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Abstract  
Teacher education scholarship has developed along two largely separate 
paths: a technical tradition focused on what teachers need to know and do 
(Content Knowledge, Pedagogical Content Knowledge, Technological 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge), and an ethical-critical tradition 
emphasizing the moral commitments and intellectual depth that give 
teaching its purpose. This article addresses the disconnect between these 
traditions by proposing the Crescent-Star Model—a conceptual framework 
that articulates how technical and foundational competencies relate to one 
another. The model employs Schön's concept of generative metaphor to 
organize existing concepts into an integrated structure. The "Star" 
represents the Guiding Teacher through five competencies arranged as 
functional anatomy: Content Knowledge (head), PCK and TPACK (arms), 
and two foundational dimensions—Intellectual and Cultural Foundation 
and Ethics of Care and Moral Stance (legs). The model's central claim is 
architectural: foundational competencies do not merely accompany 
technical ones; they support and direct them. This hierarchical relationship 
enables the transition from routine expertise to adaptive expertise. The 
"Crescent" represents the Inclusive Classroom—a learning environment 
characterized by psychological safety, recognition of diversity in all its 
forms (cultural, linguistic, religious, cognitive), and an ethos of mutual 
support. Drawing on Hatano and Inagaki's distinction between routine and 
adaptive expertise, Noddings's Ethics of Care, Giroux and McLaren's 
transformative intellectuals, and Ladson-Billings's culturally relevant 
pedagogy, the article argues that teacher education programs concentrating 
exclusively on technical competencies are structurally flawed. The article 
concludes with implications for program design: integration of 
foundational and technical dimensions throughout preparation, extended 
clinical experience with structured reflection, cultivation of intellectual 
foundations, centering of care ethics, and comprehensive attention to 
diversity. 
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Introduction 
 

Teach൴ng has always been complex, but 
contemporary educators face challenges of 
unprecedented scope. Art൴f൴c൴al ൴ntell൴gence ൴s 
transform൴ng how students access and process 
൴nformat൴on; classrooms are ൴ncreas൴ngly 
d൴verse ൴n cogn൴t൴ve prof൴les, cultural 
backgrounds, and learn൴ng needs; and concerns 
about students' soc൴o-emot൴onal well-be൴ng 
have become central to educat൴onal d൴scourse 
(Tr൴ll൴ng & Fadel, 2009; UNESCO, 2023). 
These converg൴ng pressures br൴ng a 
fundamental quest൴on ൴nto focus: What k൴nd of 
teachers should we be prepar൴ng? 

 
Tezg൴den Cakcak (2016), draw൴ng on 

Kumaravad൴velu's (2003) typology, frames th൴s 
quest൴on ൴n terms of three poss൴ble or൴entat൴ons: 
prepar൴ng "pass൴ve techn൴c൴ans" who ൴mplement 
prescr൴bed curr൴cula, "reflect൴ve pract൴t൴oners" 
who exam൴ne the൴r pedagog൴cal cho൴ces, or 
"transformat൴ve ൴ntellectuals" who understand 
teach൴ng as a moral and pol൴t൴cal endeavor. Th൴s 
typology reveals a pers൴stent tens൴on ൴n teacher 
educat൴on scholarsh൴p between two largely 
separate trad൴t൴ons. 

 
The f൴rst trad൴t൴on focuses on what 

teachers need to know and do—the techn൴cal 
competenc൴es that make ൴nstruct൴on effect൴ve. 
Shulman's (1986) work on Pedagog൴cal Content 
Knowledge (PCK) addressed what he called the 
"m൴ss൴ng parad൴gm" ൴n educat൴onal research: the 
quest൴on of how teachers transform subject 
matter knowledge ൴nto forms that learners can 
grasp. PCK represents the d൴st൴nct൴ve expert൴se 
that separates a teacher from a subject matter 
spec൴al൴st—know൴ng wh൴ch representat൴ons, 
analog൴es, and examples make concepts 
access൴ble, ant൴c൴pat൴ng student d൴ff൴cult൴es, and 
understand൴ng how to sequence ൴deas for 
learn൴ng. M൴shra and Koehler (2006) extended 
th൴s framework w൴th Technolog൴cal Pedagog൴cal 
Content Knowledge (TPACK), recogn൴z൴ng that 
contemporary teachers must also ൴ntegrate 
technology mean൴ngfully ൴nto ൴nstruct൴on. 
Together, Content Knowledge (CK), PCK, and 
TPACK form a powerful framework of 
techn൴cal competenc൴es that has shaped teacher 
preparat൴on programs worldw൴de. 

 
Yet there ൴s a s൴gn൴f൴cant l൴m൴tat൴on 

when these techn൴cal competenc൴es are treated 
as the complete p൴cture of teacher expert൴se. 

Hatano and Inagak൴ (1986) d൴st൴ngu൴sh between 
"rout൴ne experts" and "adapt൴ve experts." 
Rout൴ne experts excel at execut൴ng fam൴l൴ar 
procedures w൴th speed and accuracy, but as the 
authors note, they "are outstand൴ng ൴n terms of 
speed, accuracy, and automat൴c൴ty of 
performance, but lack flex൴b൴l൴ty and 
adaptab൴l൴ty to new problems". The൴r 
knowledge ൴s procedural rather than conceptual; 
they know what works but not why, wh൴ch 
l൴m൴ts the൴r capac൴ty to respond when standard 
approaches prove ൴nsuff൴c൴ent. Th൴s d൴st൴nct൴on 
matters profoundly ൴n teach൴ng, where 
classrooms present what Schön (1987) called 
messy, amb൴guous s൴tuat൴ons that res൴st 
techn൴cal formulas. 

 
The second scholarly trad൴t൴on 

addresses what the f൴rst neglects: the eth൴cal 
comm൴tments and ൴ntellectual depth that g൴ve 
teach൴ng ൴ts purpose. Nodd൴ngs (1984) placed 
car൴ng relat൴onsh൴ps at the heart of educat൴onal 
pract൴ce, argu൴ng that genu൴ne moral൴ty l൴es not 
൴n abstract pr൴nc൴ples but ൴n the qual൴ty of 
attent൴on we br൴ng to those ൴n our care. G൴roux 
and McLaren (1986) called for teachers to be 
"transformat൴ve ൴ntellectuals" whose pract൴ce ൴s 
"grounded ൴n forms of moral and eth൴cal 
d൴scourse exh൴b൴t൴ng a preferent൴al concern for 
the suffer൴ng and struggles of the d൴sadvantaged 
and oppressed". From th൴s perspect൴ve, a 
teacher's most ൴mportant qual൴t൴es are not 
techn൴ques but comm൴tments—to just൴ce, to 
student d൴gn൴ty, to educat൴on as a human൴z൴ng 
force. 

 
Th൴s second trad൴t൴on po൴nts toward 

Hatano and Inagak൴'s (1986) concept of 
adapt൴ve expert൴se. Adapt൴ve experts possess 
conceptual understand൴ng that "g൴ves mean൴ng 
to each step of the sk൴ll and prov൴des cr൴ter൴a for 
select൴on of poss൴ble alternat൴ves". They can 
expla൴n why the൴r methods work, mod൴fy 
approaches when cond൴t൴ons change, and 
generate new solut൴ons for unfam൴l൴ar problems. 
Cruc൴ally, Hatano and Inagak൴ ൴dent൴fy the 
cond൴t൴ons that foster adapt൴ve rather than 
rout൴ne expert൴se: exposure to genu൴ne 
var൴ab൴l൴ty ൴n pract൴ce, freedom from excess൴ve 
pressure for ൴mmed൴ate eff൴c൴ency, and a culture 
that values understand൴ng over mere 
performance. These cond൴t൴ons are eth൴cal and 
൴ntellectual, not merely techn൴cal. 
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The central argument of th൴s art൴cle ൴s 
that teachers' techn൴cal competenc൴es—CK, 
PCK, and TPACK—real൴ze the൴r potent൴al only 
when supported by two foundat൴onal 
d൴mens൴ons: an Intellectual and Cultural 
Foundat൴on, and an Eth൴cs of Care and Moral 
Stance. W൴thout th൴s support, even soph൴st൴cated 
pedagog൴cal techn൴ques become d൴sconnected 
from purpose, context, and genu൴ne care for 
students. The foundat൴onal d൴mens൴ons prov൴de 
the "why" that g൴ves d൴rect൴on to the "how." 

 
Th൴s argument has d൴rect ൴mpl൴cat൴ons 

for teacher preparat൴on. Programs that 
concentrate exclus൴vely on CK, PCK, and 
TPACK may produce graduates who teach 
competently ൴n fam൴l൴ar s൴tuat൴ons but lack the 
adapt൴ve capac൴ty to respond to uncerta൴nty. 
Such teachers may struggle to exerc൴se what 
B൴esta, Pr൴estley, and Rob൴nson (2015) call 
"teacher agency"—the ab൴l൴ty to make 
purposeful dec൴s൴ons ൴n pursu൴t of educat൴onal 
goals that matter. They can ൴mplement lessons 
but cannot truly gu൴de learners, because 
gu൴dance requ൴res understand൴ng why one 
approach serves students better than another. 

 
Desp൴te the r൴chness of both scholarly 

trad൴t൴ons, the l൴terature has not offered a 
comprehens൴ve framework show൴ng how 
techn൴cal and foundat൴onal competenc൴es relate 
to one another—spec൴f൴cally, how foundat൴onal 
d൴mens൴ons should support and d൴rect techn൴cal 
ones. Th൴s art൴cle proposes such a framework: 
the Crescent-Star Model. 

 
The model uses what Schön (1983) 

called a "generat൴ve metaphor"—a cogn൴t൴ve 
tool that helps profess൴onals understand 
complex s൴tuat൴ons where standard procedures 
fall short. The "Star" represents the Gu൴d൴ng 
Teacher, w൴th f൴ve po൴nts correspond൴ng to f൴ve 
competenc൴es: Content Knowledge (the head), 
PCK and TPACK (the arms that reach toward 
students), and Intellectual-Cultural Foundat൴on 
and Eth൴cs of Care (the legs that ground 
pract൴ce). The model's central cla൴m ൴s 
arch൴tectural: just as a star cannot stand w൴thout 
legs, techn൴cal sk൴lls cannot funct൴on 
mean൴ngfully w൴thout foundat൴onal support. 
Th൴s h൴erarch൴cal relat൴onsh൴p—where 
foundat൴ons support and d൴rect techn൴que—൴s 
what enables the trans൴t൴on from rout൴ne to 
adapt൴ve expert൴se. 

The "Crescent" represents the ൴nclus൴ve 
classroom—the d൴verse learn൴ng commun൴ty 
that rece൴ves the teacher's gu൴dance. L൴ke the 
crescent moon grow൴ng toward fullness, the 
classroom holds potent൴al for development and 
transformat൴on. Its embrac൴ng shape symbol൴zes 
the psycholog൴cal safety and belong൴ng that 
make genu൴ne learn൴ng poss൴ble. 

 
Method 

Research Design 
 

Th൴s art൴cle ൴s a work of theoret൴cal 
model൴ng constructed through ൴ntegrat൴ve 
synthes൴s of relevant l൴terature. Its purpose ൴s not 
to test a hypothes൴s or measure an effect, but to 
bu൴ld a coherent conceptual framework that 
addresses the fragmentat൴on ൴dent൴f൴ed ൴n the 
Introduct൴on—the d൴sconnect between techn൴cal 
and eth൴cal-cr൴t൴cal trad൴t൴ons ൴n teacher 
educat൴on scholarsh൴p. 

 
Theoret൴cal model൴ng serves a spec൴f൴c 

൴ntellectual funct൴on. As Shulman (1986) 
observed, knowledge becomes d൴ff൴cult to recall 
and apply when ൴t ex൴sts as d൴sconnected l൴sts; ൴t 
becomes powerful when "organ൴zed ൴n some 
coherent form, lodged ൴n a conceptual or 
theoret൴cal framework that ൴s generat൴ve" (p. 
10). S൴m൴larly, M൴shra and Koehler (2006) 
argued that develop൴ng a framework "goes 
beyond merely ൴dent൴fy൴ng problems w൴th 
current approaches; ൴t offers new ways of 
look൴ng at and perce൴v൴ng phenomena and offers 
൴nformat൴on on wh൴ch to base sound, pragmat൴c 
dec൴s൴on mak൴ng" (p. 1019). The present study 
a൴ms to prov൴de such a framework—one that 
reorgan൴zes ex൴st൴ng concepts ൴nto new 
relat൴onsh൴ps. 

 
The study employs Schön's (1983) 

concept of the "generat൴ve metaphor" as ൴ts 
pr൴mary conceptual tool. Schön recogn൴zed that 
൴n complex profess൴onal f൴elds, pract൴t൴oners 
cannot rely on techn൴cal rat൴onal൴ty alone. The 
problems they face are messy, ൴ndeterm൴nate 
s൴tuat൴ons that res൴st standard൴zed approaches. 
In such contexts, metaphors do ൴mportant 
cogn൴t൴ve work: they restructure how we 
understand problems and open new poss൴b൴l൴t൴es 
for act൴on. A generat൴ve metaphor ൴s not merely 
decorat൴ve language but a way of see൴ng that 
shapes subsequent th൴nk൴ng and pract൴ce. 
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The select൴on of "Crescent-Star" 
൴magery follows th൴s generat൴ve log൴c. These 
symbols were chosen for three reasons. F൴rst, 
they possess sem൴ot൴c resonance across human 
cultures—the star as gu൴dance and ൴llum൴nat൴on, 
the crescent as growth and embrace—mak൴ng 
them cogn൴t൴vely access൴ble. Second, the൴r 
conjunct൴on predates modern nat൴ons by 
m൴llenn൴a, appear൴ng across anc൴ent 
Mesopotam൴an, Pers൴an, Byzant൴ne, and Central 
As൴an c൴v൴l൴zat൴ons, lend൴ng them un൴versal൴ty 
beyond part൴cular pol൴t൴cal assoc൴at൴ons. Th൴rd, 
the v൴sual structure maps product൴vely onto the 
conceptual relat൴onsh൴ps the model establ൴shes: 
the f൴ve-po൴nted star prov൴des a natural anatomy 
for f൴ve teacher competenc൴es, wh൴le the 
crescent's curved form captures the ൴nclus൴ve 
nature of the learn൴ng env൴ronment. 

 
The model's construct൴on proceeds by 

tak൴ng concepts that ex൴st separately ൴n the 
l൴terature—Adapt൴ve Expert൴se (Hatano & 
Inagak൴, 1986), Pedagog൴cal Content 
Knowledge (Shulman, 1986), TPACK (M൴shra 
& Koehler, 2006), Eth൴cs of Care (Nodd൴ngs, 
1984), Transformat൴ve Intellectuals (G൴roux & 
McLaren, 1986), Soc൴o-Emot൴onal Learn൴ng 
(CASEL, 2020), Un൴versal Des൴gn for 
Learn൴ng—and reorgan൴z൴ng them ൴nto a un൴f൴ed 
structure where the൴r relat൴onsh൴ps become 
v൴s൴ble and act൴onable. Th൴s ൴s theoret൴cal 
synthes൴s a൴med at transform൴ng fragmented 
൴ns൴ghts ൴nto an ൴ntegrated framework for 
understand൴ng teacher competence. 

 
The Crescent-Star Model: Conceptual 
Framework 
 

The Crescent-Star Model consists of 
two interlocking components: the Star, 
representing the Guiding Teacher, and the 
Crescent, representing the Inclusive Classroom 
(Figure 1). Together they form a dynamic 
system in which educational quality emerges 
from the relationship between teacher 

competence and learning environment. 

 
Figure 1. The Crescent-Star Education Model 

 
The Star: The Guiding Teacher 
 

The Star's five points correspond to five 
dimensions of teacher competence, arranged as 
a functional anatomy: a head, two arms, and two 
legs. This anatomical structure is not arbitrary. 
Just as the human body requires coordination 
among its parts, effective teaching requires the 
integrated functioning of all five dimensions. 
And just as legs support the body and enable 
purposeful movement, foundational 
competencies must support and direct technical 
ones. 
 
The Head: Content Knowledge 
 

At the apex sits Content Knowledge—
what teachers understand about their subjects. 
This placement reflects Shulman's (1986) 
insight that deep subject matter understanding is 
the starting point of professional identity. 
Content Knowledge encompasses not merely 
facts and procedures but the structure of a 
discipline: its central concepts, organizing 
frameworks, rules of evidence, and ongoing 
debates. As Mishra and Koehler (2006) 
emphasize, teachers who lack such 
understanding "can misrepresent those subjects 
to their students" (p. 1026). Content Knowledge 
is necessary but not sufficient; knowledge must 
be transformed before it can be taught. 
 
The Arms: PCK and TPACK 
 

The two arms represent the teacher's 
capacity to translate knowledge into 
instruction—to reach toward students and make 
learning possible. These are the technical 



  

89 
 

Journal of STEM Teacher Institutes, 2025, 5(2), 85-94 
 

competencies that have dominated teacher 
education discourse. 

The right arm represents Pedagogical 
Content Knowledge (PCK). As Shulman (1986) 
defined it, PCK includes "the most useful forms 
of representation of those ideas, the most 
powerful analogies, illustrations, examples, 
explanations, and demonstrations—in a word, 
the ways of representing and formulating the 
subject that make it comprehensible to others" . 
PCK also includes understanding what makes 
specific topics difficult and what 
misconceptions students typically bring. The 
teacher must possess what Shulman called "a 
veritable armamentarium of alternative forms of 
representation". 

 
The left arm represents Technological 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK). 
Mishra and Koehler (2006) developed this 
concept because technology in education was 
often treated as separate from content and 
pedagogy. TPACK insists that meaningful 
technology integration requires understanding 
how technology, pedagogy, and content 
interact. A teacher with TPACK does not 
simply add technology to existing lessons; she 
understands how particular technologies can 
transform the representation of particular 
content for particular pedagogical purposes. 

 
Both arms share a common 

characteristic: they address the "how" of 
teaching—questions of method, technique, and 
tool selection. They are indispensable for 
effective instruction. But method without 
purpose is mechanism. This is where the legs 
become essential. 
 
The Legs: Intellectual-Cultural Foundation 
and Ethics of Care 
 

The model's distinctive claim concerns 
the legs. These foundational dimensions do not 
merely accompany technical competencies; 
they support and direct them. 

 
The right leg represents the teacher's 

Intellectual and Cultural Foundation. This 
dimension extends beyond expertise in a single 
subject to encompass broad engagement with 
human thought: philosophy, history, arts, social 
sciences, history of science. Such breadth 
matters pedagogically because it enables 
teachers to connect their subjects to the wider 

world of meaning that students inhabit. A 
mathematics teacher grounded in intellectual 
culture can situate the Pythagorean theorem 
within the history of human inquiry, connect it 
to architecture and art, and help students see 
mathematics as a living endeavor rather than 
arbitrary rules. 

 
This intellectual foundation aligns with 

Giroux and McLaren's (1986) vision of teachers 
as "transformative intellectuals"—educators 
who understand schooling as connected to 
broader social realities and who help students 
think critically about the world. It also provides 
the cognitive resources for what Hatano and 
Inagaki (1986) term adaptive expertise. Where 
routine experts efficiently execute familiar 
procedures, adaptive experts understand why 
those procedures work and can modify them 
when circumstances change. The intellectual 
foundation supplies the conceptual depth that 
makes such adaptation possible. 

 
The left leg represents the teacher's 

Ethics of Care and Moral Stance. Teaching is 
not a morally neutral technical activity; it is, as 
Noddings (1984) argued, fundamentally 
relational and ethical. The Ethics of Care locates 
morality not in abstract principles but in the 
quality of attention we bring to those in our care. 
For teachers, this means attending to students as 
persons whose flourishing matters, not as 
objects to be processed. 

 
Ladson-Billings (1995) found that 

effective teachers of African-American students 
shared what she called "a common thread of 
caring"—not merely affection but "concern for 
the implications their work had on their 
students' lives, the welfare of the community, 
and unjust social arrangements" (p. 474). This 
caring stance informed every aspect of their 
practice. It was not an add-on to technical 
competence but the foundation that gave 
competence direction and meaning. 
 
The Relationship Between Legs and Arms 
 

When teacher education focuses 
exclusively on the arms—PCK, TPACK, 
instructional techniques—it risks producing 
what Kumaravadivelu (2003) called "passive 
technicians": practitioners who execute 
methods efficiently but cannot judge when 
those methods serve students well. Such 
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teachers correspond to Hatano and Inagaki's 
(1986) routine experts—effective within 
familiar parameters but unable to adapt when 
circumstances demand creative response. 

When the Intellectual-Cultural 
Foundation and Ethics of Care are strong, they 
provide both the "why" and the "for whom" that 
direct the technical "how." The teacher with 
strong legs but weak arms may be thoughtful 
but cannot teach effectively; the teacher with 
strong arms but weak legs may be skilled but 
teaches without wisdom or care. Both 
dimensions are necessary, but the relationship is 
not symmetrical: the legs support and direct; the 
arms execute. Purpose grounds technique; 
technique serves purpose. 
 
The Crescent: The Inclusive Classroom 
 

If the Star represents the teacher who 
guides, the Crescent represents the learning 
environment that receives and nurtures. The 
crescent shape captures something essential 
about what a classroom must be for genuine 
learning to occur: a space that holds potential 
for growth, embraces diversity in all its forms, 
and provides safety for intellectual risk-taking. 
 
Growth, Embrace, and Reflection 
 

The Crescent carries three interrelated 
meanings. First, it signifies growth and 
potential. The crescent moon is not a finished 
state but a phase in an ongoing cycle—the 
promise of fullness to come. Similarly, the 
classroom is not where completed knowledge is 
deposited into passive recipients; it is where 
understanding develops and transforms over 
time. 

 
Second, the Crescent represents 

embrace and protection. Its curved form 
suggests an enclosing space—not closed but 
sheltering. This corresponds to psychological 
safety: the felt sense that one can take 
intellectual risks, make mistakes, and express 
confusion without fear of humiliation. As the 
CASEL (2020) framework emphasizes, 
effective social-emotional learning requires 
"nurturing, safe environments characterized by 
positive, caring relationships among students 
and teachers." 

 
Third, the Crescent reflects the Star's 

light. The moon does not generate its own 

illumination; it receives light and makes it 
visible. This captures the relational nature of 
teaching and learning. The teacher's knowledge 
and care are received, interpreted, and 
transformed by learners who bring their own 
perspectives and experiences. The reflection is 
not passive reproduction but active meaning-
making. 

 
The Architecture of Inclusion 
 

The inclusive classroom rests on the 
fundamental recognition that learners differ—
and that these differences extend far beyond 
academic readiness levels. Contemporary 
classrooms bring together students from diverse 
cultural backgrounds, religious traditions, 
linguistic communities, and migration histories. 
Students may be native-born or recent 
immigrants, refugees fleeing conflict, or 
children of migrant workers. They may speak 
the language of instruction as their mother 
tongue, as a second language, or as one of 
several languages in their repertoire. They come 
from majority and minority ethnic groups, from 
secular and religious households, from varied 
socioeconomic circumstances. Each brings 
distinct funds of knowledge, cultural practices, 
and ways of making meaning. 

 
This diversity is not an obstacle to be 

managed but a resource to be engaged. As 
Ladson-Billings (1995) demonstrated in her 
study of effective teachers of African-American 
students, culturally relevant pedagogy requires 
teachers to view students' cultural backgrounds 
as assets rather than deficits. These teachers 
worked to "develop a community of learners" 
where students "learn collaboratively and be 
responsible for another" (p. 480). They 
recognized that academic success and cultural 
identity need not be in tension—that students 
can achieve academically while maintaining 
connection to their home cultures, languages, 
and communities. 

 
The inclusive classroom therefore 

demands multiple pedagogical responses. 
Differentiated Instruction (Tomlinson, 1999) 
addresses variation in academic readiness 
through systematic modification of content, 
process, and product. Universal Design for 
Learning (UDL) provides multiple means of 
engagement, representation, and expression, 
reducing barriers before they arise. But 
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inclusion requires more than these technical 
accommodations. It requires what Gay (2010) 
calls "culturally responsive teaching"—
instruction that uses students' cultural 
knowledge, prior experiences, and frames of 
reference to make learning meaningful. It 
requires attention to linguistic diversity—
valuing multilingualism as cognitive resource 
rather than treating non-dominant languages as 
problems to overcome. It requires sensitivity to 
religious diversity—creating space where 
students of all faiths and none feel respected and 
included. And it requires awareness of the 
particular challenges facing immigrant and 
refugee students—who may be navigating not 
only a new educational system but also trauma, 
family separation, and uncertain legal status. 

 
The second foundation of inclusion is 

cultivation of socio-emotional competencies 
alongside academic ones. The CASEL (2020) 
framework identifies five domains: self-
awareness, self-management, social awareness, 
relationship skills, and responsible decision-
making. These competencies matter for all 
students, but they take on particular significance 
in diverse classrooms. Social awareness 
includes "recognizing strengths in others," 
"demonstrating empathy and compassion," and 
"identifying diverse social norms, including 
unjust ones." Relationship skills include 
"demonstrating cultural competency" and 
"standing up for the rights of others." These are 
not additions to academic learning but 
prerequisites for it—and they are essential for 
building classroom communities where 
difference is valued rather than merely 
tolerated. 

The third foundation is what Ladson-
Billings (1995) called an "ethos of reciprocity 
and mutuality." Effective teachers insisted "that 
one person's success was the success of all and 
one person's failure was the failure of all" (p. 
481). One teacher captured this: "We're a 
family. We have to care for one another as if our 
very survival depended on it.... Actually, it 
does!" This ethos transforms the classroom 
from a collection of individuals competing for 
scarce rewards into a genuine community where 
members—regardless of their backgrounds—
support one another's growth. Such 
communities do not emerge spontaneously; 
they must be intentionally cultivated through 
the teacher's Ethics of Care and Moral Stance. 

 

The Dynamic Relationship 
 
The Star and Crescent form a dynamic 

system. The teacher's foundational 
competencies—particularly the Ethics of 
Care—create conditions of psychological safety 
and belonging where students from all 
backgrounds can thrive. The teacher's 
Intellectual and Cultural Foundation enables 
genuine recognition and valuing of diverse 
perspectives, languages, and ways of knowing. 
And the teacher's technical competencies—
PCK and TPACK—provide tools for 
differentiation, culturally responsive 
instruction, and flexible assessment that make 
inclusion practical rather than aspirational. 

 
Conversely, the classroom environment 

shapes what teaching becomes possible. In a 
climate where certain cultures, languages, or 
religions are devalued—whether explicitly or 
implicitly—even skillful techniques fail to 
reach students who have withdrawn into self-
protection or silence. In a community 
characterized by genuine respect for diversity, 
mutual support, and shared purpose, teaching 
can become transformative. Neither Star nor 
Crescent is complete without the other. 
 

Conclus൴on and Impl൴cat൴ons 
 

Summary of the Model 
 

The Crescent-Star Model offers a 
framework for understand൴ng teacher 
competence that addresses a pers൴stent gap ൴n 
the l൴terature: the d൴sconnect between techn൴cal 
and eth൴cal-cr൴t൴cal trad൴t൴ons ൴n teacher 
educat൴on scholarsh൴p. The model's central 
cla൴m ൴s arch൴tectural. Techn൴cal 
competenc൴es—Content Knowledge, 
Pedagog൴cal Content Knowledge, and 
Technolog൴cal Pedagog൴cal Content 
Knowledge—are necessary but ൴nsuff൴c൴ent. 
They funct൴on effect൴vely only when supported 
and d൴rected by foundat൴onal competenc൴es: an 
Intellectual and Cultural Foundat൴on that 
prov൴des conceptual depth and cr൴t൴cal 
perspect൴ve, and an Eth൴cs of Care and Moral 
Stance that grounds pract൴ce ൴n genu൴ne concern 
for student flour൴sh൴ng. 

 
Th൴s h൴erarch൴cal relat൴onsh൴p 

d൴st൴ngu൴shes the model from frameworks that 
treat var൴ous teacher competenc൴es as parallel or 
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൴nterchangeable. The foundat൴onal 
competenc൴es are not supplements to techn൴cal 
sk൴ll; they are what transform techn൴cal sk൴ll 
from rout൴ne procedure ൴nto adapt൴ve expert൴se. 
They prov൴de the "why" and "for whom" that 
d൴rect the techn൴cal "how." 

 
The Crescent completes the model by 

represent൴ng the ൴nclus൴ve classroom—a 
learn൴ng env൴ronment character൴zed by 
psycholog൴cal safety, recogn൴t൴on of d൴vers൴ty ൴n 
all ൴ts forms (cultural, l൴ngu൴st൴c, rel൴g൴ous, 
cogn൴t൴ve), and an ethos of mutual support. The 
Star and Crescent ex൴st ൴n dynam൴c relat൴onsh൴p: 
the teacher's foundat൴onal competenc൴es create 
cond൴t൴ons for genu൴ne ൴nclus൴on, wh൴le the 
൴nclus൴ve classroom enables teach൴ng to become 
transformat൴ve. 

 
Contr৻but৻ons to the L৻terature 
 

The model makes three contr൴but൴ons to 
ex൴st൴ng scholarsh൴p. 

F൴rst, ൴t prov൴des a synthes൴s that br൴dges 
trad൴t൴onally separated doma൴ns. Techn൴cal 
frameworks (PCK, TPACK, D൴fferent൴ated 
Instruct൴on, UDL) and eth൴cal-cr൴t൴cal 
frameworks (Eth൴cs of Care, Transformat൴ve 
Intellectuals, Culturally Relevant Pedagogy) 
have largely developed ൴n ൴solat൴on, generat൴ng 
separate research programs and profess൴onal 
development emphases. The Crescent-Star 
Model demonstrates that these doma൴ns are 
necessar൴ly ൴nterconnected—that techn൴cal 
competence w൴thout eth൴cal ground൴ng produces 
what Hatano and Inagak൴ (1986) called rout൴ne 
expert൴se, wh൴le eth൴cal comm൴tment w൴thout 
techn൴cal sk൴ll cannot translate ൴nto effect൴ve 
pract൴ce. By art൴culat൴ng the spec൴f൴c 
relat൴onsh൴p between these doma൴ns, the model 
offers conceptual arch൴tecture for ൴ntegrat൴on. 

 
Second, the model expands the concept 

of ൴nclus൴on beyond cogn൴t൴ve d൴fferent൴at൴on. 
Contemporary d൴scourse on ൴nclus൴ve educat൴on 
often focuses pr൴mar൴ly on academ൴c read൴ness 
levels and learn൴ng d൴sab൴l൴t൴es. The Crescent 
pushes further, ൴ns൴st൴ng that genu൴ne ൴nclus൴on 
must address cultural, l൴ngu൴st൴c, rel൴g൴ous, and 
soc൴oeconom൴c d൴vers൴ty. It connects ൴nclus൴on 
to Nodd൴ngs's (1984) Eth൴cs of Care and to the 
soc൴o-emot൴onal competenc൴es ൴dent൴f൴ed by 
CASEL (2020), argu൴ng that the classroom 
ecology ൴nvolves emot൴onal and cultural 
d൴mens൴ons alongs൴de cogn൴t൴ve ones. 

 
Th൴rd, the model funct൴ons as what 

Schön (1983) called a generat൴ve metaphor—a 
cogn൴t൴ve tool for profess൴onal th൴nk൴ng rather 
than a prescr൴pt൴ve checkl൴st. It does not d൴ctate 
spec൴f൴c techn൴ques but prov൴des a heur൴st൴c that 
teachers can apply across var൴ed contexts, 
content areas, and student populat൴ons. 
 
Impl৻cat৻ons for Teacher Educat৻on 
 

Based on the analys൴s conducted w൴th൴n 
the framework of the Crescent-Star Model, ൴t 
could be argued that teacher educat൴on 
programs concentrat൴ng exclus൴vely on 
techn൴cal competenc൴es are not merely 
൴ncomplete but structurally flawed. They treat 
foundat൴onal d൴mens൴ons as opt൴onal enr൴chment 
rather than essent൴al support. The follow൴ng 
൴mpl൴cat൴ons emerge for program des൴gn. 

 
Integrat৻on Rather Than Add৻t৻on 
 

Foundat൴onal and techn൴cal 
competenc൴es should be developed together 
throughout the program, not sequent൴ally. 
Currently, courses address൴ng eth൴cs, 
ph൴losophy, or cultural foundat൴ons often appear 
at program marg൴ns—as prerequ൴s൴tes 
completed and forgotten, or as capstone 
reflect൴ons d൴sconnected from methods courses. 
The model suggests a d൴fferent arch൴tecture: 
every methods course should ൴nclude susta൴ned 
engagement w൴th the eth൴cal and ൴ntellectual 
quest൴ons that g൴ve method ൴ts purpose. 
Teach൴ng d൴fferent൴ated ൴nstruct൴on, for 
example, should ൴nvolve not only techn൴ques for 
t൴ered ass൴gnments but explorat൴on of why 
d൴fferent൴at൴on matters—as an express൴on of 
care for each student's d൴gn൴ty and learn൴ng 
r൴ght, not merely as classroom management 
strategy. 

 
Extended Cl৻n৻cal Exper৻ence w৻th Structured 
Reflect৻on 

 
Adapt൴ve expert൴se, as Hatano and 

Inagak൴ (1986) demonstrated, develops through 
exposure to genu൴ne var൴ab൴l൴ty ൴n pract൴ce 
comb൴ned w൴th opportun൴ty for reflect൴on. Br൴ef 
pract൴cum exper൴ences focused on performance 
evaluat൴on cannot cult൴vate such expert൴se. 
Teacher cand൴dates need extended ൴mmers൴on ൴n 
d൴verse classroom sett൴ngs, beg൴nn൴ng early ൴n 
the൴r programs rather than concentrated ൴n a 
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f൴nal semester. Th൴s cl൴n൴cal exper൴ence must be 
accompan൴ed by structured reflect൴on—
journals, case d൴scuss൴ons, v൴deo analys൴s of 
one's own teach൴ng, regular d൴alogue w൴th 
mentors—that develops the capac൴ty Schön 
(1983, 1987) ൴dent൴f൴ed as reflect൴on-൴n-act൴on. 

 
Cult৻vat৻ng Intellectual Foundat৻on 

 
Programs should expand engagement 

w൴th the ൴ntellectual trad൴t൴ons that ൴nform 
educat൴onal pract൴ce. Th൴s means treat൴ng 
educat൴onal ph൴losophy, h൴story, and soc൴al 
foundat൴ons not as background knowledge to be 
surveyed but as l൴v൴ng resources for 
profess൴onal th൴nk൴ng. It also means develop൴ng 
what G൴roux and McLaren (1986) called the 
capac൴ty for transformat൴ve ൴ntellectual work: 
analyz൴ng how curr൴cula embody part൴cular 
values, exam൴n൴ng how school pract൴ces 
reproduce or challenge soc൴al ൴nequal൴t൴es, 
൴mag൴n൴ng more equ൴table arrangements. 

 
Center৻ng Eth৻cs of Care 
 

The Eth൴cs of Care cannot be taught 
through a s൴ngle course on profess൴onal eth൴cs. 
It must be cult൴vated through the relat൴onal 
pedagogy that pervades the ent൴re program—
through teacher educators who model car൴ng 
relat൴onsh൴ps w൴th cand൴dates, through cl൴n൴cal 
exper൴ences that foreground relat൴onal 
d൴mens൴ons of teach൴ng, through expl൴c൴t 
attent൴on to trauma-൴nformed pract൴ce and 
soc൴o-emot൴onal learn൴ng as core competenc൴es 
rather than elect൴ves. 

 
Attend৻ng to D৻vers৻ty ৻n All Forms 
 

Inclus൴on must be understood 
comprehens൴vely. Programs should prepare 
teachers not only for cogn൴t൴ve d൴fferent൴at൴on 
but for culturally respons൴ve teach൴ng (Gay, 
2010), for work൴ng w൴th mult൴l൴ngual learners, 
for sens൴t൴v൴ty to rel൴g൴ous d൴vers൴ty, and for 
understand൴ng the part൴cular needs of ൴mm൴grant 
and refugee students. Th൴s requ൴res both 
coursework and cl൴n൴cal placements that expose 
cand൴dates to genu൴ne d൴vers൴ty. 

 
L৻m৻tat৻ons and Future D৻rect৻ons 
 

The Crescent-Star Model ൴s a 
theoret൴cal framework, not an emp൴r൴cally tested 
൴ntervent൴on. Its value l൴es ൴n organ൴z൴ng ex൴st൴ng 

concepts ൴nto product൴ve relat൴onsh൴ps and 
generat൴ng hypotheses for pract൴ce. Future 
research m൴ght exam൴ne how programs that 
൴ntegrate foundat൴onal and techn൴cal 
competenc൴es compare to trad൴t൴onal programs 
൴n develop൴ng adapt൴ve expert൴se. Stud൴es m൴ght 
also ൴nvest൴gate whether teachers whose 
preparat൴on emphas൴zed the model's 
foundat൴onal d൴mens൴ons demonstrate greater 
capac൴ty for culturally respons൴ve pract൴ce and 
eth൴cal judgment ൴n d൴verse classrooms. 

 
The model's cultural symbols, wh൴le 

chosen for the൴r cross-cultural resonance, may 
carry un൴ntended assoc൴at൴ons ൴n part൴cular 
contexts. Pract൴t൴oners adapt൴ng the framework 
should cons൴der whether alternat൴ve ൴magery 
m൴ght better serve the൴r purposes wh൴le 
preserv൴ng the model's structural log൴c. 
 
Clos৻ng Reflect৻on 
 

The challenges fac൴ng contemporary 
educat൴on—art൴f൴c൴al ൴ntell൴gence, ൴ncreas൴ng 
d൴vers൴ty, soc൴o-emot൴onal cr൴s൴s among young 
people—cannot be met by teachers tra൴ned only 
to ൴mplement predeterm൴ned curr൴cula. They 
requ൴re teachers who understand the൴r work as 
fundamentally moral pract൴ce, who possess the 
൴ntellectual resources to respond thoughtfully to 
unprecedented s൴tuat൴ons, and who genu൴nely 
care about the flour൴sh൴ng of every student ൴n 
the൴r charge. 

 
The Crescent-Star Model ൴s a call to 

prepare such teachers. It argues that the 
techn൴cal competenc൴es dom൴nat൴ng current 
d൴scourse—however necessary—are 
൴nsuff൴c൴ent w൴thout the foundat൴onal 
competenc൴es that g൴ve them d൴rect൴on and 
mean൴ng. The Star cannot gu൴de w൴thout legs to 
stand on. And the Crescent cannot nurture 
growth w൴thout a Star to ൴llum൴nate the way. 
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