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Abstract

This article analyses a small section of data of a year-long project in which | used a video
camera to record nearly all the meetings of my physics curriculum methods courses in a pre-
service teacher education programme. After briefly setting the context for the study, the
article presents a lengthy selection of data from a critical incident in my teacher education
classroom in a script-like form. The data are then analysed from three different theoretical
lenses—the lens of the viewer, the researcher, and the teacher educator—as a way of
examining how each lens can inform different aspects of myself. The article concludes with a
discussion of the reflexive effects of both viewing video recordings of my classes and engaging
with theatre literature on my pedagogy of science teacher education.
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Introduction

| have often heard that many actors never watch the finished versions of the television shows or movies in
which they performed. | can imagine any number of reasons for actors not wishing to view their own work.
Perhaps they prefer the memory of being in the moment of a scene. Perhaps they wish to preserve a
particular vision of their character, untouched by the editing and post-production that inevitably
contributes to how an audience understands the character. Or perhaps they simply do not wish to view a
record of their performance, a record that risks laying bare mistakes and acting choices not taken. This last
possibility probably resonates most with the general public; after all, who among us enjoys listening to how
we sound on a voice message? Add the plethora of information available when audio data is combined with
video data, and it is not difficult to imagine that even professional, trained actors might wish to avoid
seeing themselves in the visual medium.
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A number of years ago, during the second year of my doctoral studies, | had the opportunity to take a short
but intense series of classes devoted to improvisational acting taught by two teacher candidates with
extensive backgrounds in theatre. Although | had not received any formal dramatic education since
elementary school, | pursued both music and visual arts extensively in secondary school and to this day |
consider myself “artistic” in some sense of the term (I recently recommitted to music by taking up the violin
with the support of a private teacher). When the opportunity to learn about improvisational theatre arose
during doctoral work, | quickly set upon the opportunity to learn something new and to push myself in
ways that | knew would be uncomfortable at times. As a music student, | had always preferred playing in
bands or large ensembles where | could contribute but not necessarily be discernible from the group.
Performance was in the moment and part of a larger effort. As a visual artist, | had the opportunity to
create paintings that would be left to hang in a community show or evaluated by teachers and peers
without a need for me to ever really look at my creations again. Improvisational acting immediately seemed
different because my actions would be in the moment, visible and obvious to all, yet with no permanent
record of what occurred.

This article is an exploration of two diverse approaches to the self-study of my practice as a science teacher
educator. First, the article presents a small section of data of a year-long project in which | used a video
camera to record nearly all the meetings of my physics methods course in an academic year. Second, the
article analyses and interprets this data by using both Schon’s (1983) concepts of reflection-in and
reflection-on action and insights gained through a consideration of concepts from improvisational theatre.
An ongoing, reflexive theme in this article is the effect that considering my self-study data has on the
identities that | bring to my work as a teacher educator. The article will present evidence that viewing the
classroom videos after the fact, in conjunction with my research journal, forced me to confront some
uncomfortable truths about my teaching. | conclude by articulating how | came to view my practice
differently as a result of incorporating video data into my approach to self-study.

Methodology

| frame much of my work within the methodology of self-study of teaching and teacher education practices
(S-STTEP)—for example, Loughran, Hamilton, LaBoskey, and Russell ( 2004); a framework that uses
primarily qualitative research methods to enable a disciplined analysis of one’s own practice. LaBoskey’s
(2004) methodological chapter in particular highlighted the need for self-study of practice to be self-
initiated and self-focused, as well as aimed at pedagogical improvement. More recently, Pinnegar and
Hamilton (2009) argued that conducting research into personal practice requires an orientation toward
ontology rather than epistemology, specifically:

While theories of self will always inform the self doing self-study of practice research and, indeed,
can be a conceptual tool . . . the self in the label of S-STTEP research marks publicly that the
responsibility for findings and enactment rest on the “self” who is doing the research. In this way, it
marks an ontological commitment more than an epistemological one, because it asserts publicly
who owns the responsibility for both the practice and the research on it. (p. 13)

Pinnegar and Hamilton (2009) thus believe that “the basic question has always been more about what is
[ontology] than about claims to know” (p. 7). It was partly as a result of the issues raised by Pinnegar and
Hamilton’s (2009) work that | decided to use video as a way of collecting additional data about what
Loughran (2006) would call my pedagogy of teacher education.

| chose to conduct a self-study into my practice by using a two-semester, pre-service teacher education
course in physics curriculum methods as a catalyst for my thinking. Most of my earlier self-study work has
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been within this kind of course, and so it seemed like a natural crucible for the introduction of video data. |
obtained permission to video record each meeting of my course over two semesters. The camera remained
stationary on a tripod at the back of the classroom, with the lens set to capture a fairly wide view of the
classroom while | taught. Nearly every meeting of the course was recorded; technical difficulties made it
impossible to record on a few occasions. Video data was supplemented by a personal journal, in which |
recorded my intended plans for teaching and any thoughts or reflections on particular lessons. My guiding
research question was to investigate how | might understand my practice differently as a result of
examining video data of teaching, particularly with a view to examining differences between my intentions
and actions in the classroom. Additional orienting questions are discussed later in this article.

This article reviews one critical incident in the early stages of the course through a variety of different
lenses, which will be outlined in more detail later. At this point, however, | wish to state that | did not
embark on this analysis with the intention of engaging with arts-based methods or literature. As | viewed
the incident described in this article a number of times, it became increasingly clear to me that | was seeing
a part of my “teaching self” that | was not aware of. Mindful of Weber and Mitchell’s (2004) comments that
arts-based methods “can help us access those elusive hard-to-put-into-words aspects of our practitioner
knowledge that might otherwise remain hidden, even from ourselves” (p. 984), | recalled my experiences
with improvisational theatre and | decided to reach for the part of my bookshelf that included theatre
literature. Most of these books were unread at the time | began to analyse data, although | have had a
latent desire to pursue the intersections between theatre and teaching for a number of years. | had a sense
that | was enacting some kind of performance in the video clip, but | did not initially have the language to
unpack and interpret what was happening until | engaged with theatre literature. The result was highly
generative for my thinking, as will hopefully become apparent in the rest of this article.

Setting the Stage

Gee (2000) argued that identity is about “being recognized as a certain ‘kind of person’ in a given context”
(p. 99). We thus have multiple identities that we navigate across the various roles we play in our lives.
Jenkins (2008) used a similar line of reasoning to argue that identity is a process of construction and re-
construction rather than a thing that is “finished” at some fixed point. For the purposes of this article, |
draw from some of my different identities to serve as labels and lenses for presenting the data. The teacher
educator identity labels the identity that | have when | teach my course. The researcher identity labels my
identity as a researcher analysing data and writing this article. The viewer identity labels my visceral
reactions to watching the video unfold and to encountering both moments of disappointment and
moments of pride in my enacted pedagogy.

Of course, the boundaries between the three identities are neither discrete nor hierarchical. | necessarily
move among them as | write this article. One way to differentiate between the identities is to articulate
where | develop warrants to make claims for each of the three identities. My teacher educator identity
draws from two sources of data: my personal journal and a transcription of video data. The personal journal
captures what many would call my intended curriculum for a class meeting. The video data captures
features of what Loughran (2006) would call my pedagogy of teacher education. My researcher identity
draws from Schon’s (1983) ideas about the nature of professional knowledge, particularly his concept of
knowing-in-action. Finally, my viewer identity is an attempt to engage in a conversation with the reader
about how watching my enacted pedagogy forced me to confront the features of my performance as a
teacher. The viewer identity draws from ideas about improvisational theatre, particularly Johnstone’s
(1979) comments about the role of “status” in performance.

It is obviously not possible to provide a complete account of an academic year’s worth of video data in an
article. Instead, | focus on a major feature of the seventh class meeting of my physics curriculum methods
course. | devoted 15 minutes to a conceptual discussion of how water boils. The setup was deceptively
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simple: A beaker was filled with water, placed on a hotplate in the middle of the room, and left to boil. The
picture below gives a clear sense of the minimalist beginnings of the discussion.

Image 1: Setting the Stage (Image captured from video file by the author, dated 28/09/2011)

As my 19 teacher candidates entered our classroom, | made no reference to the apparatus in the middle of
the room. Given that everyone in the class had completed a significant number of science credits in their
first baccalaureate degree, it is safe to assume that they had walked into many classrooms with far more
complicated apparatuses set up at the front of a room. Presumably, they guessed that there would be
some sort of predict-observe-explain (POE) activity (Baird & Northfield, 1992), because we had begun the
year by exploring the power of POEs to develop relationships and to encourage conceptual change in
science classrooms. Once it was clear that the water had begun to boil, | stopped reviewing expectations
for an upcoming assignment and | asked the teacher candidates to gather around the desk with the beaker
and hotplate. Our discussion lasted just over 15 minutes. Breaking this discussion down, using the
perspectives of my identities as a teacher educator, researcher, and viewer, reveals that the use of boiling
water to think about how we teach science is far from mundane. Indeed, this article will reveal that the
discussion exposed much about my practice and has challenged me to reframe my developing pedagogy of
teacher education.

The Example of the Boiling Water: The Teacher Educator Perspective

| begin with some comments about my intended curriculum for this portion of class. The purpose of the
activity was to “give teacher candidates the opportunity to unpack their personal understanding of heat,
temperature, boiling point, vapour pressure, etc.” (personal journal, 2011) and, more generally, to
demonstrate the importance of using precise language when teaching science via an open-ended
discussion. Mitchell (2010) recently provided me with language to talk about the dual goals inherent in any
teacher education course: | had a “learning agenda as well as a content agenda” (p. 185). My content
agenda was a review of concepts that were relevant to the intermediate Ontario science curriculum. My
learning agenda was to demonstrate how an open-ended discussion using simple demonstration
equipment could be a catalyst for a discussion about scientific concepts, particularly if a teacher shared
intellectual control of the discussion by allowing students to take ownership of the conversation. | resolved
to contribute relatively little to the conversation beyond asking a few initial questions. The principle of
sharing intellectual control is central both to Sarason’s (1996) concept of a context of productive learning
and to Mitchell’s (2010) “principles of teaching for quality learning” (p. 175).

Educational Research for Social Change, November 2014, 3 (2)
Faculty of Education: Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University, Port Elizabeth, South Africa




41

| now present data from a transcript of my physics class meeting, dated September 28, 2011. Square
brackets are used to provide context details that are relevant to the transcript.

[Setting up the activity]

Shawn: So what’s going on here? [Gestures to the hot plate] This is a hot plate, it is numbered from
1- 10, with 10 being hottest. This [Gestures to the water] started out being regular tap water. The
water isn’t mixed with anything. It is not deionised. We have something going on here, because |
have been applying a source of heat for some time. The question becomes: What is happening right
now?

[Student response]

Shawn: Change of state [Student response]. What else? [Pause]

[Student response]

Shawn: It’s boiling! [Student response]. What else? [Pause]

[Student response]

Shawn: There’s steam! [Pause]

Shawn: Liquid to gas. OK. Would that be related to one of the earlier comments? [Pause]

[Student response]

Shawn: Change of state. OK. What is a state?

[Student response]

Shawn: Is there another one? [After hearing solid, liquid, or gas—standard responses]

[Student response]

Shawn: Plasma, yes! My plasma generating machine is in the shop, though. Sorry about that.
[Laughter]

Shawn: You’ve given me examples of what a state is, but what does the term mean? Conceptually?
[Student response]

Shawn: How fast the molecules are moving. OK. Anyone else want to add to that? How fast are the
molecules moving in a solid versus a gas?

[Long pause, followed by whispered agreement that molecules move more quickly in a gas]
Shawn: Is there anything special about the nature of the bonds between water molecules?
[Student response]

Shawn: It’s a polar molecule? [Student response] What does that mean?

[Textbook definition of polar molecules by student]

Shawn: Anything else that is special about bonds and water?

[Student mentions the possibility of an ionic compound in the beaker before the water was added,
which in his view would change the boiling point of the water]

Shawn: Are you implying, sir, that my beaker was not pristine before we began this experiment?
Because if that is what you are implying . . . you would be correct!

[Laughter]

Shawn: What’s an example of a solution you might make with water that could change the result of
this experiment?

[Student response]

Shawn: Salt water. OK, now . . . what does a water molecule look like?

[Pause]

[No response]

Shawn: M-I-C, K-E-Y . . . [Much laughter]. Disney has ensured that people have a mental model of
what a water molecule looks like [Laughter]. What else can we say about this? . .. Rhymes with
smydro—

[Student excitedly interjects amidst laughter]

Shawn: Hydrogen bonds! Yes. What are hydrogen bonds and why are they important?

[Extended student response]

Shawn: What other kinds of bonds are there?

[Many student responses]
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Shawn: Van der Waals, covalent, ionic . .. OK. What’s the strongest bond?

[Silence]

Shawn: Let’s leave that for now. Let’s pick this up at the particle level. We teach children that the
nucleus is formed by . . . ?

[Student response]

Shawn: Protons and neutrons, right. And electrons orbit around the nucleus in . .. ?

[Student responses]

Shawn: Shells, clouds, orbitals, right. Depending on which theory we are discussing. I’'m a big fan of
the Thomson Raisin Bun Model myself. . .

[Laughter]

Shawn: It’s in the bottom right-hand corner of every junior science textbook . .. OK, so we have
these electrons whizzing around in regions of probability, and you know what no student ever asks?
Or, rarely asks? You will almost never get a student raising their hand and saying, “Wait a second,
so you say that the nucleus is positive and neutral charges. But | thought like charges were
supposedto...”

[Student response]

Shawn: Repel. Like repel, and opposites attract. So if the nucleus is completely composed of like
charges and neutral charges, how does the nucleus even stay together?

[Extended silence]

[Cautious student response]

Shawn: OK . .. now we’re getting somewhere. Any other comments? [Whispering]. Muon?! Now
we’re just murmuring names of particles! [Laughter]

At this point in the discussion, | gave a quick overview of the fundamentals of particle physics at a level
suitable for undergraduate science majors. | have deleted this portion of the transcript in the interest of
brevity.

Shawn: Of course, we aren’t going to get into the Standard Model with elementary age students.

It’s interesting, however, to note how quickly a discussion about water takes us down the path to

particle physics. Let’s get back to water for a second. We had change of state. Now, does anyone

remember how much energy it takes to convert water to steam?

[Student response]

Shawn: | heard the words heat capacity. What’s that?

[Student response]

[Some clarification of the concept of heat capacity, again removed here for brevity]

Shawn: What about the difference between water vapour and steam? Is there a difference?

[Silence]

Shawn: Are you all trying to figure out if you can drop this class yet? [Laughter]

[Student response]

Shawn: See, the thing is, you can’t actually see water vapour, right?

[Student discussions begin]

[Shawn refocuses attention on himself after letting some conversation unfold.]

Shawn: | know that you might be stressed out. This is why we are doing this activity this week. |

don’t want anyone walking out the door saying “I DON'T KNOW HOW WATER BOILS!” [Exasperated

voice inflection].

[Much laughter]

Shawn: The thing about this, this is actually a technique called an interpretative discussion. We have

to have a little bit of trust. | think we have that. People have to be willing to share answers that may

or may not be accurate. People have to be willing to make comments about things that might seem

trivial. The idea behind this is that even though this [Gesture to beaker] is a really [Air quotes]

simple phenomena, things get complicated quickly. We got into particle physics, and then we reeled

it back. The point of this is that you’ve spent some amount of time in an undergraduate degree
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where you become specialised by the time you finish your fourth year. It’s very easy to tell ourselves
that we have a good understanding of scientific processes. When you actually try to talk about
things out loud, it’s not as easy as it seems. You have to watch the difference between things like
steam and water vapour. You have to be able to talk about what a state is. Just telling a student,
“Oh, that’s a change of state,” well, what if they don’t know what a state is?

At this point in the data, the discussion ends and | provide teacher candidates with their mid-class break.
Having presented the perspective of the teacher educator, | now move to the perspective of the
researcher.

The Example of the Boiling Water: The Researcher Perspective

A major focus of my self-study research during the first two years of my appointment as assistant professor
was devoted to finding ways to learn to teach physics teachers, a process that was influenced by a change
from a mid-size, well-established university to a small, new university, by institutional expectations to
meaningfully integrate technology in all coursework, and by the fact that | often taught groups of students
multiple classes. | was challenged, on a daily basis, to try to teach in ways that provided meaningful
experiences for teacher candidates to consider some of the big picture ideas | wished to get across—with
the caveat that | had to come up with different sets of experiences for classes that, at times, were
composed of students who had never met me before and students who had been taught by me for two
previous courses. One result of this project was the idea of developing a distinct pedagogy of teacher
education, defined in the following way:

Initially, the term distinct might seem unnecessary, given that every teacher educator’s pedagogy
will be distinct and unique based on a variety of contextual factors. Such an interpretation uses the
familiar definition of distinct as a synonym for different or discrete. | wish to push the concept of a
distinct pedagogy of teacher education further, to refer to the multiple interactions that occur
between my guiding principles and the problems of practice | encounter. Here, | frame the idea of
distinct as a clear, unmistakable impression [emphasis added]. Thus, a distinct pedagogy of teacher
education recognizes the effects that problems of practice have on one’s prior assumptions and
principles. (Bullock, 2012, p. 118)

The purpose of this brief introduction was both to situate the reader on the journey that | have taken with
self-study up to this particular point in my career and, more importantly, to provide some context for a
major turn in my methodological approach to self-study that began in the Fall semester of 2011. The idea of
a distinct pedagogy of teacher education forced me to consider the ways in which problems of practice |
encountered made “clear, unmistakable impressions” in the moment in which the problem occurred. The
written journals, audio-recorded discussions with critical friends, and samples of students’ work that were
the data for previous self-study projects suddenly seemed to be lacking a critical component: a sense of
what Schon (1983) referred to as “reflection-in-action” (p. 128), a transactional form of professional
epistemology that acknowledges a practitioner “shapes the situation, but in conversation with it, so that his
[sic] own models and appreciations are also shaped by the situation. . . . [The professional] is in the
situation that he [sic] seeks to understand” (pp. 150-151). My previous data had all been a part of a
tradition of “reflection-on-action” (Schon, 1983, p. 276) in which | recorded my thoughts about pedagogical
problems that occurred in my classes shortly after they occurred. | had no data, however, that allowed me
to revisit my actual reactions to problems in the moment they occurred. | could theorise about my
reflection-in-action based on my recall of situations, but | wanted to make a more critical analysis of my
pedagogy in practice. As Schon (1983) noted, “In order to study reflection-in-action, we must observe
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someone engaged in action” (p. 322). As Pinnegar and Hamilton (2009) might argue, | wanted to find ways
to connect more with ontological questions.

These concerns led to the use of video in my ongoing study of the development of my pedagogy of teacher
education. Simply put, | decided to place a video camera at the back of the room so that | could record
everything | said and did while teaching all 36 meetings of my physics curriculum methods course. | was
excited to augment my long-held practice of keeping a reflective journal with the “raw” nature of video
recording for each of my classes. | wondered what | would discover about my nonverbal mannerisms and
how closely my reflective research journal (what | chose to highlight about each class) would align with
what | saw in the video recordings, which would force me to confront a different kind of record of what
happened during each class. | imagined being able to gain a better handle on both the more mundane
elements of my teaching and my responses to critical turning points in the class. Questions that came to
mind included, but were not limited to:

e What is my sense of timing in the class? When | say, “I'll give you 10 minutes to discuss
this idea,” do | really allow 10 minutes?

e How much time do | spend talking in the class? Do | provide enough space for students to
share their ideas, or do | tend to editorialise students’ comments by adding my own
thoughts after each response?

e How do | react when a student asks a difficult question of me or another student in class?
Does my body language match my verbal language?

e Which features of my teaching are particularly hard for me to watch? What discrepancies
exist between what | choose to highlight in my reflective journal and the recordings of
the class? Why might those discrepancies exist?

Obviously, a full consideration of these questions (and the questions they spawn) is outside the scope of
one article. | imagine that | will spend a considerable amount of time thinking carefully about what |
observe in my video recordings and that it will take me years to do a thorough and complete analysis of
what happened in each of those 36 class meetings.

One conclusion is clear, however, from my perspective as a researcher. My intended curriculum did not
directly match my enacted pedagogy. | intended to have both a content agenda and a learning agenda for
my physics methods course enacted through an open-ended discussion. The video data forced me to
confront my enacted pedagogy of teacher education, which reveals some significant disconnect between
what | wanted to do in the discussion and what | was able to accomplish. By asking teacher candidates
successively more complicated questions about changes of state, | was able to review relevant curriculum
content in a nonthreatening way. My learning agenda, however, was a complete misstep. My questions
were of relatively poor quality. Perhaps | was trying hard at the beginning of the discussion to step away
from controlling the conversation and so | kept my questions brief as a way of saying very little. | must have
tacitly realised at some point in the conversation that | was with stuck being the one in charge, as my
guestions became more focused and relevant and there was less awkwardness while waiting for responses.
Still, | cannot claim in any way that | shared intellectual control with the class.

My enacted pedagogy, made explicit by the video, offered me both the humbling opportunity to confront
shortcomings of my pedagogy and the interesting prospect of discovering features of my approach that |
could not previously name. It might be beneficial to examine my learning agenda in light of Schén’s (1983)
concept of reframing. Perhaps | sensed that the teacher candidates were still uncomfortable with long
silences associated with wait time, a concept that we had discussed and experienced at length during
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earlier class meetings. It is possible that, in a moment of reflection-in-action, | reframed my learning agenda
to be about establishing a warm, community-oriented relationship with the class instead of trying to share
intellectual control with them. My frequent use of humour and the overall sense of classroom engagement
was not the learning agenda | began with that day, but it is clearly where we ended up. | will have to devote
more time to trace the development of this learning agenda throughout the year that | recorded my physics
curriculum class. For purposes of this article, however, | can claim that the use of video in my teacher
education classroom has been worth the additional ethical complexity of completing such a study. Using
only a 15-minute clip, | gained important insight into not only the shortcoming of my intended curriculum,
but also into the hidden curriculum (Apple, 1971) of my physics methods course. The next challenge for me
is to name features of my enacted pedagogy that are made visible on each video recording, so that | can
further challenge both the content and learning agenda of my intended curriculum and, in so doing,
reframe my pedagogy of teacher education.

The Example of the Boiling Water: The Perspective of the Viewer

Although | fully expected the act of watching a video recording of my teaching to provide additional insight
into how | construct my professional knowledge-in-action, | was completely unprepared for the effect that
the viewing would have on my identity as a teacher educator. In this section, | take my first steps toward
understanding my pedagogy of teacher education in a different way. To borrow a term from Sarason
(1999), the perspective of the viewer encouraged me to frame my pedagogy as a performing art.

I am not implying that | discovered great theatrical skill in my pedagogy, that | was particularly entertaining,
or that | even gave a good performance. When | watched my video-recorded discussion unfold, sitting
alone in my office with the video occupying my entire computer screen, | hit upon the sudden realisation
that | was giving a performance. The most surprising feature of my pedagogy was that | was clearly working
really hard to be entertaining and engaging. | went out of my way to keep making eye contact with people
no matter where they were in the circle. | frequently made jokes, which were mostly well received, to add
levity to the discussion. For example, in response to the silence that greeted my “What does a water
molecule look like?” question, | half-sang “M-I-C, K-E-Y . . .” and let my voice trail off as the class knowingly
laughed in recognition of both the theme song to the Mickey Mouse Club (Dodd, 1955) and the fact that the
Mickey Mouse symbol looks like an H,0 molecule oriented in a way that makes hydrogen atoms look like
mouse ears. Watching the video data without sound makes it fairly apparent that | kept the students’
attention; most were engaged throughout the discussion and frequent smiles and laughter can be seen
throughout the recording.

| grimaced in moments in which my wait time was too short, when | unnecessarily commented on a
student’s response, or when my scientific explanations were less clear than | would have liked. | felt good
when | saw the candidates laugh with me, particularly when the laughter felt particularly explosive,
spontaneous, and joyful—as it was after | named the unspoken tension in the room by exclaiming “l don’t
know how water boils!” Yet | was also forced to wonder if there was something to be learned that was
applicable to understanding a pedagogy of teacher education. My previous work clearly showed that the
nature of the relationship between a teacher educator and teacher candidates in a methods course can
have a significant effect on how and what candidates learn about teaching (Bullock, 2011).

| was then confronted with Loughran’s (2010) challenge to move beyond my story of viewing my data from
the perspective of teacher educator as a performance artist toward developing warranted assertions
(Dewey, 1938) for my understanding of my pedagogy. Johnstone’s (1979) book about improvisational
theatre enabled me to make the necessary links between my previous experiences as a doctoral student
who (very) briefly studied improvisational acting to my understanding of teacher educator as performer
and, finally, to a place where | can make claims about how | teach future science teachers.
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Keith Johnstone is a renowned teacher in the improvisational (improv) theatre community. An introduction
to his first book, Impro, states, “All his work has been to encourage the rediscovery of the imaginative
response in the adult; the refinding of the power of the child’s creativity” (Wardle, as cited in Johnstone,
1979, p. 9). | found the first section of Impro, which deals with status in acting, to be of particular relevance
to thinking about the incident reported on in this article. Johnstone (1979) begins by stating an observation
that he made when he began teaching in 1963: Actors find it extremely challenging to perform ordinary
casual conversation. After some consideration of the problem, Johnstone began to experiment with the
role of status in the performance. In particular, he advised actors, “Try to get your status just a little above
or below your partner’s” (p. 33). The results were astounding:

The scenes became ‘authentic,” and actors seemed marvellously observant. Suddenly we understood
that every inflection and movement implies a status, and that no action is due to chance, or really
‘motiveless.” It was hysterically funny, but at the same time very alarming. All our secret
manoeuvrings were exposed. . . . Normally we are ‘forbidden’ to see status transactions except
when there’s a conflict. In reality, status transactions continue all the time. (p. 33)

It is a testament to the enduring lessons of the “apprenticeship of observation” (Lortie, 1975, p. 61), which
articulated that adults have powerful and lasting memories of how teachers behave, that Johnstone (1979)
appealed to “three types of status players commonly found in the teaching profession” (p. 35) to further his
discussion on the role of status in improvisational acting. His three types of teachers are familiar
archetypes:

1) A teacher who was a lax disciplinarian, not well liked by administration but liked by
students.

2) A teacher who ruled by fear and intimidation who “walked with fixity of purpose, striding
along and stabbing people with his eyes” (Johnstone, p. 35) and who was disliked and
feared by students.

3) A teacher “who was much loved, never punished but kept excellent discipline, while
remaining very human” (Johnstone, p. 35).

Johnstone (1979) went on to argue that the first teacher can be thought of as a low-status player, while the
second teacher can be considered a high-status player. In this argument, status refers to the relationship
between the teacher and the student. The lax disciplinarian is of lower status than students: “he always
seemed like an intruder in the classroom” (p. 35). The intimidating teacher relishes a higher status than
students, making great efforts to ensure students know they are of lower status in the classroom. It is the
third teacher who is of most interest both to Johnstone and to this article. He labelled the third teacher a
“status expert” (pp. 35—36) who changes status according to the needs of a situation. Successful teachers
first change their status before acting in response to a given situation.

Upon reading Johnstone’s (1979) chapter, | was immediately struck with the power of this new lens to
reveal a different feature of my pedagogy. | remarked on the degrees to which | unconsciously changed my
status in my teacher education classroom. There were times when | clearly lowered my status, particularly
when | made a joke at my own expense about the seeming inanity of spending so much time discussing the
science of boiling water with a group of people who had undergraduate degrees in science, mathematics,
or engineering. There were times when | raised my status, particularly when | demonstrated my knowledge
of particle physics.
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Changing my status seemed to serve at least two functions. Lowering my status was a way to create
humour and develop a relationship with the candidates. Johnstone (1979) noted, “Audiences enjoy a
contrast between the status played and the social status” (p. 36). It was also a way to create what Waller
(1932/1961) referred to as a we-feeling, “a spontaneous creation in the minds of those who identify with
the [course] and in part a carefully nurtured and sensitive growth” (p. 13). It may also minimise what
Munby and Russell (1994, p. 92) called “the authority of experience,” a term that labels the awkward reality
that teacher educators have experiences in schools that cannot be directly transferred to teacher
candidates as propositional knowledge. Perhaps changing my status allowed me to emphasise the
importance of the shared experience that we were having as a class, together, discussing the seemingly
banal problem of how water boils.

Discussion and Conclusion
Confronting My Pedagogy of Teacher Education

Self-study methodology began, in part, as a way for teacher educators to examine their practices in the
same ways that they expected teacher candidates to examine their own burgeoning practices (Loughran,
2004). Since its inception as a special interest group (SIG) in the early 1990s, the self-study of teaching and
teacher education has spawned many journal articles, book chapters, books, an international handbook,
and a journal that is now published three times a year. Many use self-study as a way to explore their
practices outside of teacher education. One appealing feature of the methodology is that there are many
ways to study one’s own practice (Loughran, 2005). LaBoskey’s (2004) guidelines are important reminders
of the importance of both aiming to improve one’s own practice and subjecting one’s work to academic
scrutiny. Over the years, | have been particularly motivated to engage in self-study of my own practice
because, as an education professor, | am mindful that every pre-service science teacher | work with has the
potential to have an effect on thousands of children in their careers. | have what the Arizona Group (2002)
called an “obligation to unseen children” (p.183). Pinnegar and Hamilton’s (2009) work helped me see this
obligation in a new light by highlighting the fact that self-study into practice should be primarily an
ontological, rather than an epistemological commitment.

At the beginning of this article, | revisited the idea of a distinct pedagogy of teacher education. Distinct was
defined as the effects that particular actions taken in response to "problems of practice" have on the
development of a pedagogy of teacher education. In other words, claims about a distinct pedagogy of
teacher education require one to make explicit links between problems of practice, actions taken in
response to these problems, and the impression the problems and actions make on one’s pedagogy. My
previous work using self-study methodology has focused on reflection-on-action, after events have
occurred, often with the help of a critical friend (Schuck & Russell, 2005) to help me name and reframe my
ideas about teaching and learning. However, Schén’s (1983) comments about the immediacy of reflection-
in-action have always troubled me in this kind of work. | have often wondered how to capture evidence of
pedagogical decision making in the moment, in what Schon might call the action present. Video data
provided me with a new opportunity to examine how | responded to problems of practice as they unfolded.
The often-uncomfortable realities | faced with this data forced me to confront my pedagogy of teacher
education.

Confront might initially seem like a harsh term, but it is chosen explicitly because it supports the long-
standing work of Polanyi (1967) who argued that most of our knowledge is tacit. Although many have
written about the power of self-study methodology to make tacit knowledge explicit, it was not until |
viewed recordings of my teaching that | realised just how much of my understanding of how to deal with
particular situations remained unexamined. The three lenses afforded by my identities as a teacher
educator, researcher, and viewer revealed that video data challenged my understanding of pedagogy in a
number of expected and unexpected ways. The fact that there was disconnect between my intended and
enacted pedagogy was not terribly surprising; curriculum theorists have long argued that a significant
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disconnect exists between what a teacher intends to do in a classroom and what messages students
actually walk away with. The ways in which my intended pedagogy did not align with my enacted pedagogy
were, however, quite surprising. After reviewing the video transcript of my boiling water lesson, | can
defend an assertion that my content agenda was met. | cannot make the same claim about my learning
agenda. The purpose of engaging in the interpretive discussion (Baird & Northfield, 1992) is to demonstrate
the pedagogical value in sharing intellectual control over a classroom discussion with students. Instead, the
video revealed that, on some level, | must have reframed my approach to focus on the opportunity for
relationship building through the use of humour and the co-creation of a safe space for conversations
about teaching.

Most importantly, the lens of the viewer provided me with an opportunity to consider my teaching from
the perspectives offered by improvisational theatre. | would not have framed my approach in terms of how
| frequently changed my status in the discussion were it not for the opportunity to analyse my actions
captured in the moment by the video in light of theory provided by Johnstone’s (1979) improv treatise. This
realisation represents what Schon (1991) would call a reflective turn, which he suggested, “turns on its
head the problem of constructing an epistemology of practice” (p. 5). Schon (1991) argued that someone
who is trying to help someone else improve their practice should be most concerned with opportunities “to
discover and help practitioners discover what they already understand and know how to do” (p. 5). Viewing
the video made me realise that there was clearly some reason behind why | reacted to the class with
frequent humour and long wait-times, even though | made no reference of these features of my pedagogy
in my research journal. In other words, | knew how to react to a particular pedagogical situation but | did
not know | knew how to react to that situation. Confronting my pedagogy on video created a need for a
reflective turn; | discovered that | had tacit knowledge that helped me react to a situation, and | turned to
improvisational theatre literature as a way of making sense of the experience. The reflective turn has been
solidified as | have developed authority over my experience by naming and interpreting what happened in a
15-minute discussion.

This article has demonstrated the value of video data for exploring the ways in which my pedagogy is made
distinct in a particular way: Reframing my practice by confronting my enacted pedagogy on a video
recording. It is possible that someone might take issue with one 15-minute excerpt from one class as a
source of data. It is important to note that | am not making any generalisability claims, not even for my own
practice. The purpose of this article is to demonstrate the power of a methodology based in digital video
analysis, theatre literature, and self-study in order to challenge my pedagogy of teacher education and thus
enact the kind of reflexive attitude toward my own practice that | hope teacher candidates enrolled in my
courses will adopt. In addition, | analysed the 15 minutes of data by using three different lenses, each
grounded in a different theoretical literature. | moved from an intended curriculum of sharing intellectual
control toward an enacted or hidden curriculum of relationship building through status changing. The key
message that | take from this situation is “A teacher may change her or his status before acting in response
to a given situation.” | am now able to talk about this insight with my current classes and | continue to find
the complicated notion of status from improvisational theatre extremely productive for my thinking.
Finally, this article has also made me aware of the potential of exploring philosophies of science teaching
and teacher education informed by the performing arts. Perhaps this article is the first step toward
rediscovering an artistic identity that | thought | left far behind me.
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