highly deficient. There
are, as any teacher of more than a few years will inform you, interactions
between the context for teaching and the practices of the teacher” (207).
Guarding against those who might rationalize that good teaching is possible
only in the most ideal environments, Fenstermacher and Richardson are care-
ful to include that good teaching also requires a degree of responsiveness to
the context of the work. Therefore, they argue, it would be insufficient for a
teacher to claim that the “good teaching” she performed in one context no
longer holds in this other, presumably more difficult, situation. The kinds of
obstacles that Fenstermacher and Richardson describe include “ill-prepared
and unready students, . . . impoverished facilities, . . . and absence of resources,
or a social surround that devalues school and what might be acquired there”
(ibid.). The authors are clear in making the case that expectations of teacher
heroism do not lead to sound policy and that teacher quality requires more
than teacher preparedness and commitment. However, it is also clear that the
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challenges they mention have always been present in teaching and are inherent
to the work. Their account does not address those teachers who have nego-
tiated and persevered in high-need environments who now find their work
untenable due to pedagogical policy constraints.

Fenstermacher and Richardson’s essay shows that studies that focus sin-
gularly on “goodness” or “success” of teaching offer an incomplete picture of
the work. They unpack the elements of quality teaching and help to dismantle
the notion that committed teachers prevail and are able to do good work
against all odds by dint of their individual efforts (197). Good teaching, they
argue, depends upon morally defensible practices and adheres to the terms
of excellence designated by the profession in its logical, psychological, and
moral elements, as well as the subject being taught. A number of scholars
have described the practice of teaching as having excellences that are specific
to the work (Buchmann 1986; Dunne and Hogan 2004; Hansen 2001a,
2001b). The terms of excellence are designated by the profession rather than
the individual teacher. Good teaching depends on a practice of teaching, rather
than solely on an individual teacher’s virtues. So, the good of good teaching
hinges on a community of practice in which teaching takes place.6 The moral
rewards of teaching are located in this tradition and community of practice.

Fenstermacher and Richardson explain that unlike good teaching, there is
no necessary moral component to successful teaching. Theoretically, one could
be a successful teacher of inappropriate material or a successful teacher who
uses reprehensible methods. To illustrate, after successfully giving a number
of hand signals to manage her classroom, a teacher in Jonathan Kozol’s (2005)
The Shame of the Nation turns to the author and says, “I can do this with my
dog . . . ” (75). Notably, this teacher signals her moral distress to Kozol and
indicates that even though she can be “successful” using the hand signals, she
finds the methods she has been mandated to employ suspect in relation to
good teaching. Success can relate to many laudable goals as well as those that
are distasteful. Successful teaching does not hinge on any particular method
or pedagogical approach but depends upon students demonstrating that they
have learned the material, skill, or disposition that the teacher intended to
impart.

Why Good Teaching Matters

Fenstermacher and Richardson (2005) demonstrate that good teaching is not
simply a flight of fancy for philosophers. Nor is good teaching merely the
cosmetic sheen on an otherwise expedient instructional delivery system. “Qual-
ity teaching,” they explain, “is often presumed to be simply successful teaching,
wherein the learner learns what the teacher teaches. Yet we have seen that
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when successful teaching is disconnected from good teaching, the results are seldom favorable

for either the student or the subject matter under study” (192, emphasis added). A
necessary amendment to Fenstermacher and Richardson’s account of quality
teaching is that “successful” teaching disconnected from “good” teaching also
has deleterious affects for teachers as well as for students and subject matter.
Teachers need a sense of success ( Johnson and Birkeland 2003) and a sense
of doing good work (Santoro 2011). One could be a wildly successful teacher
and enjoy none of the moral rewards of teaching. The current policy envi-
ronment has privileged successful teaching to such a degree that the goals of
current initiatives may eclipse the possibility for good teaching.7 The moral
rewards that attract and sustain teachers are generated by quality teaching,
not simply the desire to do good work and not simply success.

When moral and ethical difficulties in teaching are studied, they tend to
rely on a bygone image of a teacher operating independently in a self-enclosed
classroom. Teachers’ dilemmas are rendered apolitical because they are cast
as personal struggles rather than as revealing problems within the practice of
teaching. Studies on the moral and ethical aspects of teaching that do not
move beyond the “egg crate” model of schooling miss the realities of working
in schools and the ways in which teachers experience moral dilemmas and
ethical concerns in the pursuit of good work. Bullough’s (2010) recent review
of research on ethical and moral issues in teaching and teacher education
shows that most studies in this area focus on individual teachers’ dilemmas
in their classroom encounters with students and/or colleagues. In response to
these dilemmas, some researchers often recommend that teachers need to
learn how to better identify and/or articulate the moral and ethical dimensions
of their work (Campbell 2004; Colnerud 1997, 2006). Elizabeth Campbell
(2008), in contrast, has described teachers’ understanding and ability to ar-
ticulate their role in good teaching as “ethical knowledge.” What the authors
do not account for is the possibility that teachers know what it would take to
engage in good teaching but are prevented from enacting good teaching by the
constraints of pedagogical policy.

Valli, Croninger, and Walters (2007) have shown that accountability policies
that focus on a single classroom teacher as the measure of effectiveness vastly
oversimplify the complex web of teaching in today’s schools. Accountability
policies that attempt to pinpoint the effectiveness of a single teacher do not
reflect the realities of teacher collaboration, supplemental instruction, and
other adults who provide services to students. Calls for greater teacher re-
flection in order to solve ethical and moral dilemmas presume a decontex-
tualized decision-making process where teachers’ possible responses are un-
limited and unencumbered. Such recommendations presume that moral
knowledge can translate easily into moral action. Good teaching cannot be
enacted without the person of the teacher, but the pursuit of good teaching
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on the part of the teacher does not guarantee it can be enacted. What is
needed is a way to situate moral and ethical concerns of teachers within the
structure of schools and their attendant policy constraints. This, then, requires
that we look at the practice of teaching, rather than teachers in isolation.

Understanding Burnout

The phenomenon of frustration in the pursuit of good teaching is often mis-
takenly termed burnout. It is worth unpacking the underpinnings of burnout
in order to distinguish it from the experience of demoralization. Burnout is
a category based on individual teacher psychology, rather than an assessment
of the state of the practice. Burnout is studied most frequently by psychologists
who examine how an individual’s personality, physical and mental health, and
coping strategies help to manage stress. They also investigate how the school
environment appears to support and inhibit teachers in completing the tasks
that they are expected to accomplish.8 These studies yield important infor-
mation about individuals who choose to enter the profession, the strains and
demands of the work of teaching, and the kinds of institutional supports and
leadership that can attenuate work pressure. Burnout tends to be characterized
as a natural by-product of teaching in demanding schools and leaves the
problem of burnout as an issue of teacher personality and/or naiveté. One
notable exception to the personalization of burnout is the overworn assump-
tion that the profession itself is inherently one that entails burnout. In high-
poverty schools, the burnout of good teachers seems to be taken as inevitable.
This assumption does not stand up to even cursory analysis if other professions
that are similarly challenging are considered.

Burnout suggests that teachers have a finite quantity of personal resources
to offer from the start. Smart teachers, according to this logic, will conserve
their resources. This means that they will not overexert or overextend them-
selves. Much like a long-distance runner, they must pace themselves for the
marathon of teaching rather than the sprint. Given the logic of limited re-
sources, teachers must take honest stock of the scope of their influence and
what degree of good they can do so as not to burn out. Some teachers burn
out not because they use their limited resources unwisely but because they do
not have the personality to protect them. The stress of working in schools
erodes their resources and leaves them without energy to continue in their
jobs. The rapid loss of personal resources can also arise from a romanticized,
rather than serious-minded, approach to working in high-need schools where
a teacher is left stunned and vanquished when the work fails to conform with
Hollywood portrayals of teacher-heroes.

Philosophers have dealt little with teacher burnout, but they have under-
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stood that there is a moral dimension to this problem. Chesire Calhoun (2003)
has suggested that burnout in high-need schools occurs because the scope of
what counts as good teaching in these environments far exceeds what any
single human being can accomplish. The weight of this problem is great since
being a good teacher is conflated with being a good person. In Calhoun’s
depiction, burnout happens because the work’s demands exceed the teacher’s
personal supply of “goodness,” resulting in poor professional performance and
personal decimation. In Dewey and Eros, Jim Garrison (1997) uses burnout to
serve as harbinger of what happens to teachers who tamp the desire for their
own good in the process of teaching and attending to the needs of their
students. Garrison argues, “People who do not blaze with their own passions
burn out” (57). Garrison draws on John Dewey’s concept of growth as a
necessity for ethical, moral, and democratic life. He shows that teachers who
fail to sustain their own growth by nurturing their “expansive” selves burn out.

A teacher’s limited personal resources are the common feature in Calhoun’s
and Garrison’s discussions of teacher burnout. While Garrison’s studied treat-
ment of the practice of teaching provides a more nuanced account of the
phenomenon, his analysis leaves burnout as a problem of the self-care of
individual teachers. The good of teaching, according to Garrison, is found in
reciprocal benefit for students and teachers through the activity of the practice.
However, the prevention of burnout remains the responsibility of individual
teachers who maintain a commitment to pursuing their own passions. In order
to avoid burnout, in Garrison’s account, teachers must replenish their indi-
vidual store of personal resources. The good is derived through the act of
teaching, but nonetheless the “fire” must be the teacher’s own. Situations in
which teachers may not be able to access the moral rewards embedded in
the practice of teaching are not accounted for in Garrison’s account of burnout.

Good Teaching: Stephanie’s Experience

This section highlights the experiences of Stephanie, a teacher who passion-
ately pursued the good in her practice and for her students. Stephanie was
interviewed in December 2008 as part of a larger project that studied 13
experienced teachers from high-poverty schools who left work they loved
(Santoro 2011). These teachers saw their work as inherently moral—it pro-
vided a way to do good work that brought them meaning while serving others.
They faced the dilemma of teaching and consenting to engage in practices
that they felt were wrong or leaving the vulnerable populations that they
served well. To return to the introductory discussion, this dilemma is captured
by Gardneret al.’s (2001) description of “difficult times” that are “difficult in
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terms of people’s ability to know the right thing to do and remain in their
professions” (5).

Stephanie’s perspective reflects a consistent finding in the larger study:
teachers who were prevented from accessing the moral rewards of teaching
left the profession for moral and ethical reasons. Given a clearer understanding
of burnout, Stephanie’s experience is better termed demoralization. Unlike
burnout, which suggests the exhaustion of an individual teacher’s personal
resources, demoralization comes from a teacher’s inability to access moral
rewards in the practice of teaching. Moral rewards are an unlimited resource
that lies in carrying out the profession, rather than an individual possession
that is apportioned in limited quantities.

Stephanie’s narrative is highlighted here because her love of teaching and
her commitment to the practice is emblematic of that of many teachers who
seek to do good work. Her ability to articulate her pedagogical rationale,
commitments, and concerns makes her narrative especially valuable for un-
derstanding the significance of the moral rewards of teaching. Using a case
to illustrate how the moral rewards of teaching are under duress provides an
opportunity to examine the context of the practice of teaching for one teacher.
The practice of teaching offered Stephanie ways to experience the moral
rewards of the profession for many years, yet changes in pedagogical policy
affected her ability to access and utilize those sustaining resources.

Even though high-poverty schools have a reputation for being isolating and
professionally barren environments (and Fenstermacher and Richardson
[2005] perpetuate this assumption), Stephanie was privileged to work in what
she felt for several years was a collaborative, respectful environment that
enjoyed a cooperative relationship with parents and the community. In relation
to the four axes of quality teaching, the situation was such that quality teaching
was likely. Stephanie felt as though she was able to exercise her professional
judgment and engage in good teaching, the school was well organized and
had high-functioning leadership that provided ample opportunities to teach
and learn, the community provided a supportive social surround and viewed
the school as providing a valuable service, and students, while underprepared,
were eager to learn. The school’s talent was recognized by educational pub-
lishers who filmed its classrooms and teachers in instructional videos. The
Advisory Board to the President’s Initiative on Race (1998), authorized by
President Clinton, praised the school for fostering harmonious race relations
in its report.

This narrative focuses on what good teaching meant for Stephanie and
how she perceived the practice of teaching becoming unrecognizable and
undesirable as a result of local, state, and federal policy mandates. Stephanie
came to believe that “real teaching,” as she termed it, became impossible in
the context of classroom-level policy interventions. While a psychological anal-
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ysis of Stephanie might lend itself to a reading of her experience as an example
of teacher burnout, a philosophical investigation of how the practice of teach-
ing altered dramatically for Stephanie during these difficult times illustrates
the concept of demoralization. Demoralization is not a problem of individual
teachers and their personal reserves of energy and enthusiasm but a funda-
mental change in the rewards available through the practice.

“Teaching is made up of three things,” Stephanie wrote in an e-mail, “what
I as the teacher know about the subject matter, what I know about my students,
and the choices I make about the best way to put the first two together using
my professional judgment and experience (or what I know about methodol-
ogy).” As a 14-year veteran teacher in the most ethnically, racially, and lin-
guistically diverse elementary school in Virginia, Stephanie had plenty of
experience upon which to draw. She relished the challenge of teaching math
and science in a Spanish-language immersion classroom. She helped her third-
grade students access the specialized vocabulary and concepts of science and
mathematics in a foreign language through manipulatives, dramatization, and
real objects of nature as they learned Spanish. Stephanie and other school
faculty viewed the diversity of the student population as a strength and worked
closely with families to ensure that meaningful, authentic learning opportu-
nities were abundant.

Stephanie’s Spanish-immersion classes were part of a special magnet pro-
gram designed to diversify the largely immigrant and poor neighborhood
school with native speakers of English. However, she and her colleagues re-
alized that only a few Spanish-speaking students had the benefit of native
language instruction during the school day. Looking to find a way to support
the bilingualism of Spanish-speaking students school-wide, they formed the
Heritage Language Literacy Club (HLLC). This after-school program provided
home language support for Spanish-speaking students who made up more than
half of the school’s population. The program became more formalized and soon
served an integral function for the entire Latino/a community. After teaching
her immersion classes for eight years and then teaching English for Speakers
of Other Languages for one year, she moved into a full-time position as the
coordinator of the HLLC where she remained for five more years.

The school’s diversity, the staff’s collaborative approach and activist rela-
tionship with the community, and its proximity to Washington, DC, invig-
orated Stephanie. She was motivated by the moral dimension of teaching and
viewed the work as a way to use her knowledge and skills toward the greater
good. She found moral rewards in empowering students and their families.
However, Stephanie’s strongest commitment was to engage students deeply
in their learning and to help them find meaningful connections between school
and their lives.

Stephanie was a member of the self-dubbed “Dream Team” of 10 staff who

This content downloaded from 23.235.32.0 on Mon, 14 Dec 2015 03:57:58 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Good Teaching in Difficult Times

14 American Journal of Education

designed their own instructional units, developed original rubrics to connect
with their assignments, and aligned their culturally relevant lessons with local
standards. She explained:

We used our community to show the kids how they could make change
in the world, essentially. We did that by having a large meeting where
each class sent representatives where we could discuss topics that the kids
brought up that were important to them, urgent things that were on their
minds. So, I think that is how it kind of incorporated social justice, but
it was also about pedagogy, too. And about what we felt was the best
possible pedagogy and the most useful kind of instruction for our kids.

The “dreaminess” was, in part, supported by the extra resources made
available through the magnet program. Stephanie and her colleagues had two
to three weeks of paid planning time in August before the rest of the teachers
in the county returned from summer break. With supplemental resources and
a collaborative atmosphere, Stephanie thrived in an environment where good
teaching (“the best possible pedagogy”) was a shared pursuit and intertwined
with discussions about promoting student success.

Stephanie’s reflection on when she was at the pinnacle of her teaching
reveals a great deal of how she accessed moral rewards through her work.
Stephanie had a positive sense of professional identity that grew through her
ability to engage in the work creatively and with a degree of autonomy. Her
success in teaching was accompanied by and dependent upon her ability to
forge relationships with her students.

When I was at my best, it was my understanding in the back of my head
of where I needed to get my students. My kind of ultimate goal was not
really a plan, or a lesson plan per se, but my interaction with the kids so
that I was responding to where they were and what they needed individ-
ually and as a group to get to that place. And, um, it sounds kind of
messy, but I don’t [pause] know what else to say about it. Other than, it
wasn’t just . . . teacher-directed. I wasn’t standing up giving information,
but designing the environment and the activities and the experiences so
that the kids would acquire the skills they needed and the kind of stances
in their thinking about things that I felt would serve them.

Stephanie’s sense of reaping the moral rewards of teaching is evident as
she highlights her pedagogical authority and expertise: “my understanding in
the back of my head of where I needed to get my students,” “[I was] designing
the environment and experiences and activities.” She speaks about having the
knowledge and skill to assess the needs of her students and to create learning
opportunities that would meet their needs. Her ability to draw upon her

This content downloaded from 23.235.32.0 on Mon, 14 Dec 2015 03:57:58 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Santoro

NOVEMBER 2011 15

expertise hinged on her having the authority to make pedagogical decisions,
her ties with supportive colleagues, and the space to creatively enact her
teaching by “designing the environment and the activities and experiences”
that would “serve” her students. Finally, the opportunity to forge and develop
relationships with students provides the keystone to her vision of good teaching.
She had learned what the students needed individually and as a group. Her
teaching style was relational: “wasn’t just . . . teacher-directed. I wasn’t standing
up giving information.” Rather she speaks of creating an environment that
both she and the students occupy in order to learn—she felt that she was
teaching “right” and that her teaching benefitted both her well-being and her
students’. Her narrative shows that she experienced demoralization when she
could no longer access the moral rewards of her work in these ways.

Demoralization: Stephanie’s Experience

Locally articulated standards for student achievement gave way to Virginia’s
Standards of Learning (SOLs) in the late 1990s. These state-based standards
morphed into standardized tests that eventually became the basis for assess-
ments of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)—all essentially driven by federal
education policy. Stephanie was not opposed to standards. In fact, she spent
her summers writing the district’s review packets to align with the science
Standards of Learning. To her dismay, those packets, originally intended for
review purposes, came to occupy a central place in the third-grade curriculum,
if not dictate the curriculum in its entirety. According to Stephanie, the prior-
itization of testing over “real teaching” was “insidious” and happened grad-
ually, rather than as an abrupt policy shift. The supplemental test preparation
materials that she had a hand in creating became the curriculum itself. Dis-
covery- and inquiry-based science approaches that relied on experiments were
phased out in order to make room for ensuring students learned the “facts.”
A teacher-directed model of instruction in which textbooks dictated the content
and pace of learning subsumed the collaborative approaches that had been
the norm on Stephanie’s team.

Stephanie attempted to protect her classroom as a sanctuary for good teach-
ing even when reforms threatened at the door.

For a long time, we [Stephanie and her teaching team] thought that
where we could change [the educational system] was in our own class-
rooms and that no matter what came down from above, if we closed
our doors and we did what we believed was right, we could go forward.
But that turned out not to be the case because what started to come
down from above just got worse and worse and worse, and the pressure
became so great that there was no way around it. And more than the
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pressure, there was no time. I couldn’t teach my kids all these damn
facts, and teach them how to think about math.

What had been hallmarks of good teaching for Stephanie—connecting
student learning with their experiences, helping them learn to think in ways
that will transfer to success in higher-order analysis and their everyday needs,
and maintaining creativity in her work and her students’ problem-solving—
was being jettisoned by the exigencies of passing the test and making AYP.

The focus on covering the material and following the pace dictated by the
prepackaged curriculum foreclosed what interested Stephanie most about
teaching and the ways she accessed the work’s moral rewards—serving as the
creative intermediary between the students and what they need to learn. She
explained, “I think education is about people and it’s kind of messy and not,
maybe, quite as standardizable as someone might think. I am fundamentally
not interested in enacting other people’s plans. There’s no creativity in that,
there is no opportunity to use what I know in that situation, and also I think
it’s a slap in the face to me as a professional.” Stephanie found that it was
impossible to exercise her moral agency and teach “right” within policy man-
dates that dismissed her pedagogical knowledge, constrained her pedagogical
judgment, and so tightly circumscribed her pedagogical authority.

Despite the ongoing efforts of Stephanie and her colleagues, the school
missed AYP two years in a row. As the third year approached, when sanctions
would begin to take hold, Stephanie made the decision to leave. “I, quite
frankly, just didn’t want to watch it.” Stephanie’s dissatisfaction with her work
was gradual as the collaborative focus on teaching and learning shifted to a
top-down demand to improve test scores. The pressure to make AYP had
transformed the school Stephanie described previously as “generative,” “dy-
namic,” and “collaborative” into an “ugly place.” Stephanie’s decision to leave
came only after trying to educate parents, administrators, and legislators about
the significance of good teaching. She explained:

I said to myself, this is not what I signed up for anymore. We tried
advocacy; we wrote letters to all the parents of the school about the
testing coming, and our position on that testing, what we were going
to do in the classroom. We wrote letters to the editor of the Post. At
one point in a faculty meeting I remember saying to my colleagues,
“What would happen if we didn’t give the test?” These were things we
talked about at the beginning: we talked about how to make people
understand—how to show people that this was the antithesis of what
we knew, from our considerable experience in education, is desirable.

This content downloaded from 23.235.32.0 on Mon, 14 Dec 2015 03:57:58 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Santoro

NOVEMBER 2011 17

Disentangling Burnout and Demoralization

Stephanie’s experience does not lend itself to a diagnosis of teacher burnout.
Burnout suggests that a teacher has exhausted or failed to replenish her per-
sonal resources and as a result has nothing left to offer. While demoralization
may be accompanied by some of the same emotions as burnout, such as
depression, discouragement, frustration, and shame, demoralization is better
understood as a process of continually being frustrated in one’s pursuit of
good teaching. In the process of demoralization, moral rewards are elusive in
a practice that had previously afforded access to the satisfaction of doing good
work. The failure to access moral rewards is not the result of a lack of personal
fortitude or moral sensibility but a fundamental change in the rewards available
through the work.

Stephanie did not feel overwhelmed by the needs of her students, nor did
she pursue her work with a martyr’s zeal. She viewed herself as a competent
and creative educator. She advocated on behalf of her school’s students and
staff in politically informed ways with educational research on good teaching
at the ready. For Stephanie, the expectations for teachers in her school no
longer aligned with her understanding of good practice. The moral rewards
that she enjoyed previously by learning about her students’ needs, finding new
ways to reach them, and connecting learning to concerns beyond the school
became stunted by mandated curriculum and scripted lessons.

Sarah Hoagland (1988) has argued that living in conditions of oppression
(she speaks of lesbians in particular) leads to demoralization in the form of
the loss of integrity, the loss of a sense of community, and losing an image of
oneself as a moral agent.9 The feelings of personal failure that accompany
oppression are similar to those of demoralization; often, the self is blamed
rather than citing the conditions that render one impotent. In contrast to
Hoagland, Annette Baier (2004) characterizes demoralization as the state of
being “broken-spirited;” it is a problem of the relatively privileged. She ex-
plains, “Demoralization is a disease of the morally fortunate, a bit like other
occupational diseases of the affluent. It is a fall from a state of moral health
that the really unfortunate never attain” (179–80). In the case of teaching,
where psychic rewards are what attract and keep good teachers, the disap-
pearance of moral rewards embedded in the practice of teaching signals a
substantial problem with the state of the profession. The insidiousness of the
diagnosis of burnout is that it characterizes the problem as one of individual
failure and weakness rather than a problem residing in the practice. Burnout
depoliticizes a problem that is more than just personal; demoralization reflects
a fundamental alteration of the practice of teaching.

Stephanie’s experience shows that she did not approach her expectations
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for teaching with a wide-eyed romanticism. She had worked in a school where
she was able to engage in “real teaching” that enabled her to enjoy the moral
rewards of her practice for many years. Policy changes at the state and federal
levels fundamentally altered the ways in which she was able to approach her
work. Stephanie once had a “moralized” teaching practice. Deprived of the
moral rewards of teaching (responding to the needs of her students, figuring
out how to help them learn mathematics and science concepts), Stephanie
became demoralized. Even though Stephanie was expected to act as a moral
agent and role model in her position as teacher, she had been divested of a
significant source of her moral agency.

Conclusion

The tragic dilemma of current policy reforms is that they are intended to
improve the quality of teaching and learning for those students who most
need the support of a rich and engaging school experience. However, these
reforms can prevent teachers like Stephanie from addressing student needs,
thus creating a situation that simultaneously forecloses access to the moral
rewards of the work and may contribute to the attrition of teachers committed
to working in high-need schools. As has been shown in careful studies, high-
stakes accountability has a “corrosive influence” on the quality of teaching
and learning (Valli et al. 2008). The protection for teaching and learning Valli
and her coauthors discovered points to the predicament of these difficult times.
They found that “strong teachers . . . offer the strongest defense” against the
corrosive influence of high-stakes accountability (170). If high-stakes account-
ability renders the moral rewards of the profession inaccessible, it is likely that
strong teachers will find little to sustain them in the pursuit of good work.

Gardner et al. (2001) explain, “when a professional realm loses some of its
most thoughtful people because of constraints that they see as endemic, it has
ventured into dangerous territory” (141). While it is beyond the scope of this
article to make empirical claims regarding the number of teachers who have
left for moral or ethical reasons or the number of teachers who are experiencing
demoralization in these difficult times, a number of studies suggest that further
research is warranted.10 It is also necessary to study not only those who leave
but those practitioners who are demoralized and stay.

Demoralization is not an inevitable end to the profession of teaching or
good teaching in high-need schools. Unlike other means to improve teacher
retention and to prevent attrition, the moral rewards embedded in the pro-
fession are unlimited. However, the fact that the moral rewards of teaching
are unlimited does not ensure that they may be accessed. The current ped-
agogical policy environment in high-poverty schools too often blocks teachers
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from accessing these rewards by assessing teaching solely in terms of “effec-
tiveness” while using the language of “moral obligation” and “moral imper-
ative” to describe the work.11 Policy makers, educational leaders, and teachers
need to find ways to promote, protect, and assess quality teaching that takes
into account good teaching and successful (or effective) teaching. Attracting
practitioners with the moral significance of the work, while at the same time
eliminating the moral dimension of the practice in assessing teacher quality,
is a recipe for demoralization.

Current federal policy initiatives require that teacher survey data on levels
of support in and working conditions of schools be published in state and
district report cards (U.S. Department of Education 2010). Such surveys could
include questions for teachers such as: When, why, and how do you find value
in your work? What enables you to teach at your best? What prevents you
from engaging in good teaching? While some responses to these questions
may be cynical or blame students and their families (yielding other important
information about practitioners), it is likely that they will also point to aspects
of policies that require revision in the interdependent goals of improving
student learning and retaining talented teachers. These questions could serve
as catalysts for productive, although difficult, conversations at school and district
levels.

Good teaching is not only about cultivating individual teachers’ dispositions
toward good work but structuring the work to enable practitioners to do good
within its domain. Such work requires a community of practice that can draw
on the tradition of teaching. As educational philosopher Thomas Green has
explained, criticism of a practice must come from within the community, but
it is not easy or painless. “That judgment hurts,” says Green (1987), “because
it comes to us as the voice of an insider speaking out of a shared meaning
and turning it against us to reveal how great the distance is between the ideal
we espouse and the realities that we seem always to lapse into” (114). It is
possible to imagine a critique that arguing for preserving the moral rewards
of teaching locates the profession in a romanticized past. However, what Green
suggests is that the moral dimensions of the work of educating are always
threatened and require constant vigilance and care.

Demoralization indicates an inability to access the moral rewards of teach-
ing; it can lead to feeling depressed, discouraged, shameful, and hopeless. In
a culture accustomed to blaming individual teachers for problems that are
systemic and social, it is all too easy to rely on the shorthand of burnout to
describe the source of experienced teacher attrition. However, closer analysis
may reveal that demoralization is a more apt term for some experienced
educators, like Stephanie, who feel that they can no longer do good work.
From the perspective of demoralization, teacher attrition does not necessarily
reflect a lack of commitment, preparedness, competence, or hardiness on the
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part of the practitioner. Resisting the label of “burnt-out teacher” and shifting
the conversation to demoralization may be a small comfort to those anguished
by their decision to leave teaching. Such a shift may provide a way to confront
the problem politically and systemically rather than bearing the burden only
on a personal level.

Notes

The author would like to thank the editors and reviewers for their supportive guid-
ance. The author is grateful to Kathryn Byrnes, Charles Dorn, Jessica Hochman, and
Luke Potter who responded to earlier versions of the manuscript. A Bowdoin Faculty
Research Award supported the author’s fieldwork.

1. The term “right” is used throughout the paper because it was the moral language
used most often by the subjects in the larger study of which this article is a part.
Practitioners interviewed spoke frequently of “teaching right.”

2. See Higgins (2003) on the distinction between professional ethics and moral
professionalism.

3. The concept of moral rewards embedded in a practice is taken from MacIntyre’s
(1984) well-known After Virtue. MacIntyre calls these “goods internal to a practice.”

4. For instance, the Teacher Action Group founded by Philadelphia School District
teachers, the Caucus of Rank-and-File Educators in Chicago, online discussion boards
(see http://voices.washingtonpost.com/answer-sheet/teachers/teacher-worst-year-in-
the-clas.html), Bellevue, WA teacher protests, and articles show how teachers have been
organizing using social media, “From Facebook to YouTube: A Teacher Movement is
Born” on Education Week’s site, http://blogs.edweek.org/teachers/living-in-dialogue/
2010/04/from_facebook_to_youtube_a_tea.html.

5. I have added the parenthetical commentary to highlight the degree of influence
available to teachers in each of the axes.

6. This community includes, but is not limited to, professional colleagues, teacher
educators and researchers, psychologists, and the tradition of teaching itself (Green
1987; Hansen 2001a).

7. The Race to the Top initiative assesses teachers solely in terms of “effectiveness”
measured by student growth, determined primarily by a student’s performance on
high-stakes assessments (U.S. Department of Education 2009a). The language of “ef-
fective” and “highly effective” teachers in this competitive grant program mirrors that
of “successful” teaching in Fenstermacher and Richardson’s analysis.

8. A few recent examples include Chang (2009), Gavish and Friedman (2010), and
McCarthy et al. (2009).

9. This article does not try to make a case for the oppressed status of teachers.
However, the symptoms described by Hoagland fit the case for teachers who cannot
access the moral rewards embedded in the practice of teaching.

10. Ingersoll’s (2003) research indicates a small connection to teachers’ control over
the instructional aspects of their work and teacher attrition. His data were culled from
surveys prior to the advent of high-stakes testing and curricular mandates that emerged
post-2001. Future studies should examine if there are increased concerns over lack of
instructional control. See also Nieto (2009) and Noddings (2007).

11. See remarks by President Obama (U.S. Department of Education 2010) and
Secretary of Education Duncan (U.S. Department of Education 2009b).

This content downloaded from 23.235.32.0 on Mon, 14 Dec 2015 03:57:58 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://voices.washingtonpost.com/answer-sheet/teachers/teacher-worst-year-in-the-clas.html
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/answer-sheet/teachers/teacher-worst-year-in-the-clas.html
http://blogs.edweek.org/teachers/living-in-dialogue/2010/04/from_facebook_to_youtube_a_tea.html
http://blogs.edweek.org/teachers/living-in-dialogue/2010/04/from_facebook_to_youtube_a_tea.html
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Santoro

NOVEMBER 2011 21

References

Advisory Board to the President’s Initiative on Race. 1998. “One America in the 21st
Century: Forging a New Future—The President’s Initiative on Race, the Advisory
Board’s Report to the President.” Washington, DC (PR42.8:R 11/3).

Apple, Michael W. 1986. “Are Teachers Losing Control of Their Skills and Curric-
ulum?” Journal of Curriculum Studies 18 (2): 177–84.

Baier, Annette C. 2004. “Demoralization, Trust, and the Virtues.” In Setting the Moral
Compass: Essays by Women Philosophers, ed. Chesire Calhoun. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Buchmann, Margaret. 1986. “Role Over Person: Morality and Authenticity in Teach-
ing.” Teachers College Record 87 (4): 529–43.

Buckley, Jack, Mark Schneider, and Yi Shang. 2005. “Fix It and They Might Stay:
School Facility Quality and Teacher Retention in Washington, DC.” Teachers College
Record 107 (5): 1107–23.

Bullough, Robert V., Jr. 2010. “Ethical and Moral Matters in Teaching and Teacher
Education.” Teaching and Teacher Education 27 (1): 21–28.

Calhoun, Cheshire. 2003. “Expecting Common Decency.” In Philosophy of Education
2002, ed. Scott Fletcher. Urbana: University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.

Campbell, Elizabeth. 2004. “Ethical Bases of Moral Agency in Teaching.” Teachers and
Teaching 10 (4): 409–28.

Campbell, Elizabeth. 2008. “The Ethics of Teaching as a Moral Profession.” Curriculum
Inquiry 38 (4): 357–85.

Carr, David. 2006. “Professional and Personal Values and Virtues in Education and
Teaching.” Oxford Review of Education 32 (2): 171–83.

Chang, Mei-Lin. 2009. “An Appraisal Perspective of Teacher Burnout: Examining the
Emotional Work of Teachers.” Educational Psychology Review 21 (3): 193–218.

Colnerud, Gunnel. 1997. “Ethical Conflicts in Teaching.” Teaching and Teacher Education
13 (6): 627–35.

Colnerud, Gunnel. 2006. “Teacher Ethics as a Research Problem: Syntheses Acheived
and New Issues.” Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice 12 (3): 365–85.

Crocco, Margaret S., and Arthur T. Costigan. 2007. “The Narrowing of Curriculum
and Pedagogy in the Age of Accountability: Urban Educators Speak Out.” Urban
Education 42 (6): 512–35.

de Ruyter, Doret J., and J. Jos Kole. 2010. “Our Teachers Want to Be the Best: On
the Necessity of Intra-Professional Reflection about Moral Ideals of Teaching.” Teach-
ers and Teaching: Theory and Practice 16 (2): 207–18.
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