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Summary

Professional development of teacher educators is deemed important for both teacher education and
the educational system as a whole, emerging as a hallmark for what it means to become and learn
as a teacher educator.

This doctoral thesis aims to add to research on processes of teacher educator professional
development. Particularly, the purpose is to investigate my teacher education teaching and research
practice. That is, | consider the processes of a beginning teacher educator’s practices, experiences,
contexts and knowledge construction. The following research question evolved from the research
process, “How does a teacher educator negotiate his teaching and research practice as he develops
professionally?”

| used the self-study of teacher education practices methodology together with rhizomatics
(a nonlinear philosophy that emphasizes relationships among a multitude of interacting
components in a given social situation) to provoke, challenge, and illuminate readers’ thinking
about teacher educator professional development. Particularly, I used the rhizomatic concepts of
“assemblage” to generate different thinking about the relational and constantly evolving processes
of my professional development.

Specifically, this doctoral project examines a beginning teacher educator’s teaching and
research practice as | aimed to develop my personal pedagogical skills and knowledge for teaching
pre-service teachers and become research active. This examination involved two interrelated
layers. One layer was composed of four physical education teacher education courses (two content
courses and two school placements) divided into five phases. Data were generated over a 17-month
period and included video and audio of my teaching, my reflective diary, pre-service teacher focus
groups and in-depth interviews, and pre-service teacher coursework. The other layer focused on
the actual research process. Data were generated over the four-year doctoral period and included
audio data from meetings with my supervisors.

This doctoral project highlight the ways multiple human (i.e., the teacher educator, the pre-
service teachers, the school students, the cooperating teachers) and non-human elements (i.e., the
specific content, the national, program and course tradition) combine and interact, co-producing
teacher educator practice and pre-service teachers’ school placement experiences. While study |

and study Il conveyed that human and non-human elements influence practice, study 111 and study



IV conveyed the way these elements combined and interacted. Further, study V highlighted the
nonlinear and fundamentally relational process of constructing understanding in self-study of
teacher education practices.

I discuss my professional development by drawing on examples from the studies and the
concept of “assemblage”, and argue that teacher educators are part of a constantly evolving
assemblage that co-produce different practice, pedagogy, and learning. To help readers
acknowledge my lines of thinking, | begin by looking at the connection and interaction between
the five studies. Second, | discuss the ways assemblage functioned as two layers in this doctoral
project: classroom-assemblage and research-assemblage. Third, | discuss the process of the
interrelated relationship of teacher education pedagogy, considering the processes of interaction
between the pre-service teachers and myself, and the ways non-human elements influenced the
relationship. Finally, I discuss the non-linear and ever-evolving learning as a teacher educator.

I suggest a decentered conceptualization of teacher educators that posits them as prominent
figures who, although influenced by a variety of elements and forces, are engaged in continuously
steering or “orchestrating” practice towards desired outcomes. Subsequently, I introduce the notion
of orchestration and try to develop it as a means to conceptualize teacher educator practice.

| argue that this doctoral thesis shows that self-study of teacher education practices
represents a valuable methodology to strengthen teacher education programs. That is, it has the
potential to both improve the individual teacher educators’ practice as well as the international

understanding of teacher education.

Keywords: Physical education teacher education, preservice teacher education, Deleuze,
practitioner inquiry, qualitative research, teaching about teaching, learning about teaching, Sport

Education.



Sammendrag

Profesjonell utvikling for leererutdannere anses & veere viktig for bade laererutdanning generelt og
utdanningssystemet som helhet. Profesjonell utvikling fokuserer pa hva det betyr & bli og leere
som larerutdanner.

Dette doktorgradsprosjektet tar sikte pa a styrke forskningen som belyser prosesser i en
leererutdanners profesjonelle utvikling. Hensikten var & undersgke min undervisnings- og
forskningspraksis som lzererutdanner. Konkret betyr dette & undersgke prosessene til en
leererutdanners praksis, erfaringer, kontekster og kunnskapsutvikling. Det fglgende
forskningssparsmal ble utviklet i forskningsprosessen: “Hvordan forhandler en leererutdanner sin
undervisnings- og forskningspraksis som en del av hans profesjonelle utvikling?”

Jeg brukte selvstudiet-metodologien sammen med rhizomatics (en ikke-lineer filosofi
som legger vekt pa samspillet mellom en rekke komponenter i en gitt sosial situasjon) for &
utfordre lesernes tenkning om leererutdanneres profesjonelle utvikling. Jeg brukte det
rhizomatiske konseptet “assemblage” (Ensemble, samvirkende helhet) for & generere tenkning
om relasjonelle og stadig utviklende prosesser i min profesjonelle utvikling.

Dette doktorgradsprosjektet undersgker en ny lererutdanners undervisnings- og
forskerpraksis med mél om & utvikle mine personlige pedagogiske ferdigheter og kunnskaper for
a undervise laererstudenter, og bli forskningsaktiv. Prosjektet involverte to sammenknyttede lag.
Ett lag besto av gjennomfaring og utforskning av fire leererutdanningskurs (to fagligpraktiske
kurse og to skolepraksiser) delt inn i fem faser. Data ble generert over en 17-maneders periode,
og inkluderte video og lyd av min undervisning, min reflekterende dagbok, fokusgrupper og
dybdeintervju med studentene, samt deres mappeinnleveringer. Det andre laget fokuserte pa den
faktiske forskningsprosessen. Data ble generert over den firedrige doktorgradsperioden og
inkluderte lydopptak fra mgter med mine veiledere.

Dette doktorgradsprosjektet fremhever hvordan menneskelige elementer (dvs.
leererutdanneren, studentene, elevene, praksislarerne) og ikke-menneskelige elementer (dvs. det
spesifikke innholdet, den nasjonale tradisjonen, og program- og kurstradisjonen) interagerte, og
sammen produserte leererutdannerens undervisnings- og forskningspraksis, og studentenes
erfaringer fra skolepraksis. Mens studie | og studie Il formidlet at menneskelige og ikke-

menneskelige elementer pavirker praksis, formidlet studie 111 og studie IV méten disse
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elementene kombinerte og interagerte pa. Videre formidlet studie V at kunnskapsutvikling i
selvstudie metodologien er en ikke-linezer og fundamentalt relasjonell prosess.

Jeg diskuterer min profesjonelle utvikling ved & bruke eksempler fra studiene og
konseptet ensemble, og hevder at leererutdanneren er en del av et konstant utviklende ensemble
som samspiller i produksjonen av forskjellig praksis, pedagogikk og laring. Jeg begynner med &
se pa sammenhengen og samspillet mellom de fem studiene. Deretter diskuterer jeg hvordan
ensemble fungerte som to lag i dette doktorgradsprosjektet: klasserom- ensemble og forsknings-
ensemble. Jeg diskuterer s de relasjonelle forholdene innenfor leererutdanningspedagogikk, hvor
jeg fokuserer pa samspillet mellom studentene og meg selv, og hvordan ikke-menneskelige
elementer pavirket samspillet. Til slutt diskuterer jeg min ikke-linezre og konstant utviklende
leering som laererutdanner.

Jeg foreslar en desentrert konseptualisering av lererutdannere hvor de blir sett pd som
fremtredende figurer som, selv om de er pavirket av en rekke elementer, er engasjert i &
kontinuerlig styre eller “orkestrere” praksis mot gnskede resultater. Deretter introduserer jeg
begrepet orkestrering og prever & utvikle det som et verktgy for & konseptualisere
leererutdanneres praksis.

Jeg argumenterer for at dette doktorgradsprosjektet viser at selvstudie representerer en
verdifull metodologi for & styrke laererutdanningsprogrammer. Det vil si at det har potensial til &
bade forbedre den enkelte leererutdanners praksis, samt den internasjonale forstaelsen av

leererutdanning.

Ngkkelord: Faglererutdanning i kroppsgving og idrettsfag, leererutdanning, Deleuze,
praktikerforskning, kvalitativ forskning, undervise om & undervise, leere om & undervise, Sport

Education.
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“COMING INTO COMPOSITION” WITH THE DOCTORAL THESIS

INTRODUCTION: “COMING INTO COMPOSITION” WITH
THE DOCTORAL THESIS

Teacher education provides education for the teaching profession that essentially concerns
handling uncertainties in a knowledgeable and competent way (Smith, 2011). The main aim of
teacher education is to educate pre-service teachers (i.e., prospective teachers, student teachers) in
“understanding the problematic nature of teaching, how that influences teaching and learning about
teaching, and how knowledge of such practice is developed from an evidential base” (Loughran,
2009, p. 199). Therefore, teacher educators have to be multi-faceted as they are expected to take
on a number of seemingly conflicting roles, at least when acknowledging the available time and
energy they have to divide between teaching, research, and administration (Smith, 2011). Despite
the obvious complexity of teacher educator practice,

Most teacher educators ... have never received education and training in methodologies of

teaching, co-operation and learning appropriate for adult learners (student teachers and

professional teachers). A number of problems of teacher education could arise from the fact
that the whole issue of education of teacher educators has been rather neglected.

(Bucherberger, Campos, Kallos, & Stephenson, 2000, p. 56)

While the quote above from the “Green Paper on Teacher Education in Europe” is almost
two decades old, we continue to “assume that teacher educator learning and teacher educator
preparation are similarly complex [as teaching and teacher learning] ” (Knight et al., 2014, p. 268).
Although national (Lunenberg, Dengerink, & Korthagen, 2014; @stern, 2016) and EU founded
(Vanassche et al., 2015) initiatives provide valuable first attempts in addressing the education of
teacher educators, there continues to be a lack of attention in this area (Bates, Swennen, & Jones,
2011; Murray, 2016; Smith, 2003).

In this doctoral thesis, | use the self-study of teacher education practices (S-STEP)
methodology together with rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987) (a nonlinear philosophy that
emphasizes relationships among a multitude of interacting components in a given social situation)
to “provoke, challenge, and illuminate rather than confirm and settle” (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001,
p. 20) readers’ thinking about teacher educator professional development. | used rhizomatic
concepts to generate different thinking about the relational and constantly evolving process of my
practice as | engaged with the S-STEP methodology as a pedagogy for my professional

1



INTRODUCTION

development.

Specifically, this doctoral project examines a beginning physical education teacher
educator’s teaching and research practice as | aimed to develop my personal pedagogical skills and
knowledge for teaching pre-service teachers and become research active. This examination
involved two interrelated layers. One layer was composed of four physical education teacher
education courses (two content courses and two school placements) divided into five phases. Data
were generated over a 17-month period and included video and audio of my teaching, my reflective
diary, pre-service teacher focus groups, pre-service teacher in-depth interviews, and pre-service
teacher coursework. The other layer focused on the actual research process. Data were generated
over the four-year doctoral period and included audio data from meetings with my supervisors.
Taken together, the aim of this doctoral thesis is to add to research on processes of teacher educator
professional development.

Importantly, my four-year educational doctoral journey has influenced the main constructs
of this thesis. Observant readers will, from the list of studies alluded to above, notice that Sport
Education (a student-centered approach to teaching) together with physical education teacher
education functioned as two prominent constructs in the beginning of this doctoral project.
However, through multiple connections and interactions, | began to pursue other goals for my
doctoral project and this thesis. Subsequently, professional development, the complex nature of

teacher education, and rhizomatics became prominent constructs in this thesis.

Plugging the self and the reader into the thesis

Currently | consider teacher (educator) professional development and practice as complex and
relational. However, this has not always been the case. As a school teacher and team handball
coach, | practiced a rather teacher-centered approach. Teaching in an urban upper-secondary school
in a relatively high socioeconomic neighborhood, | experienced few difficulties and felt confident
that teaching content knowledge at university would serve as nothing more challenging than in
schools. Entering the doctoral program, | therefore had a rather linear view of teaching, teacher
learning and teacher education. That is, the teacher educator is a teller that transfers or fills pre-
service teachers with content knowledge and the golden standard of teaching. When becoming
school teachers, pre-service teachers further transfer this content knowledge to school students.
The transfer ends when school students exhibit knowledge on a test or in the end of a period.



“COMING INTO COMPOSITION” WITH THE DOCTORAL THESIS

Developing this doctoral project and reading the literature on teacher education, | started to
acknowledge the need for student-centered approaches to teaching and teacher education, while
starting to appreciate the need to teach pre-service teachers about the nature of teaching. However,
while understanding more about the nature of teacher educator practice, | still had a rather
simplistic view of teacher education. Consequently, the challenges I encountered when teaching
pre-service teachers overwhelmed me.

While the first phase of my S-STEP research made me appreciate the complexity of teacher
education, | lacked the language to explicate and understand the ambiguity, tensions and resistance
I experienced in my practice. Hence, the work of Deleuze and Guattari functioned as a catalyst for
my thinking and conceptualization of teacher educator practice and professional development. That
is, | consider it as a complex, nonlinear process that is continuously changing as a result of the
interaction between a multitude of elements and forces, such as the teacher educator (e.g., my
history, education, previous experiences, personal characteristics), the environment (e.g., the
classroom and pre-service teachers, the university, colleagues and particular collaborators, the
teacher education community), and the practice of teacher education itself (e.g., curriculum,
pedagogy, and research).

As you perhaps already have noticed, the headlines of this doctoral thesis are not consistent
with common guidelines for writing up the summary of an article-based doctoral thesis. So, why
have | deliberately chosen alternative headings for this doctoral thesis?

Rhizomatics resists the positivist linear and binary logic that “endlessly develops the law
of the One that becomes two, then of the two that becomes four” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, p. 5).
Instead, we are urged to think of multiples, flux, differences, and view the world as open-ended
with no determined starting or ending point (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). This made Strom and
Martin (2017) question whether Deleuze and Guattari’s thinking are compatible with any
articulated qualitative research protocol.

For a qualitative doctoral project, this involves following a set of steps in order to construct
valid knowledge. The candidate should start reading the available research literature, then develop
research questions and a procedure for data collection, follow interpretive guidelines, and finally
share the findings through multiple articles and the final summary. Yet, despite Deleuze and
Guattari’s resistance, Strom and Martin (2017) admit that we do exist in a stratified academic
system over-coded by rules, “To produce a book [or a doctoral thesis], one must be able to impose



INTRODUCTION

order, to organize thoughts and information in particular, conventional ways, to generate a text
composed of linear sentences stacked on top of another” (p. 26).

Subsequently, thinking with Deleuze and Guattari’s concepts in this thesis, | acknowledge
both readers and the Committee for Postgraduate Education’s (KFU) Standard regulations for the
doctoral degree. KFU’s guideline states that, “as a general rule”, the doctoral summary should
contain the following components: introduction, theoretical framework, methodology, a brief
summary of each article with an explanation of the choice of research questions, a general
discussion and conclusion, and a bibliography.

Consequently, in this summery of my article based doctoral thesis, | meet these
components. However, | do not provide headings that allow for an easy linear path of reading. |
hope this different heading ambition allow readers to appreciate the nonlinear nature of carrying
out a doctoral thesis. Most importantly, | strongly encourage readers to avoid a linear trail through
this thesis. My aim is not to show that | have followed a qualitative protocol to find the answer to
the practice and professional development of teacher educators. | invite you to engage with the
rhizomatic concepts and alternate your reading of the multiple sections, figures, articles, and
appendix materials (e.g., rhizomatic maps). Think of yourself forming an assemblage with this

doctoral thesis, that is, “ ‘come into composition” and “‘plug’ yourself into it, to create a machine
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). Take out of it ideas that you can think with productively, and overall,

differently, in your own context(s)” (Strom & Martin, 2017, p. xiii).



THE COMPLEXITY IN DEVELOPING AS A TEACHER EDUCATOR

CHAPTER 1: THE COMPLEXITY IN DEVELOPING AS A
TEACHER EDUCATOR

Professional development of teacher educators is deemed important for both teacher education and
the educational system as a whole (Smith, 2003), emerging as a hallmark for what it means to
become (i.e., transfer from school teacher to teacher educator) and learn as a teacher educator
(Bates et al., 2011; Loughran, 2014). Given that there appears to be a general agreement that
developing professionally as a teacher educator is complex (Knight et al., 2014; Korthagen, 2016;
Loughran & Hamilton, 2016), it is remarkable that their learning and practice is under-studied and
under-supported (Korthagen, 2016; Murray & Male, 2005). Subsequently, although research on
teacher educators has grown in the last ten years, teacher educators remain a poorly understood and
ill-defined occupational group (Murray, 2014, 2016) with no codified knowledge base for
beginning teacher educators or set curricula for their induction (Cochran-Smith, 2003; Murray,
2016).

Studies of teacher educators’ induction learning needs emphasizes the importance of
developing a personal pedagogy and knowledge for teaching teachers and becoming research active
(Murray, 2016). However, despite teacher educators’ strong desire for professional development
programs (Czerniawski, Guberman, & MacPhail, 2017) and positive results from such educational
programs (Hadar & Brody, 2010), there is an absence of educational opportunities that specifically
help teacher educators develop professionally (Goodwin et al., 2014). Teacher educators are
therefore forced to seek professional learning opportunities alone or collectively (Gallagher,
Griffin, Parker, Kitchen, & Figg, 2011), most frequently taking professional development into their
own hands (Bates et al., 2011). Teacher educators researching their own practice for their
professional development report experiences of ambiguity (e.g., Ritter, 2011) and tensions (e.g.,
Berry, 2007) in their personal efforts to develop an effective pedagogy of teacher education.

Loughran (2014) presented a framework (see figure 1) that sought to capture the research
journey that shapes a teacher educator’s professional development. His framework draws attention
to the multi-faceted nature of teacher educators’ practice and offers insights into the ways in which
teacher educators’ professional development might be better understood and interpreted. The
framework attends to crucial shaping components in teacher educator professional development:

(i) the transition associated with becoming a teacher educator, (ii) the nature of teacher education
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itself, and (iii) the importance of researching teacher education practices (Loughran, 2014).
Below, | begin elaborating on each of the three shaping components of teacher educator

professional development before specifying the doctoral thesis aim, purpose, and research question.

Knowledge and practice of

e

Teaching about teaching

Becoming a teacher Search for curriculury & program coherence Articulating Scholarship of
Educator teacher education

Knowledge and practice of

 —

Learning about teaching

Figure 1. A research journey that shapes a teacher educator’s professional development (retrieved
from Loughran, 2014, p. 2).

Becoming a teacher educator

There is a common assumption that effective teachers naturally become effective teacher educators
(Korthagen, Loughran, & Lunenberg, 2005). However, research indicates that the transition from
classroom teacher to teacher educator is not necessarily a seamless transition (e.g., Casey &
Fletcher, 2012; Ritter, 2007), but rather characterized by high levels of uncertainty and anxiety
(Murray & Male, 2005). Confronted with several different and complex tasks (Williams, Ritter, &
Bullock, 2012), beginning teacher educators experience challenges, “identity shock” (Davey,
2013) and subsequent identity changes, and distinct shifts in knowledge and pedagogies (Murray,
2016). Thus, teacher educators’ identity negotiations and construction of professionalism are both
complex (Murray, 2014) and constructed over time, rather than being linked solely to the new role
as teacher educator (Goodwin & Kosnik, 2013).

While the above research acknowledges that becoming and learning as a teacher educator
involves a continuous process, other researchers (e.g., Davis & Sumara, 1997; Grossman &

McDonald, 2008; Ludlow et al., 2017) argue for a multi-perspective view that more fully accounts
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for teacher education’s interconnecting contexts and processes. Rather than considering teacher
(educator) identity as a fixed phenomenon or a linear process, in such a view becoming a teacher
educator is as an ongoing, dynamic, constantly evolving process, shaped both by the teacher
educator and the settings in which the teacher educator is implicated (e.g., Beijaard, Meijer, &
Verloop, 2004; Ovens, Garbett, & Hutchinson, 2016; Ovens, Strom, & Garbett, 2016; Strom &
Martin, 2017).

The nature of teacher educator practice

In this thesis, | define practice as all the activities in which someone engages as part of a particular
profession (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009). Subsequently, teacher educator practice does not only
involve teaching teachers. It also involves teacher educators fulfilling roles such as curriculum
developer (Grossman, Hammerness, & McDonald, 2009), researcher (Lunenberg et al., 2014) and
gatekeeper (Smith, 2007) within which their associated practices emerge in a complex interplay
between curriculum, pedagogy, and research (Gallagher et al., 2011; Loughran, 2014).

Below, | begin with a consideration of teacher educators’ different approaches to
curriculum. Then, | provide a consideration of the pedagogy of teacher education. Thirdly, I
consider the teacher educator as researcher with a particular focus on S-STEP research. Given that
this thesis centers around the teacher educator’s teaching and research practice, it is anticipated that

this section will be appreciated by readers in providing context to the associated constructs.

Curriculum

Korthagen, Kessels, Koster, Lagerwerf, and Wubbels (2001) distinguished between a “traditional”
teacher education program and that of a “realistic” teacher education program. Central to the
differentiation between the two is the way the program structure shapes the curriculum, and in so
doing, influences the ways in which teaching and learning is interpreted and carried out in practice
(Loughran, 2014). In a traditional program, teacher educators tend to be concerned with their
subject of expertise or area of teaching and are assigned typically described courses (e.g.,
foundation subjects or method subjects). In a realistic program, the curriculum is designed to create
coherence where action and intent of teaching and learning is both closely aligned (e.g., Bullough,
Young, & Draper, 2004), and tailored around the needs and concerns of pre-service teachers
(Korthagen et al., 2001).

My understanding is that realistic teacher education programs are often closely aligned with
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what has been called the “practical turn” (Reid, 2011) in teacher education. Grudnoff et al. (2017)
argued that there are many different meanings of the term “practice” or a “practice-based” teacher
education that reflect different views of teaching and learning. One approach to teacher education
is driven by a technical view, which assumes that the teacher education curriculum should focus
on teaching pre-service teachers management techniques that is understood as explicit, uniform,
predictable sequences of teacher behaviors (e.g., Lemov, 2010). Another approach to teacher
education is to center the curriculum on teaching key practices to pre-service teachers (e.g.,
Grossman et al., 2009). In this view, while the key practices are considered complicated, they are
predictable and stable across contexts. In contrast, a complex approach to teacher education
grounds the curriculum in a belief that teaching is non-linear, holistic, and not a fully predictable
activity that is more than the sum of its parts (Opfer & Pedder, 2011).

Pedagogy

A pedagogy of teacher education is defined as the theory and practice of teaching about teaching
and learning about teaching (Loughran, 2006). While a pedagogy of teacher education is in its
infancy as an academic area (Korthagen, 2016), researchers (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 2006;
Korthagen, 2016; Zeichner, 2005) who advocate for a pedagogy of teacher education argue that it
involves a knowledge of “teaching about teaching and a knowledge of learning about teaching and
how the two influence one another in the pedagogical episodes that teacher educators create to offer
students of teaching experiences that might inform their developing views of practice” (Loughran,
2008, p. 1180).

Teaching about teaching in ways that strongly influence pre-service teachers’ learning
comprises (at least): (a) a serious focus on pedagogy, (b) conceptualizing teaching as being
problematic, (c) making the tacit nature of practice explicit, (d) developing a shared language of
teaching and learning, and (e) the ability to articulate principles of practice (Loughran, 2006, 2014).
According to Loughran (2014), learning about teaching needs to be acknowledged as it constitutes
the second aspect of the interrelated relationship between teaching and learning that is the core of
a pedagogy of teacher education. Learning about teaching is “concerned with the knowledge and
practices related to the ways in which students of teaching [i.e., pre-service teachers] come to learn
from, and then develop as a consequence of, their teacher education experiences” (Loughran, 2014,
p. 5).

Given that pre-service teachers’ learning agenda includes learning about the specific
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content being taught, learning about learning and learning about teaching, both teacher educators
and pre-service teachers need to consciously operate on two levels (Loughran, 2006). The first
level is concerned with the nature of the “content” being examined in the teaching and learning
environment, while the second level is concerned with the nature of the teaching that is being
employed. Loughran (2006) argued that considering only the “what” and “how” of teaching
provides a narrow view of teaching and learning about teaching. He believed that teacher educators
need to pay attention to the “why” of teaching, and additionally both know and be able to articulate
the what, how, and why of teaching through the very experience of teaching and learning
(Loughran, 2006). In this way teacher educators move away from transmitting a “recipe” of
teaching through the “showing, telling, guided practice” (Myers, 2002) that still underpins some

teacher educators’ practices.

Self-study of teacher education practices research

The birth of S-STEP in the early 1990s has been labeled as “the single most significant
development ever in the field of teacher education research” (Zeichner, 1999, p. 8). It refers to a
network of teacher educators who hold an inquiry-oriented stance towards researching one’s own
practice, reflecting their “desire to be more, to improve, to better understand” (Ovens & Fletcher,
2014, p. 7). S-STEP researchers systematically investigate their practices in order to improve them,
based on a deepened understanding of these practices, as well as the contexts in which these
practices evolve. By making their understanding public, S-STEP researchers simultaneously aim
at contributing to a shared knowledge-base of teacher education.

S-STEP is a methodology that allows teacher educators to purposefully examine the
relationships in their practice (Loughran, 2006). While there are examples of S-STEP researchers
(e.g., Berry, 2007; Ni Chroinin, Fletcher, & O’Sullivan, 2017) that consider the obvious complexity
of teaching and learning in teacher education (Loughran, 2006), | argue that it continues to be a
need for S-STEP research that examines in detail the interrelated relationship of teacher educator
practice.

Hamilton and Pinnegar (2014) present S-STEP as a research methodology that can be used
pedagogically to explore the practice of teacher educators and, as such, function as a pedagogy of
professional development. They argued that S-STEP has several characteristics that position it as
a form of professional development. These include its focus on, and reflection on, self in relation

to others in practice; its focus on ontology; and its use of dialogue as a process of understanding
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(Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009). Engaging with such characteristics, S-STEP research can support
the individual professional development of teacher educators as well as contribute to the research

conversation in teacher education (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2014).

Aim, purpose, and research question

Researchers advocate for an “ontological turn” (Lather & St. Pierre, 2013) in teacher education
research (Strom, 2015; Strom & Martin, 2017), encouraging a focus on the relational process(es)
of teacher educator professional development and practice rather than the outcomes alone.
Specifically, rich qualitative research that uses non-linear frameworks (such as rhizomatics
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), cultural-historical activity theory (Engestrém, 1999) and actor-
network theory (Latour, 2005)) to investigate interactions between human actors, and the ways that
multiple human and non-human elements shape practice, is deemed valuable (Strom, 2015; Strom
& Martin, 2017).

This doctoral thesis was prompted by the desire to generate understanding and thinking
differently and in more non-linear interactive ways about teacher educator professional
development. Marring the nature of rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987) and S-STEP
methodology (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009), | focus on practicality, process, and context. Executing
a rich qualitative doctoral project, | examined the relational, interactive and constantly evolving
processes of my practice as | engaged with the S-STEP methodology as a pedagogy for my
professional development.

As such, this doctoral thesis aims to add to research on processes of teacher educator
professional development. | aim to contribute to the establishment of a robust, research-based
knowledge base for teacher educators with specific focus on beginning teacher educators.
Particularly, the purpose of this thesis is to investigate my teacher education teaching and research
practice. That is, | consider the processes of a beginning teacher educator’s practices, experiences,
contexts and knowledge construction. The following research question evolved from the research

process:

“How does a teacher educator negotiate his teaching and research practice as he develops

professionally?”
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CHAPTER 2: THINKING WITH RHIZOMATICS

Rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987) provides a helpful tool for explaining the complexities of
enacting change at the micro-level of the teacher (educator) and classroom (Strom, 2015; Strom &
Martin, 2017). It is an extension of the work by Gilles Deleuze (a philosopher) and Félix Guattari
(a psychoanalyst), who use the concept of a rhizome to express a non-linear, multiplistic, relational
way of thinking, of ontology, and of human experience (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987).

Rhizomatics seeks to advance an alternative (rather than an opposite) thought to the
positivist view that underpins Western society. In short, positivist thinking emphasizes that there
is an objective reality that may be studied and ordered according to a universal set of rules, that
knowledge exists “out there” to be discovered, and that humans are rational creatures whose
existence is defined by their very rationality (for details, see St. Pierre, 2000). Deleuze and Guattari
(1987) referred to this Western positivist thought as the “tree logic” which they considered as rigid,
stable, hierarchical and affirms linear thinking. To propose an alternative thought, they contrasted
a rhizome with a tree, “A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is always in the middle, between
things... The tree is filiation, but the rhizome is alliance, uniquely alliance. The tree imposes the
verb ‘to be,” but the fabric of the rhizome is the conjunction, ‘and ... and...and...”” (p. 26).

The rhizome can be considered both philosophically and scientifically (Strom, 2014).
Philosophically, the rhizome is a figuration of knowledge that serves as a “multiplistic” alternative
to the traditional branched and linear Western mode of thought. Scientifically, a rhizome is a
crabgrass or ginger (rather than a tree) that consists of a network of connections that grows
unpredictably in all directions, constantly evolving. Several characteristics of the rhizome merit
attention. Any point of rhizomes are connected by lines to another heterogenic point. Rhizomes are
comprised of networks of “multiplicities” that grow in all directions. Ruptures may occur within
the rhizome, but new lines will always be generated. Rhizomes are considered maps rather than
tracings, meaning that their always open and can be entered at any point, constantly changing its
structure (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987).

Deleuze and Guattari (1987) offer multiple concepts that can each be “plugged in” to
unsettle and provoke alternative non-linear ways of thinking. While | acknowledge the difficulty
of considering one rhizomatic concept without considering others (St. Pierre, 2016), for the purpose
of this doctoral thesis I plug in the concept of “assemblage”. Further, to help readers follow and
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understand my thinking, | engage with two interrelated schematic cues (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012),
i.e., “becoming” and “lines of flight”.

Assemblage

An assemblage is an “aggregate of elements, both human and non-human, that function collectively
in a contextual unique manner to produce something (e.g., teaching practice, a situated identity)”
(Strom & Martin, 2017, p. 7). Thus, assemblage is both a mixture of heterogenic elements but also
the process where the mixture of elements interact to produce teaching, learning, research or
understanding. A university classroom is an assemblage, composed of teacher educators (their
knowledge, experiences, and beliefs), the pre-service teachers (their knowledge, experiences,
beliefs, and investments), the physical space (journal articles, books, equipment, the room
environment), and discourses (the teacher educator’s expectations about the pre-service teachers
and vice versa) (De Freitas, 2012). The ways the various components of the university classroom
(the teacher educator, the pre-service teachers, the physical space, the discourses, and so on)
combine and interact collectively shape teaching practices. Rather than viewing each component
as discrete variables that are independent of one another, teaching, learning, research and
understanding becomes a collective enterprise co-produced through the particular conflux of
elements and the way they iteratively work together (Strom & Martin, 2017).

The concept of assemblage allows me to consider: (i) relationships and interactions in my
practice, (ii) the pre-service teachers and myself as only two connected elements contributing to
teacher educator practice, and (iii) myself as only one of a multitude of components co-producing

understanding about practice.

Becoming

Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987) use of the concept “becoming” is somewhat different from the
mainstream use of becoming a teacher educator (e.g., Murray & Male, 2005; Williams et al., 2012;
Zeichner, 2005). As alluded to previously, the notion of becoming a teacher educator is usually
regarded as a continuous linear process. However, Deleuze and Guattari (1987) remind us that,
“Becoming is certainly not imitating, or identifying with something... ; neither is it corresponding,
... [or] producing ... Becoming is a verb with a consistency all its own; it does not reduce to, or

lead back to, ... ‘being’ ” (p. 279). Subsequently, Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987) use of becoming
is situated in a permanent middle, i.e., not as a process of directional development necessarily
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where you approach an end point (e.g., from school teacher to teacher educator), but rather
becoming-other, becoming-different.

Becoming, then, expresses a happening rather than a fixed phenomenon (Strom & Martin,
2017) and concerns qualitatively different emergences that occur to, and within, a multiplicity (e.g.,
the teacher educator), produced by the collective workings of the assemblage (Semetsky, 2006).
To contextualize to this study, becoming a teacher educator necessarily implicates not just the
individual teacher, but a creation that is co-constructed by the elements, forces, bodies, and ideas
that make up the classroom-assemblage.

The concept of becoming allows me to consider teaching practice not as a static
phenomenon but rather as co-constructed becomings, or transformations-in-action, produced by
the collective workings of the classroom-assemblage. Further, the concept allows me to consider

identity as dynamic in nature.

Lines of flight

“Lines of flight” represents brakes from the status quo. Deleuze and Guattari (1987) urge us to
follow the connections and experiment with them, as it is the lines of flight that allow us to create
something new. However, Albrecht-Crane and Slack (2003) argue that lines of flight always are
“recaptured by the norm, but on re-entry to the normalized system, they shuffle regulatory
mechanisms, creating mutations and opening the possibility of larger changes in the system” (as
cited in Ovens, Strom, et al., 2016, p. 182). To contextualize to this doctoral thesis, lines of flight
represent moments where the teacher educator and pre-service teachers break from their roles as
teacher and learner, temporarily escaping traditional educational norms.

The concept of lines of flight allows me to consider moments in my teaching and research
practice that functioned as a break from the status quo. That is, particular becomings that opened

possibilities of change in my practice or thinking about practice.

Elements influencing teacher educator practice

For Deleuze and Guattari (1987) everything is a multiplicity, that is, a collective of elements. A
multiplicity should be considered in its substantive form, as a multiplicity of something (Parr,
2005). On a closer examination of the literature, | read that teacher educators must navigate
multiple, simultaneous elements in their setting. That is, in the particular assemblages in which

they are embedded. Subsequently, the teacher educator is a multiplicity (composed of his/her own
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beliefs, backgrounds, experiences, languages, cultures, and investments) within multiplicities (the
classroom, the university, the social and political), and the way the particular multiplicities come
together shapes the teaching and research practice that is enacted and the type of understanding

that is constructed.

The teacher educator multiplicity

The teacher educator brings multiple aspects that shape their practice, including their beliefs and
values (Russell, 2007), biography (Graber & Schempp, 2000), occupational socialization (Cutforth,
2013; Lee & Curtner-Smith, 2011), knowledge and understanding (Superfine & Li, 2014), personal
practical knowledge (Ross & Chan, 2016), perspectives (Lavay, Henderson, French, & Guthrie,
2012), and perceptions and expectations (Graber, 1990). For example, a study of Norwegian
physical education teacher educators reported that their professional knowledge was based in
knowing the content and how to deliver it, viewing their primary function to transmit the “truths”

of teaching to pre-service teachers (Dowling, 2006).

The classroom multiplicity

Pre-service teachers influence teacher educators’ practice and Loughran (2014) argued that “the
concerns, issues, and expectations of student teachers [i.e., pre-service teachers] exist and must be
acknowledged and responded to in real ways through teacher education” (p. 5). Pre-service teachers
bring with them their backgrounds, occupational socialization, beliefs, and expectations to the
classroom. While it is possible for teacher education to change pre-service teachers’ strong beliefs
about teaching and learning (Sosu & Gray, 2012), teacher educators’ practice is influenced by their
perceptions of pre-service teachers’ interest in a given course (Graber, 1990).

For example, researchers have suggested that Norwegian pre-service teachers appear to
view the primary function of physical education teacher education to develop their sport skills and
teaching techniques (Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014b). In the intersection between the classroom
and university, Berry (2007) identified multiple tensions in her teacher education practice that
occurred in the interplay between matching the objectives of the teacher education program with

the needs and concerns that pre-service teachers expressed for their own learning.
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The university multiplicity

The powerful influence of the professional context is documented in the literature. Teacher
educators’ practice is influenced by the program structure (Loughran, 2014), institutional
expectations (Cutforth, 2013), faculty colleagues (MacPhail, 2014), and multiple stakeholders
(Goodwin et al., 2014). For example, in a study of Norwegian physical education teacher educators,
a combination of local and national contexts served to encourage the teacher educators to reproduce
the typically conservative ideologies and practices that they were already habitually predisposed
towards (Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014a).

The social and political multiplicities

The powerful influence of the broader social, political and educational contexts within which
teacher educators work is well documented in the literature (e.g., Ni Chréinin, O’Sullivan, &
Tormey, 2013; Goodwin et al., 2014; Swennen, Shagrir, & Cooper, 2009). For example, Grossman
and McDonald (2008) discussed contextual influences on teacher educators’ practice. First,
through standards for accreditation and requirements for licensure, governments dictate the
contours of teacher education programs. Second, the vast majority of teacher education programs
are situated within institutions of higher education and operate within an institutional context that
constrains the practice of teacher educators. Finally, teacher education programs are situated in
local contexts and labor markets and consequently supply and demand issues often determine what
is, and is not, possible for teacher educators.

From a rhizomatic lens, the different multiplicities do not work in isolation but rather
simultaneously to influence the construction of practice and understanding. As such, it is the way
the teacher educator multiplicity combines and interacts with the other multiplicities (together
creating the assemblage in total) that determines the type of practice enacted and understanding
that is being constructed, while appreciating that one or more elements might exert more influence

than others might.
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CHAPTER 3: RHIZOMATIC INQUIRY

I begin this chapter by recognizing that not all studies of this doctoral thesis are grounded in
rhizomatics and post-structural thoughts. | began my doctoral research with an (unconscious)
intention to analyze and report my data in a rather linear manner. However, | found myself
straddling Ellingson’s (2009) articulated “middle” stance on the continuum of qualitative research
(with rather positivist, objective research on one end and creative/performative at the other). This
means that some conventions of traditional qualitative research (such as coding, categorizing, and
pattern making) is retained to an extent in my doctoral project. However, | hope readers appreciate
the non-linear educational nature of conducting a doctoral project and finds my rhizomatic post-
positioning as a worthwhile site for producing different thinking about teacher education and
particularly teacher educator practice and professional development.

According to Strom and Martin (2017), a rhizomatic view of life raises additional issues for
most qualitative research. They suggest that instead of analyzing the participant(s) as individual
subjects, researchers are encouraged to analyze relationships among multiplicities and
assemblages. Thus, in this doctoral thesis, | focused on the interactions between myself and other
elements of the assemblages in which | was embedded. The notion of assemblage acknowledges
the researcher not as separated from the practice or participants but as a multiplicity that works
together with the other participants and data multiplicities in particular ways to produce particular
analysis that represents a reality (Strom & Martin, 2017). In addition, while each multiplicity
collectively contributes to the assemblage production, their contribution cannot be isolated or
analyzed. Thus, | acknowledge my position as researcher and researched in this thesis, while
focusing on understanding the whole (not pieces) of my practice (Cochran-Smith, Ell, Ludlow,
Grudnoff, & Aitken, 2014).

I have divided this chapter into seven sub-sections. First, | connect this doctoral thesis to
post qualitative-research and crystallization. Second, | situate and define my S-STEP research.
Third, | provide a general description of the induction of teacher educators in Norway before
describing the specific setting of my project. Fourth, | elaborate on my learning stance and the
pedagogical approach | used in my teaching practice. Fifth, I briefly describe the particular teaching

and research practices of my doctoral project, including the human actors involved with the project.
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Sixth, | explain the data generation and consider the analysis. Finally, I consider trustworthiness
and ethics of my doctoral project.

Plugging in post-qualitative research and crystallization

Following researchers who recognize that qualitative (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012) and educational
(Strom & Martin, 2017) research is often underpinned by positivist notions like objectivity and
universality, this doctoral thesis is grounded in a post-qualitative paradigm (Lather & St. Pierre,
2013). Post-qualitative researchers doubt that any one method is “right” or one body of knowledge
is “true”, yet do not reject more traditional qualitative methods (Ellingson, 2009). Expressing a
break from traditional qualitative research, post-qualitative research aims to “open up” rigid
notions of traditional research methodology (St. Pierre, 2011). This perspective insists that all
knowing is partial and research is inherently value and perspective-based (St. Pierre, 2000). As
such, post-qualitative research is consistent with rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987) and S-
STEP research (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2015), both aiming to disrupt and break from traditional
methodologies, while viewing knowledge as partial and constructed.

St. Pierre (2011) cautions that post-qualitative research does not offer “a recipe, an outline,
a structure...another handy ‘research design’ in which one can safely secure oneself and one’s
work” (p. 613). With this in mind, I turned to crystallization (Ellingson, 2009) to provide guiding
insights for this thesis, forging “a nomadic methodological path” (Strom & Martin, 2017, p. 28) in
my effort to generate understanding from the five studies contributing to this thesis. Ellingson
(2009) defined crystallization as a methodological framework that,

combines multiple forms of analysis and multiple genres of representation into a coherent

text or series of related texts, building a rich and openly partial account of a phenomenon

that problematizes its own construction, highlights researchers’ vulnerabilities and
positionality, makes claims about socially constructed meanings, and reveals the

indeterminacy of knowledge claims even as it makes them. (Ellingson, 2009, p. 4).

As a qualitative research methodology, crystallization pushes beyond traditional qualitative
research boundaries by mixing realist, social constructionist and artistic research genres. Ellingson
(2009) further outlines the general criteria for crystalized qualitative research projects, which she
suggests: (i) include richly described, complex renderings and interpretations of phenomena; (ii)

utilize multiple, contrasting methods of knowledge production among genres of qualitative
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research, including both constructivist and creative approaches; (iii) offer multiple modes of textual
and visual expression; (iv) contain extensive interrogation of the role of the researcher; and (v)
regard knowledge as “situated, partial, constructed, multiple, embodied, and enmeshed in power
relations” (p. 10).

As such, crystallization worked as a productive methodological guide to marry the different
studies in this doctoral thesis. It helped me connect heterogeneous pieces of theory, methods,
analytic tools, and findings to one another. As such, | created a doctoral thesis-assemblage that
included myself, my two supervisors, my critical friend, crystallization, rhizomatics, S-STEP, and
the five doctoral studies (composed of different theories, heterogenic data, conventional and
postmodern analytic methods, and various findings).

Assembling and unfolding a self-study of teacher education

practices

While crystallization functions as the overall methodological guide for this doctoral thesis, |
engaged with the S-STEP methodology to examine my practice (Ovens & Fletcher, 2014; Pinnegar
& Hamilton, 2009). S-STEP is conceptualized as a methodology centered on the role of the teacher
educator within professional practice settings (Ovens & Fletcher, 2014). It is situated within the
realm of intimate scholarship (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2015) as it aims to allow teacher educators to
better understand (and consequently improve) their practice through careful examination of the
interplay between one’s own learning beliefs, practices, processes, contexts, and relationships
(Ovens & Fletcher, 2014; Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009). Subsequently, S-STEP served as a
purposefully methodology to examining relationships within my teacher education practices.

In undertaking the S-STEP research | have sought to deliberately align my work with
LaBoskey’s (2004) five characteristics of self-study research. As such, methodologically defined,
my S-STEP design:

(@) was self-initiated and self-focused. | had a desire to investigate the processes of

my practice and professional development as a teacher educator.

(b) was improvement-aimed. | intended to better understand my teacher educator

practices, while further implicating the ways this personal understanding could be useful

for others.
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(c) was interactive in terms of the process. | engaged in a process of dialogue with my
research team that included my two supervisors (Lars Tore and Ann) and a critical friend
(Deborah) throughout this doctoral project, while engaging in an interacting relationship
with pre-service teachers in my teaching practice and in data generation. Furthermore, |
acknowledge other human and non-human elements that | connected to and interacted with
throughout my doctoral project.

(d) employed multiple qualitative methods. As described later in the chapter, this included
video and audio recording of my teaching, my reflective diary, pre-service teacher focus
groups, pre-service teacher in-depth interviews, team and individual pre-service teacher
coursework, and audio from my meetings with Lars Tore, Ann, and Deborah.

(e) involved validation process based on trustworthiness. This involved sharing details of
the research process to enhance trustworthiness of the findings, while relying on others in
the teacher education community to determine whether the findings are trustworthy and
meaningful for them. | further elaborate on the project trustworthiness and ethics at the end

of this chapter.

Conducting a doctoral project in Norwegian physical education

teacher education

Induction of teacher educators

As in other countries (Murray, 2016), there is no codified knowledge base for beginning teacher
educators and no set curricula for their induction in Norway. At present, teacher educators can be
recruited with or without a doctoral degree or experiences of teaching in either schools or higher
education. However, a likely consequence of the recent policy changes leading to teacher education
at Master’s level (introduced in 2017) together with the continued requirements of conducting
research, is that in the future all teacher educators entering higher education will be required to
hold a doctoral degree (Elstad, 2010; Smith, 2011).

The doctoral degree is the highest level of education in Norway. To be eligible for
admission to a doctoral program, you must have a relevant five-year Master’s degree with an
exceptional grade, or equivalent qualifications approved by the faculty/department. The doctoral
candidate is either funded as a doctoral research fellowship or through external founding. As a
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doctoral research fellow, the candidate is temporarily employed in an academic position in the
affiliated faculty or center. The candidate is appointed for either three years without a mandatory
teaching component or four years with a 25% mandatory teaching component. The doctoral
candidate is also required to complete an educational component made up of compulsory activities

and elective courses/seminars.

The specific project setting

I was appointed on a four-year contract at the Norwegian School of Sport Sciences (NSSS). NSSS
is a fifty-year old scientific university with a national responsibility for research and education in
the field of sport sciences. | resided within the Coaching and Psychology Department, one of five
sport sciences fields at the NSSS. The mandatory 25% teaching component provided me the
opportunity to carry out an S-STEP project. While | resided within the Coaching and Psychology
Department, employees at the NSSS often teach undergraduates from other departments.
Subsequently, this doctoral project was conducted within the doctoral program and the three-year
undergraduate physical education teacher education program that resides within the Physical
Education Department.

The three-year physical education teacher education undergraduate program serves
approximately one hundred pre-service teachers. The National Curriculum Regulations for
physical education teacher education (Utdannings- og forskningsdepartementet, 2013) lists
explicitly the knowledge and competencies that new teachers have to achieve and document. This
list is based in the following areas of competence: school in society; ethics; pedagogy and didactics;
management of learning processes; collaboration and communication; change and development.
The program contains theoretical and practical courses (a combination of compulsory and optional)
and two six-week school placements, each divided into two periods of teaching within the same

school.

Learning stance and pedagogical approach

In this thesis, and in my teaching, | adopt a social constructivist / sociocultural learning stance,
meaning that knowledge is co-constructed through interaction with others in a particular setting
(Dewey, 1938; Vygotsky, 1978). Subsequently, in my teaching practice I aimed to create learning
experiences that required pre-service teacher participation, reflection, and interactions, while

working to facilitate pre-service teachers to create their own understanding of teaching and learning

20



RHIZOMATIC INQUIRY

(Perkins, 1999). Recognizing the collaboratively created and multiple nature of knowledge and
learning processes, a constructivist view of teaching and learning aligns with rhizomatic thought
and being (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Strom & Martin, 2017).

While social constructivism is a productive learning theory, it is not a theory of teaching.
Thus, | aimed to teach pre-service teachers about a pedagogical model of teaching physical
education through the enactment of multiple pedagogical strategies and techniques for teacher
education. A common thread for the pedagogical model and my pedagogical approach is that they
are both research informed and align with a social constructive learning stance.

Below, | begin describing my pedagogical approach. Then, I discuss the rationale behind
pedagogical models in physical education before describing the content of the pedagogical model

| taught pre-service teachers about teaching.

Explicit modeling

Acknowledging the requirements of teaching about teaching and the need to pay attention to and
articulate the what, how and why of teaching and learning (Loughran, 2006, 2014), | used “explicit
modeling” as my overall strategy (Lunenberg, Korthagen, & Swennen, 2007). This involved
modeling teaching of the pedagogical model, while aiming to make the pedagogical rationale
behind my teaching explicit, and share the feelings, thoughts and actions accompanying my
approach (Loughran & Berry, 2005). As a way to promote pre-service teacher reflection that could
enable them to “analyze, discuss, evaluate and change their own practice” (Calderhead & Gates,
1993, p. 2), | used three additional advocated techniques for my explicit modeling: (i) thinking
aloud, (ii) writing a reflective diary that | shared with the pre-service teachers (only in the second
university course), and (iii) discussions at the end of lessons (Loughran & Berry, 2005). Further,
pre-service teachers were required to develop portfolios that included a comprehensive plan for
how to teach in school placement (developed in groups) and an individual portfolio (i.e., teaching
philosophy, expectations of teaching, after class reflection and end of each period reflection). My
pedagogical approach is described in more detailed in the five studies comprising this thesis, and
specifically in study I, Il, and I11.

The Sport Education pedagogical model
Physical education in Norway is designated as a subject that contributes to general education and

to broad movement competence (Utdanningsdirektoratet, 2012). However, it has been suggested
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that in physical education there is a gap between curriculum objectives and actual teaching practice
(Borgen & Engelsrud, 2015; Mordal-Moen, 2011). Sports and physical training continues to be
emphasized in physical education (Safvenbom, Haugen, & Bulie, 2015), and the idea of physical
education as sport techniques has dominated the curriculum in Norway from middle of the 20th
century until the present (Augestad, 2003). In a recent study, it was indicated that physical
education is “rooted in ideas and practices derived from military, sports and exercise physiology
discourse” (Aasland, Walseth, & Engelsrud, 2017, p. 490).

The above research mirrors findings from international studies which has made researchers
(Kirk, 2010; Lawson, 2009; Tinning, 2009) encourage drastic reconceptualization of the subject.
To avoid a cautioned extinction of the subject (Kirk, 2010), researchers have been arguing for a
radical reform that centers physical education (teacher education) around pedagogical models and
further a models-based approach to teaching practice (Casey, 2014; Fletcher & Casey, 2014; Kirk,
2013). Casey (2016) defined a pedagogical model as focusing on the interdependent and irreducible
four-way relationship between learning, teaching, subject matter, and context (Rovegno, 2006). He
further defines models-based practice as, “a mechanism or pedagogical approach through which to
move away from privileging the subject matter (i.e., curriculum) or the teacher (i.e., instructional)
of physical education and instead aligns outcomes with the students’ needs and the
teaching/instructional style” (Casey, 2016, p. 58).

Because of the scope of my teaching and limited use of models-based practice or any
pedagogical model in Norway, | concentrated on teaching pre-service teachers about one
pedagogical model. Sport Education is a pedagogical model that was developed amid concerns
about the lack of authentic, legitimate and worthwhile opportunities for students to experience sport
through physical education (Siedentop, 1994; Siedentop et al., 2011). It is based on socio
constructivist learning theory where students are required to construct knowledge through social
interaction with their peers (Dyson, Griffin, & Hastie, 2004). This means that students are involved
in tasks that stimulate decision making, critical thinking, and problem-solving while being guided
by the teacher (educator) to discover knowledge and to create their own understanding of the
subject matter.

Sport Education aims to educate students in the fullest sense, focusing on the long term
learning objectives of developing students as competent, literate, and enthusiastic sportspersons
(Siedentop, 1994). The subject matter is not a range of different sports but sport itself, in which
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Siedentop (1994) identified the key characteristics as seasons, affiliation, formal competition,
record keeping, culminating event and festivity. Students are held accountable by remaining in the
same team throughout the season while experiencing a number of roles (e.g., coach, referee,

journalist) in addition to that of a player.
The teaching and research practices

Human actors

Mats. | was 26- year’s old when | enrolled as a full-time doctoral candidate on a four-year fully
founded doctoral program at the Norwegian School of Sport Sciences (NSSS). From a middle class,
countryside background, | was active in sports and started to coach team handball at the age of
fifteen. |1 had undertaken my entire higher education at the NSSS, mainly within the field of
coaching and psychology (Bachelor and Master’s), with a one-year pedagogy supplementary
degree that qualified me as a teacher. | worked as a secondary school physical education teacher
for over two years before embarking on the Doctoral position at the NSSS.

Pre-service teachers. Twenty-seven pre-service teachers, aged between 19 and 29 years,
were in their second and third year of a three-year physical education teacher education program.
While the age difference was relatively wide-ranging, sixteen of the pre-service teachers graduated
from high school one or two years prior to entering the physical education teacher education
program. While growing up in different parts of Norway, the pre-service teachers had similar
physical education and sports backgrounds and experiences. They reported positive experiences
from physical education, sharing that in physical education they were skilled and received high
grades.

Supervisory team. My supervisory team included Lars Tore and Ann, two formally
appointed supervisors, and Deborah, who functioned as a critical friend. Lars Tore was responsible
for the doctoral advertisement and served as main supervisor. His area of expertise is coaching,
coach education, and sociology. He was located at the NSSS where he functioned as Deputy Rector.
Ann served as the co-supervisor and was located at the University of Limerick in Ireland where
she functioned as Chair of the Department of Physical Education and Sport Sciences. Her areas of
expertise are physical education teacher education, S-STEP, curriculum development, assessment,
and pedagogical models. Deborah resided within the same department as Ann and completed the

supervisory team as my “critical friend” (Fletcher, Ni Chréinin, & O’Sullivan, 2016). Her areas of
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expertise are physical education teacher education, instructional alignment, communities of
practice, and pedagogical models (see study I, 111 and V for detailed consideration of the critical
friendship).

The research process

The scope of this doctoral thesis does not allow me to provide the required details, descriptions,
and accounts of my practice that is deemed important in S-STEP (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009).
However, each of the five studies allows readers insight into the detailed nature of both the teaching
and learning experiences, and the research process. Below, | give an overview of my research
process before describing the scope of the teaching and learning experiences.

Given that | aimed to examine the dual teacher educator commitments of teaching and
researching, the research process involved two interrelated layers. One layer focused on my S-
STEP research process that involved meetings with Lars Tore, Ann, and Deborah conducted
throughout the four-year doctoral period. The other layer focused on my teaching practice and was
composed of four physical education teacher education courses (two content courses and two
school placements) divided into five phases. Figure 2 and Figure 3, in addition to study V, provide

details on my research journey and associated empirical work throughout the research process.

The teaching and learning experiences
The particular teaching and learning experiences comprising my S-STEP research included four
physical education teacher education courses (two content courses and two school placements)
divided into five phases (see Table 1 and Figure 3). The program description for both university
courses stated broad course goals such as developing pedagogical and didactic skills, assessment
skills, knowledge and understanding of the activities basic skills and tactics, discussing the
activities culturally and ethically, and contributing to creativity and innovative processes. From
these broad course goals, | developed specific objectives that focused on learning how to teach
games through the Sport Education pedagogical model. The main goal for school placement is that
pre-service teachers meet the claims and challenges that one expects a teacher to experience in
everyday life.

The five phases encompassed:

0} University course. A self-selected five-credit practical based course in team

handball carried out in the pre-service teachers’ third semester of the physical
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(i)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

education teacher education program. Twelve pre-service teachers selected the
course that consisted of ten 90-minute lessons.

School placement. A four-week school placement in primary school carried out in
the pre-service teachers’ forth semester of the program, and five weeks after
completion of the team handball course. Four of the pre-service teachers that
participated in the previous university course taught using the Sport Education
model.

University course. The first period of a self-selected seven-credit practical based
course, named “Specialization in games”, carried out in the pre-service teachers’
fourth semester of the program. Twenty-one pre-service teachers selected the course
that consisted of thirteen 90-minute lessons.

School placement. Two three-week periods with school placement in upper
secondary school carried out in the pre-service teachers’ fifth and sixth semester of
the program. The first period was carried out two weeks after completion of the
university course, with a ten-week period between the two periods. All of the pre-
service teachers who participated in the previous university course taught using the
Sport Education model.

University course. The second period of the self-selected seven-credit practical
based course, carried out in the pre-service teachers’ sixth semester of the program.
The same pre-service teachers participated in this period, consisting of ten 90-

minute lessons.
Second Academic Year

Phase Course Period/length
1 University self-selected team handball course 5 weeks (10 lessons)
2 School placement in lower secondary school 4 weeks

Third Academic Year

Phase Course Period/length

3 University self-selected games course (First period) 7 weeks (13 lessons)
4 School placement in upper secondary school Two 3-week periods
5 University self-selected games course (Second period) 5 weeks (10 lessons)

Table 1. The teaching and learning experiences.
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Figure 2. The longitudinal research process.
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Figure 3. Empirical work of study | — IV.
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Generating and analyzing qualitative data

Data in S-STEP research should generate an empirical account of self in relation to other(s) in
practice, which allows a simultaneously examination of the contexts, content, and processes that
influence and shape the practice (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2014). As such, embracing the voice and
the detailed nature of the self and the other (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009), S-STEP researchers
generate data that portray the inherent complexity and diversity of teacher education practice
(Berry & Loughran, 2005). | used multiple methods to generate data (Table 2 denotes the empirical
work for each of the five studies):

0} video and audio recording of each lesson of the two university courses that | taught
(n =33 lessons, 67 hours of video).

(if)  reflective diary that | wrote in developing the courses and after each lesson (n = 56
entries).

(iii)  focus groups with the pre-service teachers that was conducted five times during the
project with pre-service teacher teams (n = 15 focus groups). See Appendix C for
protocol.

(iv)  individual interviews that was conducted during the project with four pre-service
teachers (n = 14 individual interviews). See Appendix C for protocol.

(v)  team and individual coursework that pre-service teachers submitted after each of
the five phases (see Table 1).

(vi)  audio from my meetings with Lars Tore, Ann, and Deborah conducted throughout
the four year doctoral period (n = 62 meetings, 85 hours audio).

This mixture of methods created a rich picture of my practice and learning from a variety
of different perspectives, and allowed insight into the multiple elements influencing my
professional development and practice. Acknowledging the life and schedule of the pre-service
teachers (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009), all data (apart from the individual interviews) concerning
pre-service teachers were embedded as part of their assignments (i.e., coursework) or learning (i.e.,

focus groups).
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PhD Studies == | Study I Study 11 Study 111 Study IV Study V
Second academic year (Nov. 2014 - Feb. 2015) 2014
University course Reflective diary Focus groups 7 supervisions
Focus groups Coursework
School placement Ind. Interviews
Coursework
2015
Third academic year (Aug. 2015 — May 2016) 13 supervisions
University course Ind. interviews Video and audio Focus groups
Reflective diary Coursework
Focus groups
School placement Ind. Interviews Focus groups Focus groups 2016
25 supervisions
School placement Ind. interviews Focus groups Focus groups
Coursework Coursework
University course Ind. interviews Video and audio Focus groups 2017
Reflective diary
Focus groups 17 supervisions

Table 2. Overview of the empirical work for each of the five studies.
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Analysis

Acknowledging the educational nature of a doctoral degree and my positioning in this thesis
(rhizomatics, post-qualitative, and crystallization), I have engaged with multiple processes of data
analysis ranging from more data driven approaches to a strong theory driven approach. The nature
of these approaches reflects my non-linear, constantly evolving professional development as a
teacher educator and researcher. Consequently, 1 will not describe the various analysis processes
in this thesis. In chapter 4, | briefly explain the specific method used in each study. However, as a
way to retain the trustworthiness of this thesis, | encourage readers to engage with the detailed

descriptions of each analyzing process in each of the five studies contributing to this doctoral thesis.

Trustworthiness and ethics

S-STEP and rhizomatic inquiry both lend themselves towards the concept of trustworthiness
(Lincoln & Guba, 1986) for demonstrating that the research is rigorous, credible, authentic, and
contribute to understanding (LaBoskey, 2004; Loughran, 2007; Strom & Martin, 2017). The notion
of “understanding” is particularly important as it marries the two in that S-STEP fundamentally
concerns understanding the processes of practice, while rhizomatics fundamentally seeks to
investigate the question of “How does it work?” in relation to practice.

Trustworthiness refers to “the degree to which other practitioners or researchers turn to, or
rely on, and use the concepts, methods, and inferences of a practice as the basis of their own
theorizing, research, or practice” (Mishler, 1990, p. 419). The process of trustworthiness in S-STEP
is concerned with providing the examples, details, and illustrations that interrogate our practices
and push forward the understanding in the teacher education community regardless of how such
accounts may make the S-STEP researcher appear as teacher educator and as person (Pinnegar &
Hamilton, 2009). S-STEP researchers also need to be trustworthy both in their practice and in their
research on that practice. While this also is the case for other qualitative researchers, “the point is
that since our practice is our research and our research is our practice, acting with integrity and
establishing ourselves as trustworthy is necessary for us both in our practice and in our research
accounts of it” (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009, p. 159).

In the five studies of this thesis, | have aimed to carry out and provide the evidence and
descriptions of the research process that allow readers to judge its quality and the accuracy of the

data, and the continuous process of dialogue for co-constructing understanding. Further, each of
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the five studies display success and confidence but also failures and uncertainty. As such, | hope
to have made visible the relational processes embedded in my practice and relived the experiences
that resulted in my professional development.

One of the attractions of the multiple frames used in this doctoral thesis such as S-STEP,
rhizomatics, and crystallization is the acknowledgement of the creative power of the researcher.
As such, | state upfront that this doctoral thesis is a construction by me but also by a research team
(Lars Tore, Ann, Deborah, and myself). The five studies and this thesis is the teams’ creation, and
was designed based on the teams’ interests, passions, beliefs, and values. In presenting the study
data, the team made “agential cuts, or decisions that shaped the story in particular ways (Barad,
2007) as well as influenced what count as data” (Strom, 2015, p. 324). Further, | recognize that the
teams’ positionalities, research orientations, knowledge, and experiences informed and shaped the
project and its findings (see study 1V).

Importantly, | acknowledge the way multiple interactive and relational processes between
human and non-human elements collectively constructed my S-STEP research, and the assertions
and understanding made throughout this project. As such, | argue that the involvement of a
heterogenic research team with complementary knowledge and experience contributed to the

trustworthiness of this doctoral thesis.

Ethical considerations

The Norwegian Social Science Data Service approved this doctoral project (see Appendix A). |
informed the pre-service teachers about the project in the first lesson of the two university courses
within which each pre-service teacher signed consent form(s). Pseudonyms are used for the three
studies involving pre-service teachers (Studies I, I, and 1V). With the exception of the pre-service
teacher who is the sole participant in study Il, all pre-service teachers maintain the same pseudonym
throughout the project. The decision to change pseudonyms in study Il was made on the basis of
anonymization, considering it to be more difficult to establish the identity of the particular pre-
service teacher.

Another important consideration with respect to pre-service teachers is how | present their
voice in the study findings. | aimed to do justice to pre-service teachers’ voices, considering the
variation of experiences and opinions in the group.

An ethical consideration and choice | made that differs from many other S-STEP (e.g., Ni

Chréinin et al., 2017) is that | conducted and participated in the interviews and focus groups. There
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were two reasons for this choice. First, my social constructivist stance allowed me to consider the
pre-service teachers and myself as co-constructing knowledge, understanding, and experiences.
Second, taking a rhizomatic perspective, | appreciate that the understanding derived from this
doctoral project represents a reality, not the reality. Importantly, however, | changed my position
in the focus groups after the first round of data generation. This decision was based on a reflection
that pre-service teachers in the first focus groups appeared to strive to provide “correct” answers
to their teacher educator. Subsequently, it was decided that Lars Tore would function as the
mediator in the other focus groups, while | took a position between that of facilitator and

participant.

32



DIFFERENT STUDY BECOMINGS

CHAPTER 4: DIFFERENT STUDY BECOMINGS

In this chapter | present the five studies that comprise this doctoral thesis, with particular focus on
the study findings. Each study aim and research question(s), theoretical framework, methodology,
and findings is presented as a traditional abstract. Importantly, | consider each study as different
becomings, rather than thesis findings, as I recognize each study as lines of flight, as opportunities
to become-who-I-am-not-yet, rather than truths | “found” in the data or in the “findings” of each
studies.

Acknowledging the expectation of providing a summary of “findings”, | hope readers
appreciate the difficulty of conveying processes of practice in this chapter. Thus, | encourage
readers simultaneously to connect with the five studies. Due to carrying out a longitudinal doctoral
project, the empirical work of different studies run parallel to each other. Consequently, | have
ordered the studies by considering not only the empirical work (see Figure 4) but also the
theoretical frame used in each study. The intention is that the order will allow readers insight into

the non-linear, constantly evolving process of professionally developing as a teacher educator.

Encountering the reality of teaching Sport
Education: The experiences of pre-service
teachers while on school placement.

Study 2

Learning to teach Sport Education: Investigating a pre-service teacher’s knowledge development.

I Developing as a teacher educator I
sty 1 sy 3
Teaching and learning Sport Education: A Developing a pedagogy of teacher education using
self-study exploring the experiences of a self-study: A rhizomatic examination of negotiating
teacher educator and pre-service teachers. learning and practice.

Study 5

Decentering the ‘self in self-study of professional practices: A working assemblage.

I 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Figure 4. Overview of each of the five studies contributing to this doctoral thesis.
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Study I: Teaching and learning Sport Education

Hordvik, M., MacPhail, A., & Ronglan, L. T. (2017a). Teaching and learning Sport Education: A
self-study exploring the experiences of a teacher educator and pre-service teachers. Journal of
Teaching in Physical Education, 36(2), 232-243.

Aim and research question: The aim of this S-STEP was to articulate and share my knowledge
and understanding of teaching and learning Sport Education in physical education teacher
education. The following research questions were explored, (a) “How did the teacher educator
experience teaching about teaching Sport Education?” And, (b) “How did the pre-service teachers
experience learning about teaching Sport Education?”

Theoretical framework: Shulman’s (2005) notion of signature pedagogies was used as a way to
expose readers to a theoretically informed critique of the six Sport Education key characteristics.
Signature pedagogies are both pervasive and routine, cutting across topics and courses, programs
and institutions; they nearly always entail public student performance, encouraging pre-service
teachers to be both active and interactive; and uncertainty, visibility, and accountability inevitably

raise the emotional stakes of the pedagogical encounters (Shulman, 2005).

Methodology: This S-STEP involved twelve pre-service teachers and myself taking part in a
university course. Data were generated through my open-ended reflective diary and focus groups
with three pre-service teacher teams (see Table 3). A general inductive approach (Thomas, 2006)
was employed to analyze the data.

Findings: The study highlighted the interrelated and complicated relationship between teaching
and learning about teaching. First, multiple tensions were created in the learning environment
because my teaching did not fully account for the pre-service teachers’ backgrounds and
expectations. Second, understanding the full intentions of Sport Education was constrained due to
the pre-service teachers’, and my own, unfamiliarity with the model. Third, while | struggled to
switch between modeling teaching of Sport Education and articulate the nature of that teaching,
pre-service teachers centered their attention towards learning the content and acquiring teaching

strategies.
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The diverse experiences in this study conveyed the various tensions inherent in physical
education teacher education practice, emphasizing the voice of both the teacher educator and pre-
service teachers as regards experiences and perspectives. The various challenges experienced by
the pre-service teachers and myself further enhanced the complexity of Sport Education,
encouraging researchers to use a theoretical lens examining the complexity of teaching Sport
Education rather than focusing solely on the delivery of the six key characteristics.

Study I

Pre-service teachers’ second academic year

University course Reflective journal
Focus groups

Table 3. Overview of the empirical work for study I.
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Study II: A pre-service teacher’s knowledge development

Hordvik, M., MacPhail, A., & Ronglan, L. T. (2017b). The process of learning to teach Sport
Education: Investigating the development of teacher knowledge as a pre-service teacher. Sport,
Education and Society. doi:10.1080/13573322.2017.1322948

Aim and research question: The aim of this study was to investigate a pre-service teacher’s
continuing process of learning to teach Sport Education as part of a physical education teacher
education program and while teaching during the school placement component of the physical
education teacher education program. The study was guided by the question, “How does a pre-
service teacher’s knowledge of teaching and learning Sport Education develop?”

Theoretical framework: The three-level model of learning (Korthagen & Lagerwerf, 1996) was
used as a framework to investigate the pre-service teacher’s continuing learning process. The three-
level model illustrates levels in pre-service teachers’ professional learning traversing between the
gestalt, schema and theory level. “Level reduction” occurs when the relevant schema or theory
needs less attention during one’s actions within which the schema or theory are reduced to an

unconscious gestalt.

Methodology: This case study involved one pre-service teacher learning to teach Sport Education.
The learning experience was composed of four courses (two university content courses and two
school placements) divided into five phases. Data generation employed five semi-structured
individual interviews, coursework and a focus group (see Table 4). Data were analyzed using a

hybrid approach of inductive and deductive theme development.

Findings: This study highlighted the longitudinal non-linear nature of a pre-service teacher’s Sport
Education learning process, producing an understanding about the interconnection of content,
process and contexts in learning to teach.

The study conveyed that the pre-service teacher’s knowledge development involved three
levels. First, the pre-service teacher required a considerable amount of learning experiences in
developing awareness of teaching and learning Sport Education. Challenging situations represented

an important experience in the pre-service teacher’s developing awareness of the relationship
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between teaching and learning. Second, through reflection, further school placement experiences
and university learning experiences, the pre-service teacher developed a conscious understanding
of teaching and learning Sport Education. Thirdly, after the final university learning experience,
the pre-service teacher was able to connect Sport Education aspects to a broader philosophy of
teaching and learning. Studying the relationships between Sport Education concepts, while
connecting them with knowledge from various physical education teacher education courses, the
theoretical foundation of the model became accessible for the pre-service teacher.

While further adding to the conceptualization of Sport Education as a complex pedagogical
model, this study suggested that a comprehensive learning experience can result in pre-service
teachers developing knowledge about teaching and learning that goes beyond learning to teach a
particular pedagogical model. Sport Education can therefore be considered as a tool to

operationalize practice on an abstract level in which theory is understood through practice.

'I Study 11

Pre-service teachers’ second academic year

Focus groups
Coursework

University course

Ind. interview
Coursework

School placement

Pre-service teachers’ third academic year

University course | Ind. interview
School placement Ind. interview
School placement Ind. interview
Coursework
University course Ind. interview

Table 4. Overview of the empirical work for study I1.
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Study III: Negotiating learning and practice in teacher education

Hordvik, M., MacPhail, A., & Ronglan, L. T. (Under review, submitted December 13, 2017).
Developing a pedagogy of teacher education using self-study: A rhizomatic examination of
negotiating learning and practice. Journal of Teacher Education.

Aim and research question: This study aimed to examine my process of developing a pedagogy
of teacher education. The study was guided by the question, “How does a teacher educator negotiate
his learning and practice within a one-year self-study as he develops a pedagogy of teacher

education?”

Theoretical framework: | engaged with rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), a theoretical
lens that emphasizes relationships among a multitude of interacting variables in a given social
situation such as teaching. Particularly, the concept of “assemblage” was employed to allow a
consideration of myself as only one of multiple elements contributing to the practice enacted.

Methodology: This S-STEP involved twenty-one pre-service teachers and myself taking part in a
university course divided into two periods. Multiple sources (video and audio, reflective diary, and
focus groups) were employed to generate data (see Table 5). Data were analyzed employing
traditional qualitative analytic conventions such as coding with situational analysis (See Appendix
D) (Clarke, 2003) and rhizomatic mapping (See Appendix E) (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987).

Findings: The study highlighted the complexity of teacher education learning, emphasizing how
teacher educator practice becomes a collectively negotiated enterprise produced by a conflux of
human and non-human elements.

This study conveyed how multiple elements such as myself (my eagerness to teach
perfectly, level of familiarity with Sport Education and teaching about teaching), the pre-service
teachers (their level of familiarity Sport Education, expecting a focus on content, familiar with
experiencing mastery in physical education), Sport Education (its multiple teaching and learning
features), the program and course tradition (no use of particular pedagogical models and a main
focus on practicing content in practical courses), and the nature of teacher education pedagogy (an

expectation to articulate the what, how and why of teaching) influenced my practice and learning.
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This encouraged a conceptualization of the development of teacher education pedagogy as
assemblage. That is, by examining the multiple human and non-human elements and considering
how they work together to produce practice and learning, teacher education researchers can better
understand the complex relationship between teaching about teaching and learning about teaching,
and particularly the way non-human elements influence the relationship. Furthermore, this study
suggested that | was constantly becoming-different in relation to the constellation of elements,

forces and influences occurring in the classroom at any given time.

Study 111

Pre-service teachers’ third academic year

University course Video and audio
Reflective journal
Focus groups

School placement

School placement

Focus groups

Focus groups

University course

Video and audio
Reflective journal
Focus groups

Table 5. Overview of the empirical work for study II1.
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Study IV: Pre-service teachers’ school placement experiences

Hordvik, M., MacPhail, A., & Ronglan, L. T. (Under review, submitted January 3, 2018).
Encountering the reality of teaching Sport Education: The experiences of pre-service teachers while
on school placement. Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy.

Aim and research question: The aim of this study was to investigate pre-service teachers’
experiences of teaching Sport Education in diverse school contexts. The study was guided by the
question, “Given common experiences of a university course, how do pre-service teachers

negotiate their Sport Education learning experience during school placement?”

Theoretical framework: | engaged with “assemblage”, a rhizomatic (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987)
concept that allows a consideration of the various components of the classroom (the pre-service
teachers, the students, the content, the classroom, and so on) as working collectively to shape
teaching.

Methodology: This case study involved twenty-one pre-service teachers undertaking a six- week
school placement divided into two periods. Data generation employed pre-service teacher
coursework and focus groups conducted with three pre-service teacher teams before, during and
after school placement (see Table 6). Data were analyzed employing traditional qualitative analytic
conventions such as coding with situational analysis (Clarke, 2003) and rhizomatic mapping
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987).

Findings: The study highlighted a multitude of challenges pre-service teachers encounter when
teaching on school placement, and how the connection and interaction between key elements
influence pre-service teachers’ experiences and described practices.

The pre-service teachers participated in the same Sport Education course and each pre-
service teacher team had developed a Sport Education season design template. Regardless of such
commonalities, the pre-service teachers’ experiences and described practices were strikingly
different. Some pre-service teachers were able to successfully enact the key ideas from Sport
Education and their corresponding template (e.g., stable student teams, student roles, and a festive

culminating event). In contrast, other pre-service teachers struggled to allocate students to stable
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teams and refrained from introducing defined student roles.

This study conveyed how multiple elements such as the pre-service teacher (belief in and
familiarity with Sport Education, background), students (their maturity level, experience with Sport
Education, attendance), Sport Education features (stable teams, roles and student responsibility),
and context (negative cooperating teacher, facilities, class size) influenced pre-service teachers’
experiences and described practices.

This study suggested that key differences between the pre-service teachers, their contexts,
their students, the features of Sport Education and the ways the unique set of different elements

comprising each class interacted explain the different experiences and practices of pre-service

teachers.
[ ‘ Study IV
Pre-service teachers’ third academic year

University course | Focus groups

Coursework
School placement Focus groups
School placement ; | | Focus groups

Coursework
University course Focus groups

Table 6. Overview of the empirical work for study 1V.
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Study V: The processes of decentering the ‘self

Hordvik, M., MacPhail, A., Tannehill, D., & Ronglan, L. T. (Accepted, September 4, 2017).
Decentering the ‘self’ in self-study of professional practices: A working assemblage. In K. Strom,
T. Mills, & A. Ovens (Eds.), Decentering the researcher-subject in intimate scholarship: Complex,

materialist, and posthuman methodological perspectives: Emerald Books.

Aim and research question: The aim of this study was to deliberately reframe the self and the
relationship between the self and the other in the S-STEP methodology. The objective was to
engage with the research assemblage to investigate its function and production, using the analytic
question, “How does a post-qualitative research assemblage work to decenter the “self’ in self-

study of teacher education practices?”

Theoretical framework: | engaged in a process of “thinking with” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012) the
rhizomatic concept of “assemblage” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). That is, in order to produce
different understandings of the knowledge construction in S-STEP, | was thinking with Deleuze
and Guattari’s assemblage to turn the practice into something different, and use the practice to push

the concept of assemblage to its limits.

Methodology: In this S-STEP, assemblage was “plugged in” into the data from supervisory
meetings between Lars Tore, Ann, Deborah, and myself. These meetings were carried out
throughout the four-year doctoral period and included individual meetings between myself and
Lars Tore or Ann, between the three of us, between Deborah and myself, and between Ann,
Deborah, and myself. While not every single meeting was recorded, the captured data included 62

meetings (see Table 7).

Findings: This study highlighted the nonlinear and fundamentally relational process of
constructing understanding in S-STEP, arguing that my researcher-self was disrupted and
decentered through multiple processes of “coming into composition”. That is, my research practice
and understanding was co-constructed by the ways the constellation of human and non-human
elements comprising the research-assemblage combined and interacted.

In this way, each element, both human and non-human, functioned as active agents in joint
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production of the understanding that was constructed. Instead of viewing self in S-STEP as an ego-
centric self, in a Deluzian and Guattari lens self is understood as being co-produced through the
constellation of elements functioning collectively to produce different becomings. Viewing self,
practice, and knowledge production in S-STEP as coming into composition provides an alternative

that decenters the conceptualization of self, and self and the other, in the methodology.

Study V

2014

Audio of
7 supervisions

2015

Audio of
T 13 supervisions

2016

Audio of
25 supervisions

2017

Audio of
17 supervisions

Table 7. Overview of the empirical work for study V.
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CHAPTER 5: TEACHER EDUCATOR PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPENT: A RHIZOMATIC CONSIDERATION

This doctoral thesis aims to add to research on processes of teacher educator professional
development. | aim to contribute to the establishment of a robust, research-based knowledge base
for teacher educators with specific focus on beginning teacher educators. Particularly, the purpose
of this thesis is to investigate my teacher education teaching and research practice. That is, I
consider the processes of a beginning teacher educator’s practices, experiences, contexts and
knowledge construction.

In this chapter | discuss the five studies, engaging in a process of “thinking with” (Jackson
& Mazzei, 2012) the rhizomatic concept of assemblage. As such, | have engaged in a process of
reading the study manuscripts over and over while thinking with assemblage, aiming to show how
the studies and assemblage “make one another” (p. 5). What “emerged in the middle” (p. 5) of
plugging assemblage into the studies and studies into the assemblage, was the thesis purpose that |
have used as an analytic question, “How does a teacher educator negotiate his teaching and research
practice as he develops professionally?” The process of reading the studies and plugging the
analytic question into the studies and the study into the question, produced lines of flight that
provoked me to reorganize, adapt, and enhance my systems of thinking (Ovens, Garbett, et al.,
2016) about teacher educator practice, pedagogy, and learning.

In this discussion, | draw on examples from the studies and the concept of assemblage, and
argue that teacher educators are part of a constantly evolving assemblage that co-produce different
practice, pedagogy, and learning. To help readers acknowledge my lines of thinking, | begin this
chapter by looking at the connection and interaction between the five studies. Second, I discuss the
concept of assemblage and the way assemblage worked in my teaching and research practice.
Third, I discuss the processes of the interrelated relationship of teacher education pedagogy. In this
section, | begin considering the interaction between the pre-service teachers and myself, before
discussing how non-human elements influenced the relationship. Finally, I discuss the non-linear

and ever-evolving learning as a teacher (educator).
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Producing lines of thinking differently about practice,

pedagogy, and learning

Five different but interrelated studies comprise this doctoral thesis. Looking at the different studies
and particularly the study findings, this section aims to discuss the ways these studies work together
to produce thinking about teacher education practice, pedagogy, and learning. Importantly, while
unpredictable relationships and interactions together with the study findings produced
unpredictable research practice, the five studies of this doctoral thesis is all interrelated and
connected to the evolving thesis aim, purpose and research question.

Study | conveyed that my teaching practice represented a break from the status quo practice
of physical education in Norway and the specific physical education teacher education program.
Particularly, the study highlighted: (i) how pre-service teachers’ backgrounds, expectations and
experiences created tensions in the teaching and learning environment, (ii) the complexity of the
Sport Education model, and (iii) the difficulty for teacher educators to carry out the expectations
of articulating the nature of teaching. Study | supported the notion of the interrelated relationship
of teacher education (Loughran, 2006), while conveying that the Sport Education model and the
nature of teacher education pedagogy influence the relationship and the teacher educator’s teaching
practice. As such, this study provided insight into the (inter)relational aspects of teaching and
learning about teaching. The study produced lines of change in my understanding of teacher
educator practice that encouraged thinking in genuine complex ways about the relationships
comprising teacher education.

Study |1 conveyed the non-linearity of pre-service teacher learning and the interconnection
of content, process and contexts in learning to teach. While using a rather linear framework (i.e.,
three-level model of learning), this study supported researchers (Glotova & Hastie, 2014) arguing
for a longitudinal knowledge development of teaching (Sport Education). Although not centering
its attention towards teacher educator practice and learning, this study provided insights into the
non-linear nature of a pre-service teacher’s learning process. The study produced lines of change
in my understanding of pre-service teachers’ learning process and the need to develop coherent
teacher education programs that more genuinely prepare pre-service teacher for the reality of
teaching.

Study | and study Il interacted in two ways. First, they provided an understanding of the
(lack of) link between teacher education practice and pre-service teachers’ learning. Second, the
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longitudinal nature of my S-STEP allowed the non-linear, relational, and complex appreciation
developed in study I and study Il to influence the subsequent studies. As such, in the last three
studies of this doctoral project a new theoretical lens (i.e., Rhizomatics - Deleuze & Guattari, 1987)
was used to analyze the processes of practice and learning. Rhizomatics encourages a focus on the
how and why of the challenges and tensions reviled in study I and study I1. Subsequently, the focus
shifted more explicitly from outcomes towards the process of teacher education.

Study Il and study 1V are inextricably linked. A focus on the process of teaching and
learning requires researchers to provide readers detailed insight into the interactions and
relationships unfolding in practice. Subsequently, it was decided to divide the data set and produce
an in-depth understanding of the process of teacher educator practice and pre-service teachers’
school placement experiences. The two studies interact in the way they convey how negotiations
and evolving experiences continuously shape teaching and learning.

Study 1l and study IV highlighted the ways multiple human and non-human elements
combined and interacted, co-producing teacher educator practice and pre-service teachers’ school
placement experiences. While study | and study Il reported that human and non-human elements
influence practice, study 111 and study IV reviled the way these elements combined and interacted.
Study 111 further highlighted that as elements change, the practice also changes, producing different
teacher educator becomings. As such, study Il and study IV produced lines of understanding
teacher (educator) practice and professional development as an ongoing, dynamic and constantly
evolving process shaped by a multitude of human and non-human influences and forces (Ovens,
Garbett, et al., 2016; Ovens, Strom, et al., 2016).

Study V interacted with the other studies through the attention on the processes of my S-
STEP research practice. The study conveyed how a unique set of human and non-human elements
comprising the S-STEP combined and interacted to co-produce particular research practice and
understanding. Study V highlighted the fundamentally relational nature of S-STEP research,
arguing that my researcher-self was decentered as | functioned as only one of multiple elements
producing research practice and understanding.

Subsequently, the five studies collectively provide lines of flight or lines of thinking
differently about teacher education practice, the interrelated relationships in teacher education

pedagogy and teacher (educator) learning.
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Teacher educator practices as assemblage

With a rhizomatic lens, every human and non-human element is a multiplicity composed of
heterogenic elements. The teacher educator is a multiplicity (composed of a background,
experiences, beliefs, languages, cultures, and investments) within a classroom multiplicity
(composed of the pre-service teachers, the content, the room environment itself) within other
multiplicities (the university, social, and political multiplicity composed of particular knowledge,
structures, traditions, and policies). In this view, the teacher educator is part of a larger multiplicity
influencing practice. | argue that a consideration of the world as multiple encourages a
conceptualization of teacher educators’ practice as assemblage.

Assemblage refers to how a mixture of human and non-human multiplicities work together
to produce something. Extending the concept of assemblage to this doctoral project, the mixture of
multiplicities in the classrooms and supervisory meetings can be considered assemblages, each
functioning to construct particular practice and understanding. Specifically, | argue that assemblage
functioned as two layers in this doctoral project: classroom-assemblage and research-assemblage.

First, the classroom-assemblage was composed of the mixture of elements comprising the
university and school classrooms. For example, the university-assemblage was composed of
myself, the pre-service teachers, and non-human multiplicities such as Sport Education,
expectations of teacher education pedagogy, curriculum, and tradition. Each of the pre-service
teachers’ school placement classroom was composed of the pre-service teacher, students,
cooperating teacher, facilities, curriculum, and tradition. I argue that the ways these multiplicities
connected and interacted co-constructed the teaching practice.

Second, the research-assemblage was composed of Lars Tore, Ann, Deborah, myself, and
non-human multiplicities such as generated data, analyzing methods, theories, reviews, room
environment, and cultures that co-constructed particular research practice and understanding. This
notion of research-assemblage can be further extended to my office, for example when drafting
articles for publication or this doctoral thesis. As such, each day in my office functioned as a
research-assemblage composed of particular multiplicities connecting and interacting to produce a
particular text or particular understanding.

For example, writing this section, | am seated in my office in front of the computer. My
computer stores drafts of articles, generated data, Google, Word, and journal articles. The desk is

covered with books and journal articles about rhizomatics, teacher education, teacher educator
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professional development and S-STEP, while the bookshelf is filled with books about learning
theory, methodology, teaching, coaching, Sport Education. The way my multiplicity (my present
background, relationships, experiences, beliefs, knowledge) connect to and interact with the
multiplicities of the computer, the study articles and the international literature, co-produce this
text. | argue that if this thesis had been co-constructed without the research-assemblage considering
the voices of pre-service teachers or entering into a relationship with Deleuze and Guattari, | would
most likely have been thinking in more linear ways although still wishing to illustrate the
complexity of teaching and learning.

Study V further conveyed how the research-assemblage functioned to produce particular
research practice and understanding. For example, the relationship with Ann and Deborah worked
to increase the heterogeneity of the assemblage as they challenged Lars Tore’s and my thinking.
The way Ann’s and Deborah’s multiplicities (their different experiences, knowledge, cultures), and
the ideas they introduced to the research-assemblage, combined and interacted with me, Lars Tore,
and the research plan, produced different thinking and understanding.

Study Il conveyed how the classroom-assemblage functioned to produce particular
practices. For example, in the beginning of the second university course, multiple elements
constrained my practice (i.e., my limited experience of teaching about teaching, and my and the
pre-service teachers’ limited experience with the comprehensiveness of Sport Education).
Combined with my personality (i.e., eager to teach perfectly) and beliefs (resulting in me
implementing multiple features of Sport Education, using extensive periods of time explaining the
features to pre-service teachers as prospective teachers, and requiring pre-service teachers to
engage in extensive discussion), the connections and interactions between the mixture of
multiplicities co-produced a chaotic practice. Furthermore, through multiple negotiating processes
(with myself through self-reflection, and with the pre-service teachers by interacting with them and
displaying my vulnerability) combined with evolving teaching and learning experiences, particular
conditions in the classroom changed (i.e., shared agreement between the pre-service teacher and |
on lesson structure, pre-service teachers’ and my growing understanding about teaching and
learning features). As such, the mixtures of multiplicities connected and interacted differently, co-

producing a more harmonized practice.
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The interrelated processes of teacher educator pedagogy

Another line of thinking arising from this doctoral thesis concerns the understanding of emotions,
ambiguity, and tensions teacher educators encounter when enacting and developing a pedagogy of
teacher education (Berry, 2007; Ritter, 2011). From the thinking articulated in the above section,
this doctoral thesis conveys how tensions and ambiguity are created by the connections and
interactions between elements in the classroom-assemblage, and subsequently not solely inherent
in the teacher educator.

Below | consider the processes of the interrelated relationship between teaching and
learning about teaching. | discuss how tensions and ambiguities were created by relational and
inter-relational relationships between human and non-human elements (Strom & Martin, 2017). In
this way, the development of a pedagogy of teacher education is relational as multiple actors,
forces, and materials influence the enactment. However, a pedagogy is also multidirectional as
these actors, forces and materials vary by their nature and draw their lines in different directions.

I begin by considering the interactions between the pre-service teachers and myself,
highlighting the importance of meaningful relationships in teacher educator practice. Then, |
consider the processes of interaction between human and non-human elements in the different
classroom-assemblages of this thesis. In this final section I aim to show the process of my practice
and learning with special attention to the relationship between teaching and learning.

Teacher educator and pre-service teacher relationships

Despite teacher educators’ position as leader in the formal hierarchy between teacher educator and
pre-service teacher, conceptualizing practice as assemblage provides pre-service teachers with
sufficient agency to pursue their alternative goals. This leaves the teacher educator without the
capacity to ensure tight control over the teaching and learning process and its outcomes. For
example, each pre-service teacher and | brought with us a personal interest to the classroom. While
many of the pre-service teachers appeared to view the primary function of physical education
teacher education to develop their sport skills and teaching techniques (e.g., Fletcher & Casey,
2014; Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014b), others were interested by, and became attracted to, my
different practice ambition (e.g., the pre-service teacher in study Il). That is, | aimed to teach pre-
service teachers about teaching a student-centered approach (i.e., Sport Education) while trying to

enact a pre-service teacher-centered approach. As such, rather than confirm the pre-service
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teachers’ beliefs about physical education (Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014a), my ambition was to
challenge their views as well as my established teaching practice.

Meaningful practice and relationships within such a pre-service teacher-centered approach
requires genuine participation and engagement from both pre-service teachers and the teacher
educator. In this way, pre-service teachers are important co-producers of meaningful practice, e.g.,
creating learning experiences where | required pre-service teachers to discuss their experience as
learners and my teaching. However, as study | and particular study I11 convey, pre-service teachers’
engagement in such learning experiences varied. In one lesson or situation, few pre-service
teachers, or even none, took part in the discussion while in another lesson or situation several pre-
service teachers engaged.

For example, my different practice in the beginning of the second university course
combined with pre-service teachers’ prior experiences, beliefs, and expectations created conditions
where many of the pre-service teachers showed low engagement towards my effort to engage them
in discussions about the nature of teaching. On other days, maybe after pre-service teachers had
developed an appreciation towards Sport Education’s teaching and learning features combined with
an acknowledgement of my practice, they showed higher degree of engagement in the discussions.

Subsequently, study I and study Il show the ways teacher educator—pre-service teacher
relationships and pre-service teacher—pre-service teacher relationships heavily shape teaching
practices, and the relationship between teaching and learning. Subsequently, as other researchers
argue (Fletcher, 2014; Ni Chroinin et al., 2017), interacting and building relationships with pre-
service teachers is vital for the development of meaningful relationship between teaching about
teaching and learning about teaching.

Importantly, this thesis suggests that the development of relationships is not a seamless and
linear process that progresses from meaningless to meaningful. It is a process in flux, filled with

resistance, ambiguities, and tensions.

The relational and inter-relational processes of practice

From a rhizomatic perspective (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Hultman & Lenz Taguchi, 2010), the
material world (e.g., Sport Education) and even the non-tangible (e.g., traditions) have the capacity
to influence, and can shape, teacher educator practice just as much as human actors (Strom &
Martin, 2017). Further, elements in the classroom are always in flux, constantly changing influence
on practice. As particular elements or conditions in the classroom change, the mixture of elements

50



TEACHER EDUCATOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPENT

work together differently, co-constructing different practices and relationships (Strom & Martin,
2017).

I discuss below how negotiation processes, evolving experiences and new elements entering
the classroom worked to change my practice and the relationship between teaching and learning.
The center of my attention is on how I continuously worked to balance and manage the resistance,
ambiguities, and tensions created by the mixture of elements in my practice. While arguing that |
had limited control of the teaching and learning process, | acknowledge that | exerted profound
influence on practice, and the teaching and learning environment.

This doctoral thesis conveys how contextual elements represented a profound influence on
my practice. That is, the tradition of physical education and teacher education in Norway, and the
particular teacher education program, the nature of teacher education pedagogy, and the pre-service
teachers’ and my own unfamiliarity with Sport Education’s teaching and learning features. | argue
that the ways these contextual elements interacted with and connected to the pre-service teachers
and myself, worked to create a practice filled with resistance and ambiguity, and tensions in the
teaching and learning relationship.

Study | conveyed that because of the rather traditional practice in Norwegian physical
education (Aasland et al., 2017), in entering the first university course neither the pre-service
teachers or | were familiar with a student-centered approach to teaching. In addition, the tradition
of practical courses within the program created expectations that pre-service teachers should
develop pedagogical content knowledge of team handball mainly through practical experiences
(i.e., being physically active). Aware of this, | taught using Sport Education (i.e., a student-centered
approach), while using time to introduce components of the model, and explain the how and why
of my teaching. Taken together, this created pre-service teacher frustration and resistance in my
practice.

For example, pre-service teachers did not appreciate the theoretical introduction making it
difficult for me to engage them in discussion about Sport Education. While | noticed pre-service
teachers’ frustration towards the lesson content, | continued to pursue my goals for their learning.
Combined with the pre-service teachers’ and my unfamiliarity with the specific teaching and
learning features of Sport Education, this created ambiguities in my practice within which | began
questioning my abilities as teacher educator.

While the learning experience in study | worked to negotiate some of the resistance and
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tensions created by the ways the pre-service teachers and | connected to and interacted with the
contextual elements, study 111 conveyed how the context again increased its influence going into
the second university course. While six of the pre-service teachers in study Il also took part in
study |, fourteen different pre-service teachers entered the classroom in the second course. One
could have expected to gain support from the six pre-service teachers’ familiarity with my specific
practice ambition for this course. However, study Il shows that the same pre-service teachers
reverted to their previous socialization into the physical education teacher education program
together with a strong established course tradition (i.e., focusing on the content of untraditional
games). While | made changes in my practice and lesson structure (e.g., no theoretical introduction
in each lesson) to reduce the resistance, my continued different practice ambition, combined with
pre-service teachers’ expectations and interests created even stronger resistance to my practice in
this course.

For example, several pre-service teachers expected to be mainly physically active in
lessons. Not appreciating the lesson structure, pre-service teachers’ frustration increased when only
allowed limited time playing the game. Combined with the difficulty of enacting the Sport
Education responsibilities, pre-service teachers developed a critical notion towards my practice,
complaining and questioning both the model and the requirement of extensive time reflecting and
discussing their experiences. The course tradition, combined with my perfect teaching ambition,
created ambiguity in my practice. Sensing the tension between pre-service teachers’ expectations
and interest for learning and my pursued goals for their learning, | became overly conscious and
uncertain about what the pre-service teachers were thinking and doing. For example, | was always
aware of, and reflected on, pre-service teachers’ facial expressions, their interest for attending class,
and what they were thinking about when required to discuss teaching and learning.

Study 111 conveyed how | engaged in multiple negotiating processes (with the pre-service
teachers by interacting with them and displaying vulnerability, and with myself through self-
reflection) as a way to balance and cope with the resistance and ambiguity created by the
connections and interactions in my practice. For example, | continuously required pre-service
teachers to reflect on, discuss and question both the content and my practice. While such situations
produced a lot of personal vulnerability, it enabled me to both explain the purpose of my practice,
and provide insights into the insecurity | experienced and decisions | made before and during
lessons. Combined with changing the lesson structure based on pre-service teachers’ suggestions
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and the evolving teaching and learning experiences, | was able to reduce the resistance to my
practice to a manageable degree.

Study IV conveyed that pre-service teachers took different beliefs about Sport Education
into their school placement teaching. Combined with pre-service teachers’ limited teaching
experience and multiple contextual influences, this created different degrees of resistance in their
teaching. Pre-service teachers experienced that students had limited experience with a student-
centered approach. Other pre-service teachers found that their cooperating teacher reinforced pre-
service teachers’ negative experiences and beliefs, with some cooperating teachers suggesting pre-
service teachers discontinue the use of Sport Education. Some pre-service teachers experienced
that features of Sport Education combined with engaged students worked to facilitate their
teaching. Subsequently, the school placement experiences influenced and changed several of the
pre-service teachers’ beliefs about how applicable Sport Education was in schools. Entering the
second period of the university course, the common pre-service teacher belief was that Sport
Education was more or less applicable in teaching physical education, depending on particular
student characteristics.

Study 111 showed how pre-service teachers’ strong expectations towards the course content
combined with their beliefs about Sport Education and previous learning experiences with Sport
Education, increased the tension between the pre-service teachers and my interest and goals for the
last period of the university course. | needed to decide whether to follow my preferred direction,
or consider pre-service teachers’ needs and concerns. As a way to balance the resistance and
subsequently hope to retain the relationship with the pre-service teachers, | chose to adjust the
content and my practice with respect to the pre-service teachers’ interest. Teaching with both the
course tradition and my previous established teaching practice in mind reduced the amount of
resistance in my practice while at the same time created a practice where | struggled to engage pre-
service teachers in reflection and discussion about the nature of teaching.

Subsequently, while the combination of elements worked to produce a high degree of pre-
service teacher resistance and teacher educator insecurity in the first period of the course, in this
period the tradition worked to produce compliance and pleasantness. Interestingly, while this
created reduced resistance in my practice with pre-service teachers finding their learning
experience worthwhile, it could be questioned whether the teaching and learning environment
became too pleasant to provoke any change in pre-service teachers’ beliefs. This highlights the
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power of pre-service teachers but also the way non-tangible forces such as tradition influence
practice and relationships. For example, | had the power to provide pre-service teachers with
reading materials before lessons and create learning experiences that encouraged them to reflect
and discuss teaching and learning. However, pre-service teachers were not interested in reading
prior to class or focusing on Sport Education, and hence | struggled to engage in meaningful
interaction with the pre-service teachers.

The above sections convey how teaching and learning involves resistance and conformity,
success and failures. As such, teaching about teaching (Forgasz, 2013; Ritter, 2011) and learning
about teaching (Bullough & Young, 2002) becomes a highly emotional endeavor. For example, my
practice provoked pre-service teacher emotions in the beginning of both the university courses.
While this developed much resistance to my practice, it further provoked pre-service teachers to
reflect on their beliefs about teaching and learning in physical education. Challenging and
questioning my practice, | was provoked to reflect on and explain the reasoning behind my
teaching.

However, resistance seems productive to a certain extent considering both one’s own
emotions as a teacher educator and also pre-service teachers’ emotions. While resistance can
provoke reflection, this thesis illuminate that the emotional cost of resistance is high. For example,
the types of feelings of insecurity, ambiguities, tensions, failures and incompetency | experienced
in the beginning of the second university course were exhausting and would not have been
productive for a long period. Subsequently, | needed to negotiate my preferred direction, while
continuously balance between following and challenging pre-service teachers’ interest for their
learning. Thus, resistance and emotions appear to be important components in the learning process

and a precondition for professional development.

Becoming and learning as a teacher (educator)

The literature on beginning teacher educators suggest that they are faced with an “identity shock”
(Davey, 2013) and identity change in trying to survive by fitting in and making sense of the multiple
demands of teacher education (Boyd & Harris, 2010). While this doctoral study illustrates such
experiences, | argue for an alternative ever-evolving understanding of the identity construction of
teacher educators. As other researchers (e.g., Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2015; Ovens, Strom, et al.,
2016; Strom & Martin, 2017) have argued, this doctoral thesis conveys that teacher (educator)
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identity is no fixed phenomenon or a process from novice to expert, but rather an ongoing, dynamic,
constantly evolving process produced by an assemblage in which the teacher educator is
implicated.

Study | and study Il show how | was constantly (re)constructing a professional self in
relation to the constellation of elements, forces, and influences occurring in the classroom at any
given time. | could become a stressed and insecure teacher educator in one lesson or situation. On
other days, or in another situation, when other elements and forces appeared, | might become a
calm and confident teacher educator. Nevertheless, in other situations | could become a vulnerable
teacher educator.

Study IV further conveyed how small changes in the classroom influenced pre-service
teachers’ experiences. For example, in one lesson they could describe a student-centered lesson
where they allowed students responsibility for their learning, allowing them time to provide
feedback. However, in other lessons their teaching could appear as teacher-centered within which
they felt a need to be in charge of every aspect of the class.

This shows how the pre-service teachers and | were constantly becoming different as we
lived our lives, pursued particular goals, built relationships, and worked with particular people in
particular social-cultural-material settings (Ovens, Garbett, et al., 2016). This consideration of
teacher (educator) learning as becomings connects with contemporary notions of continuous
professional development (Ovens, Garbett, et al., 2016), allowing for a more textured view of the
multiple, seemingly contradictory identity enactments, as well as insight into the process of
becoming-different over time (Strom & Martin, 2017).
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CHAPTER 6: PUTTING ASSEMBLAGE TO WORK:
PRACTICAL AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

This doctoral thesis prompts thinking and understanding about the interactive, relational, and non-
directional nature of teacher educator professional development. The process of my professional
development involved engaging with and managing multiple actors, components and forces
influencing my day to day practice. | present related implications for teacher education below. |
begin arguing for a re-conceptualization of the self in teacher educator practice before introducing

a potential way in which teacher educators can conceptualize their practice.

Re-conceptualizing the self of teacher educators

This doctoral thesis highlights how both my teacher educator-self and researcher-self became only
one of multiple human and non-human elements in a joint construction of practice and
understanding. In such a dynamic, relational and interactive practice, | became only one (albeit a
leading) actor in my practice. A practice that | characterize as relatively uncontrollable, certainly
multidirectional and filled with ambiguities, resistance and tensions.

Subsequently, | argue for a decentered conceptualization of the teacher educator-self that
recognizes the limits of individual agency in one’s practice and professional development. This
conceptualization dissolves both the teacher educator as an autonomous actor that do teaching, and
the S-STEP researcher from being accused for conducting a study of the self by the self and for the
self. The teacher educator becomes one of multiple elements and forces shaping and co-
constructing teaching and research practice. Such a decentered conceptualization emphasizes
relationality as the central tenet of framing the self in teacher educator practice where attention
shifts away from the individual self towards the constitutive nature of the interdependent
connections between self and others in the production of, and understanding about, practice (Ovens
& Fletcher, 2014).

If teacher educator practice is highly interactive and relational, how should researchers
approach such complexity? | argue that rhizomatics and particularly the concept of assemblage
provide researchers with one way to study the relational and interactive nature of teacher educator
professional development. By conceptualizing and analyzing teacher educator professional

development as assemblage, teacher education researchers can better understand the relationships
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and interactions inherent in the professional development of teacher educators. | argue that this
conceptualization provides a frame for both illustrating the complexity of teacher education, and a
language for engaging with, and digging into the complex processes of, professional development.

Subsequently, | encourage researchers to not only state or illustrate that teacher education
is complex, but also show how teacher educators engage with, and manage, the complexity of their
practice and professional development. In this way the notion of complexity can be more applicable
and relevant to teacher education research. For example, thinking with assemblage in this doctoral
thesis, | illustrated how multiple elements such as myself, the pre-service teachers, the course
tradition, and the Sport Education model shaped and created ambiguities and tensions in my
practice. Furthermore, | also attempted to illustrate what the complexity looked like in my practice,
i.e., how I continuously engaged with and strived to manage the ambiguity and tensions created by
the mixture of elements. I argue that, if the discussion ends by only stating and not showing how
people encounter the complexity, the notion of complexity in teacher education can be in danger

of becoming only a buzzword, explaining everything and (therefore) nothing.

Teacher educators as “orchestrators”

I argue that such a decentered conceptualization of the teacher educator suggested above posits
teacher educators as prominent figures who, although influenced by a variety of elements and
forces, are engaged in continuously steering or “orchestrating” practice towards desired outcomes
(Jones & Ronglan, 2017; Jones & Wallace, 2005). Below, | introduce and try to develop the notion
of orchestration as a means to conceptualize teacher educator practice.

The metaphor of orchestration originally derived from research on complex educational
change (Wallace, 2003) and has been further developed as one basis for a more realistic
representation of sports coaching (Jones & Wallace, 2005; Jones & Wallace, 2006). The metaphor
reflects the belief that many iterative changes within teaching/coaching situations are rather
unmanageable, while demonstrating how to cope with such uncontrollability and contradictory
influences that is part of the everyday practice (Jones & Wallace, 2005).

While teacher education practice is not exactly the same as sports coaching, the idea that
teacher educators are orchestrators does resonate with how both coaches and teacher educators
have to operate in their relatively uncontrollable, relational and ambiguous environment. Just as

coaches have to make the most of their rather limited agency to achieve their goals with and through
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others, so do teacher educators. Subsequently, | suggest that the metaphor of orchestration seems
worthy of adaptation as a way of conceptualizing teacher educator practice. By accepting the
relational and interactive nature of teacher education, teacher educators can embrace orchestration
as a teaching philosophy.

Orchestration implies guiding or steering, as opposed to controlling and smoothly directing,
a relational and interactive process (Jones & Wallace, 2006). Rather than being an all-powerful
leader that transmits knowledge to pre-service teachers, the teacher educator becomes an
orchestrator of learning. The teacher educator initiates the process before reinforcing or moving
the process in the preferred direction, without the possibility to predict the exact outcome of their
actions. This presents teacher educators’ practice as stage managing events, involving continuous
decision making related to iterative planning, observation, evaluation, and reactions to contextual
“goings on” in the setting (Jones & Wallace, 2006).

The pedagogical notion of “noticing” (Mason, 2002) is a precursor of orchestration (Jones,
Bailey, & Thompson, 2013). Teacher educators needs to be able to notice the details of the
interactions within the classrooms. For example, communication within the class, facial
expressions, comments, or other emotional expressions. Further, teacher educators need to be able
to understand such signs. This enables the teacher educator to make adjustments that potentially
can lead the process on track and channel the learning in desired directions. Subsequently,
orchestration requires observation skills, adaptability, humility, communication skills and an
overall view. In this way, teacher educators can intervene to alter or refine conditions in the
classroom.

Additionally, being realistic about the relational nature of teacher education implies
accepting that it is beyond the agency of teacher educators to eliminate uncertainty and
unpredictability from their practice. Although the adoption of orchestration may help to reduce
ambiguity, this can only be achieved up to a point. Acknowledging such complexity means
acknowledging paradox, and engaging with it as part of a continuous process (Jones & Ronglan,
2017). Thus, teacher educators need to focus on how they can handle, and not eliminate, the
resistance, ambiguities and tensions that are inherent in their practice.

I argue that S-STEP can channel teacher educators towards taking more risk and experiment
in their practice. This can help teacher educators observe, appreciate, understand and therefore cope
with the ambiguities and tensions in their practice. If teacher educators accept the risk of some loss
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of control for the sake of innovation, they can potentially better shape their developing
understanding of pedagogy (Loughran, 2006).

Teacher educators need to both show the relatively unmanaged character of teaching but
also focus on teaching pre-service teachers how to cope with such complexity by encouraging them
to live with ambiguity, and so rendering them relatively manageable (Jones & Wallace, 2006). This
requires teacher educators to give pre-service teachers access to the uncertainties and dilemmas of
practice that is inherent in understanding teaching as complex and problematic. While this is not a
particularly original suggestion in teacher education (e.g., Loughran, 2006), a decentered view of
the teacher (educator) further highlight the importance of providing pre-service teachers with a
realistic picture of the complexity of teaching. Teacher educators need to expose themselves and
take a vulnerable position. That is, they need to be explicit about their mistakes, and the dilemmas
and emotions that is inherent in teaching.

Finally, I encourage teacher education researchers to engage in rich qualitative studies
where they seek to understand the relational and interactive nature of practice. Researchers need to
focus on the processes of practice and the ways teacher educators and pre-service teachers’ engage
with their complex environment. How do teacher educators cope with the ambiguities in their
practice? How do they orchestrate both their own and pre-service teachers’ learning process? Such
research would potentially provide a more sophisticated grasp of the complexities of practice and

professional development.

Self-study of teacher education practices as a pedagogy for

professional development

This doctoral thesis conveys that developing as a teacher educator is not a detached process that
involves a progressive development from insecure to confident, from one level of knowledge to
the next. Rather, my professional development was a non-directional process of continuously
recognizing, balancing and coping with resistance, ambiguity and tensions that was inherent in my
practice. | argue that developing is relational and therefore emotional, it is about recognizing and
engaging, and is filled with insecurity and failure in one situation, and confidence and expertise in
another situation. Developing as a teacher educator requires personal and genuine involvement in
pre-service teachers’ learning process, while continuously wrestling with the ambiguity and
tensions such engagement brings to the practice.
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S-STEP provides a means to study the relational and complex nature of teacher educator
practice, and a way to grapple with the ambiguities inherent in practice. By engaging in continuous
reflection, focusing on the process of the self in relation to others in practice, and engaging in
dialogue with others as a process of understanding, | have shown how S-STEP research can support
the individual professional development of teacher educators as well as contribute to the research
conversation in teacher education (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2014).

Contrary to researchers claiming that S-STEP research is not sufficient for truly gaining an
understanding of the complex nature of teacher educators’ practices (Kosnik, Miyata, Cleovoulou,
Fletcher, & Menna, 2015), | argue that S-STEP methodology offers researchers a way to conduct
in-depth research of the non-linear and relational nature of teacher educators’ identities, practices,
backgrounds, transition, challenges, and contexts. While modernist quantitative research studies
appear to have the most value in informing teacher educators and policy makers (Cochran-Smith
& Villegas, 2015; Cochran-Smith et al., 2015; Kosnik et al., 2015), | argue that this doctoral thesis
shows that S-STEP represents a valuable methodology to strengthen teacher education programs.
That is, it has the potential to both improve the individual teacher educators’ practice as well as the
international understanding of teacher education (Hamilton, Pinnegar, & Davey, 2016).
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Sport Education is a curriculum and instructional
model that was developed amid concerns about the lack
of authentic, legitimate opportunities for young people to
experience sport through physical education (Siedentop,
1994). International research on Sport Education has
focused predominantly on preservice teachers’ (PSTs’),
students’ and teachers’ experiences of delivering, or
being involved in, Sport Education (Hastie, de Ojeda,
& Luquin, 2011). Limited research has been conducted
in attempting to not only map how physical education
teacher education (PETE) faculty members deliver Sport
Education in a PETE program but also in capturing the
related experience of the PETE faculty member and PSTs.

Research conducted on PSTs learning to teach Sport
Education has increased during the last decade. PSTs’
occupational socialization attracts them to Sport Educa-
tion (Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2009) and influences their
interpretation and delivery of the model (e.g., Deenihan &
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MacPhail, 2013; Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2009). In addi-
tion, research using the same framework has found that
Sport Education is being delivered in one of three ways,
relying on the extent to which they incorporate important
features of the model (Curtner-Smith, Hastie, & Kinchin,
2008). While teachers using the ‘full version’ of Sport
Education teach all of Siedentop’s (Siedentop, Hastie,
& van der Mars, 2011) recommendations, in a ‘watered
down version’ and ‘cafeteria approach’ teachers use parts
of the model. Curricular knowledge (understanding the
features and structure of Sport Education) has been sug-
gested to be more important than content and pedagogi-
cal content knowledge to teach the full version of Sport
Education effectively (Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2010).
While PSTs appreciate the cultural and structural
advantages of Sport Education (Curtner-Smith & Sofo,
2004), they experience a variety of challenges in learn-
ing to teach the model. Previous research has found that
PSTs struggled with instruction of tactical develop-
ment and misunderstood the role of skill development
(McCaughtry, Sofo, Rovegno, & Curtner-Smith, 2004).
Consequently, a number of the PSTs expressed an uncer-
tainty about adopting Sport Education as teachers, sug-
gesting they would feel overwhelmed with the detailed
planning and preparation requirements of the model. Such
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findings resulted in outlining several implications for a
PETE faculty member’s practice in delivering and sup-
porting PSTs’ engagement with Sport Education. Such
implications included a need to offer support and teach-
ing suggestions regarding tactical instruction, reinforce
the similarities and differences between Sport Education
and traditional sport pedagogies, and reteach or reinforce
Sport Education frequently during the PSTs’ education
(McCaughtry et al., 2004). To address these needs, several
pedagogical practices have been suggested with respect to
how PETE faculty members can effectively teach Sport
Education to PSTs. These include having PSTs (i) read,
watch, present, reflect and discuss Sport Education, (ii)
participate as students in a Sport Education season and
(iii) teach Sport Education during school placement or
at the university (Curtner-Smith, 2012).

The recommendation of having PSTs “live the cur-
riculum” (Oslin, Collier, & Mitchell, 2001), in which
they experience an authentic Sport Education season as
learners, has been suggested as the most valued approach
in learning to teach Sport Education at the university
(e.g., Deenihan & MacPhail, 2013; Jenkins, 2004). To
our knowledge, only two studies (Deenihan, MacPhail,
& Young, 2011; James, Collier, & Brusseau, 2015) have
considered both the PSTs” and PETE faculty member’s
experience of a Sport Education course. Deenihan et al.
(2011) supported PSTs’ need to experience an authentic
Sport Education season as learners, while recognizing
that the PETE faculty member had to make compromises
between teaching through the model and, at the same
time, teaching PSTs how to teach Sport Education in
schools.

From a PETE faculty perspective, Fletcher and
Casey (2014) examined their experience of teaching a
curriculum and instructional model. Their collaborative
self-study revealed the complexity of both teaching about
‘how’ you teach and at the same time explaining ‘why’
you do things as you teach. This resulted in a realization
that attempting to strike a balance between articulating
and modeling the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ of teaching cur-
riculum and instructional models requires significant
demands. Such demands include (a) teaching theoreti-
cally and practically about the principles of the model,
(b) teaching and demonstrating how to teach using the
model, and (c) unpacking reasons why you make the
pedagogical decisions in situ (Fletcher & Casey, 2014,
p- 412). The PETE faculty member in the current study
followed this approach to teaching Sport Education.
Fletcher and Casey (2014) concluded by requesting
more research on PETE faculty members articulating
their knowledge and understanding of PETE practice,
and sharing how they developed that knowledge. Sup-
porting this call, O’Sullivan (2014), in presenting ideas
for a future research agenda for contemporary PETE,
suggested self-study designs that analyze communities
of PETE faculty members, the individual PETE faculty
member, and “signature pedagogies”. She encouraged
self-study researchers to explore who they are, how well
prepared they are, and what signature pedagogies they

Teaching and Learning Sport Education 233

use, including their effectiveness for specific learning
outcomes.

Acknowledging that PETE faculty members need to
develop a “synthesis of evidence” in practitioner research
(McEvoy, MacPhail, & Heikinaro-Johansson, 2015), a
self-study design focuses on PETE faculty member’s
practices of teaching curriculum and instructional models
through the experience of “teaching about teaching and
learning about teaching” (Loughran, 2006). As part of a
larger self-study project investigating teaching and learn-
ing in PETE, the purpose of this study was to articulate
and share our knowledge and understanding of teaching
and learning Sport Education in PETE. The self-study
methodology, together with Shulman’s (2005) notion of
signature pedagogies, helped us frame the research ques-
tions: (a) How did the PETE faculty member experience
teaching about teaching Sport Education? and (b) How
did the PSTs experience learning about teaching Sport
Education? The PETE faculty member in this study is
the first author.

Theoretical Framework

Signature Pedagogies

Signature pedagogies are characteristic forms of teach-
ing/learning in a given professional field and are the
types of teaching that organize the fundamental ways in
which future practitioners are educated for their profes-
sion (Shulman, 2005). They define how knowledge is
analyzed, criticized, accepted or discarded. We under-
stand signature pedagogies to operate on two levels: an
individual level within a course (e.g., a curriculum and
instructional model) and a program level enacted by the
whole department (e.g., models-based practice). Our
unit of analysis was an individual course and the signa-
ture pedagogy for that was Sport Education. Shulman
(2005) suggested that signature pedagogies share a set
of common features that may help explain the relative
robustness of these approaches to teaching and learning.
First, signature pedagogies are both pervasive and routine,
cutting across topics and courses, programs and institu-
tions. Second, they nearly always entail public student
performance, forcing PSTs to be both active and interac-
tive. Finally, uncertainty, visibility, and accountability
inevitably raise the emotional stakes of the pedagogical
encounters (pp. 56-58).

Furthermore, Shulman (2005) suggested signa-
ture pedagogies to have three dimensions: (a) surface
structure, (b) deep structure, and (c) implicit structure.
Signature pedagogies describe teaching and learning
in PETE and provide insights into how PETE faculty
members come to prepare PSTs for the reality of teach-
ing. In this way it can be used as a framework to examine
the experiences of teaching and learning curriculum and
instructional models. In the following section, we explain
Shulman’s (2005) dimensions of a signature pedagogy
and provide examples of each of the dimensions of a
signature pedagogy by referring to elements of the Sport
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Education model. The aim is to expose the reader to a
theoretically informed critique of the six Sport Education
key characteristics.

Surface Structure

Shulman (2005) argued that signature pedagogies have a
surface structure, “which consists of concrete, operational
acts of teaching and learning, of showing and demon-
strating, of questioning and answering, of interacting
and withholding, of approaching and withdrawing”
(pp. 54-55). The Sport Education curriculum aims to
develop students as competent, literate and enthusiastic
sportspeople (Siedentop, 1994). The subject matter in
Sport Education is not a range of different sports but sport
itself. Siedentop (1994) identified the key characteristics
of sport as seasons, affiliation, formal competition, record
keeping, culminating event and festivity. Sport Educa-
tion is a student-centered model that has the potential to
provide PSTs with a holistic education (Dyson, Griffin,
& Hastie, 2004) through nonnegotiable features in which
PSTs experience a number of roles while remaining in
the same team throughout the season (Kirk, 2013a).
Subsequently, Sport Education’s concrete, operational
acts of teaching and learning involve the PETE faculty
member taking into account several pedagogical consid-
erations: (a) the PETE faculty members is a facilitator, (b)
PSTs are active learners, (c) PSTs work in small groups
in modified games, (d) learning activities are authentic
and developmentally appropriate, (e) learning activities
are interesting and challenging, and (f) PSTs are held
accountable (Dyson et al., 2004).

Guided practice and independent practice are
suggested as concrete instructional strategies of Sport
Education (Siedentop et al., 2011). In guided practice,
the PETE faculty member introduces new techniques or
tactics before teams practice at their home court. PSTs
function in other roles (e.g., coach, fitness trainer, referee,
or scorekeeper) in addition to their role as a player. This
allows, during independent practice, team coaches to
lead the practice, facilitated by task cards and teacher
supervision. The aim is to show how PSTs themselves
experience the development of more responsibility for,
and ownership of, their own and future students’ learn-
ing experience.

Deep Structure

Signature pedagogies have a deep structure, “a set of
assumptions about how best to impart a certain body of
knowledge and know-how” (Shulman, 2005, p. 55). Sport
Education is constructivist in its orientation “through
structures that require students to construct knowledge
through social interaction” (Rovegno & Dolly, 2006, p.
248). Dyson et al. (2004) described how three tenets of
constructivism (Perkins, 1999) allow facilitation of PSTs’
knowledge construction. As active learners, PSTs are
involved in tasks that stimulate decision making, critical
thinking, and problem solving. As social learners, PSTs

construct knowledge through social interaction with their
peers, facilitated by PETE faculty members. As creative
learners, PSTs are guided to discover knowledge and
to create their own understanding of the subject matter.

PSTs’ learning agenda includes learning about the
specific content being taught, learning about learning
and learning about teaching (Loughran, 2006). Hence,
being successful as a PETE faculty member is not only
concerned with having PSTs pay attention to the subject
matter being taught but also the practices employed in
presenting the subject matter. Russell (1997) terms this
the “pedagogical turn”. That is, learning what is being
taught while at the same time questioning, examining
and learning about the way in which it is actually being
taught. PETE faculty members need to provide access to
the thoughts and actions that shape PSTs’ practice and
unpack their teaching in ways that allows PSTs “access
to the pedagogical reasoning, uncertainties and dilemmas
of practice that are inherent in understanding teaching as
being problematic” (Loughran, 2006, p. 6).

Implicit Structure

Any signature pedagogy also has an implicit structure,
“a moral dimension that comprises a set of beliefs about
professional attitudes, values, and dispositions” (Shul-
man, 2005, p. 55). Kirk (2013a) suggested that Sport
Education’s philosophy rests primarily on the virtue
ethics of MaclIntyre (1985) and his concept of social
practices. MaclIntyre (1985) argues “that social practices,
including games and sports, are defined by three main
characteristics: standards of excellence, ‘goods’ that are
derived from the pursuit of excellence, and virtues such as
honesty, justice and courage that are necessary to achieve
these goods” (Kirk, 2013a, pp. 980-981). These values
are expressed in Sport Education through the develop-
ment of a culture of fair play in which participants have
respect for others, participate with the right spirit and
attitude, value equal opportunity, and behave responsibly
(Siedentop et al., 2011).

Methods

Self-study is conceptualized as a methodology centered
on the role of the educator within professional practice
settings (Ovens & Fletcher, 2014). It is a form of practitio-
ner research that aims to understand and improve teacher
educator faculty members’ practice through careful exam-
ination of one’s own learning beliefs, practices, processes,
contexts, and relationships (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009).
Self-study offers the potential for ways of understanding
the dynamic of pedagogical practice (Ovens & Fletcher,
2014), facilitating the coupling between teaching and
learning (Clarke & Erickson, 2004).

As a guide for our inquiry we sought to incorpo-
rate the five key self-study characteristics LaBoskey
(2004) suggested: self-studies are self-oriented, focus on
improvement, rely heavily on interactivity, use multiple
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qualitative methods, and are validated by trustworthiness.
A systematic review of the self-study teacher education
practices (S-STEP) research literature (Vanassche &
Kelchtermans, 2015) identified two tensions common
to self-study researchers positioning themselves. These
were the tension between rigor and relevance, and the
tension between effectiveness and understanding. They
believed the tension between relevance and rigor indicates
that teacher educator faculty members, from the moment
they begin undertaking S-STEP research, need to engage
systematically with existing theoretical and conceptual
work, while at the same time denoting valuable reflective-
descriptive accounts of their experiences. Balancing the
tension between effectiveness and understanding encour-
ages teacher educator faculty members to contribute to a
broader research agenda while paying attention to one’s
own personal pedagogy (Vanassche & Kelchtermans,
2015). Teacher educator faculty members managing this
tension commit to a practice-based, yet theory-building,
research agenda. Throughout this study, the first author
aimed to constantly position himself between the ten-
sions of rigor and relevance and the tension between
effectiveness and understanding, appreciating that the
tensions can never be completely reconciled (Vanassche
& Kelchtermans, 2015).

Participants

The participants in this study were one PETE faculty
member (the first author) and twelve PSTs (eight females
and four males) taking part in a Sport Education unit at a
university in Norway. The first author was a 28- year old
full time doctoral student with over two years prior experi-
ence as a secondary school physical education teacher and
11 years’ experience as a junior team handball coach. He
had not implemented curriculum and instructional models
as a secondary teacher and had to engage in understanding
Sport Education’s surface, deep, and implicit structure
before developing the unit and lesson plans. The former
proved an ongoing process while the latter required around
20 consecutive days. Having spent considerable time read-
ing about Sport Education, his knowledge of the model
was grounded in theory but not yet in practice.

The PSTs, aged between 19 and 26 years, were
in their third semester of a three- year PETE program.
While the first year of the PETE program is a general
undergraduate education in sport that provides PSTs with
a basic academic platform for further studies in sports /
physical education, years two and three of the program
provide PSTs with PETE-specific pedagogy courses
focused on learning “how to teach”. There is an absence
of curriculum and instructional models in Norwegian
physical education (teacher education) practice and
research, and consequently the PSTs had experienced
a predominantly traditional multiactivity approach to
physical education (teacher education) before the Sport
Education unit.

The first author identified a “critical friend”, a role
considered as a core methodological feature of self-study
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research (Schuck & Russell, 2005). The critical friend is
internationally renowned for upskilling PSTs, teachers
and PETE faculty members in the area of Sport Educa-
tion and has contributed extensively to Sport Education
research. As the critical friend was based in another
country, communication was carried out weekly through
e-mail and Skype. The first author was confident the criti-
cal friend could ask provocative questions, provide data
to be examined through another lens, and offer critique
of the first author’s work (Costa & Kallick, 1993, p. 50).

Setting

The PSTs took part in a Sport Education unit in team
handball taught by the first author. The unit was part of a
self-selected five-credit course in which PSTs select three
out of five games (team handball, soccer, basketball, floor
ball and volleyball). The Sport Education unit consisted
of 12 90-minute predominantly practical-based lessons
over a five week period (between one and three lessons
per week). The Sport Education lesson structure usually
contained a 5—15 minute theoretical introduction to a Sport
Education feature or theme, a practical Sport Education
team handball section in which the first author attempted
to articulate the teaching of Sport Education for every
lesson through a theoretical introduction, followed by a
practical “living the curriculum” start-stop-start approach
(interrupting drills explaining the “hows” and “whys” of
his teaching actions), and closing the lesson by having
each team reflect on the goals of the lesson. This approach
forced the first author to constantly change focus between
teaching through Sport Education as a school teacher and
articulating how and why he was doing things as a PETE
faculty member. The Sport Education experience incorpo-
rated Siedentop et al.’s (2011) six distinctive features and
the structure of the course is outlined in Table 1.

The PSTs collectively selected three team captains,
and completed a survey noting their own game playing
attributes that subsequently assisted the captains when
selecting three mixed ability teams of four PSTs in each.
In addition to the role of player, PSTs were required to
select peers in their respective teams to undertake the
role of head coach, assistant coach, equipment manager,
statistician, referee, time- and score-keeper, Facebook
chief executive, scout (to gather information about the
opponents’ strengths and weaknesses), and fair play
coordinator. Several of the PSTs had two roles in addi-
tion to that of player (e.g., head coach and referee). Each
team had their own home court, created a team name
(“Team Positive”, “Shark Summer” and “The National
Team”), selected a team color, made a team poster and
had a Facebook page. A progressive competition schedule
was implemented with 2 versus 1 and 3 versus 2 games.
The duty team took the responsibility for refereeing,
timing and scoring, scouting and fair play observation.
The culminating event included a presentation ceremony
with “team anthems” (selected by the team) and final
awards related to team play performance, fair play and
duty team responsibility.
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Table 1 Structure of the Course

Lesson  Theory Practical Aspect Sport Education Aspect
1 Introduction to Sport Team Handball demo game. Team and role selection methods.
Education.
2 Team affiliation. Introduction to throw and catch. Affiliation, teaching roles.
3 Strategies for teaching Introduction to basic offensive Equipment organizing, teaching roles.
roles. principles.
4 Importance of festivity. Introduction to basic defensive Student-led warm-up (continues and skill
principles. 2 vs 1 games. practice, teaching roles.
5 Keeping records. Introduction to shots and block. 2 vs I Student-led team practice, teaching roles,
games. practice duty roles.
6 Formal competition. Mini-tournaments 2 vs 1. Formal competition, duty team.
7 Assessment. Transition from defense to offense, 2vs ~ Assessment tools, student-led team
1 games. practice, teaching roles.
8 Modifying games. Mini-tournaments 2 vs 1. Competition day, duty team.
9 None. Team strategies. 3 vs 2 games. Team practice.
10 Culminating event. Mini-tournaments 3 vs 2. Awards, assessment, duty team.
11 None. PST Assessment. Microteaching and written exam.

To consider the extent to which the fidelity of Sport
Education was upheld, the first author conducted a sys-
tematic observation of videoed lessons (including audio
from a microphone attached to the first author) and docu-
ment analysis of the unit and corresponding lesson plans
employing computerized software. Sinelnikov’s (2009)
19-point checklist was used to itemize and verify the
key processes of Sport Education. Analysis conveyed a
near match to the essential elements of Sport Education
with modest disparities due to the context being PETE
and not physical education which was the focus of the
19-point checklist.

Data Collection

Ethical approval for the study was granted from the Nor-
wegian Social Science Data Services. Data were gener-
ated in the Norwegian language through the first author’s
open-ended reflective diary and focus groups with the
three PST teams. The open-ended reflective diary was
written regularly as the first author developed the unit and
after every Sport Education lesson. A total of 25 entries
resulting in 24 pages of text were recorded, with the
amount of text for entries varying from a few sentences to
almost three pages. Although the reflections were largely
open-ended, the post lesson reflections looked to focus
on the extent to which the PSTs accomplished the learn-
ing goals, PSTs’ responses to their learning experience,
challenges the first author faced, and adjustments the first
author could make for the following lesson or season.
Individual focus groups with the three PST teams
were conducted at the university the same week as
completion of the Sport Education course. The first
author conducted the focus groups in the belief that his
experience with the PSTs would allow him to follow

up on responses to questions with concrete examples
from their shared learning experience. The focus groups
ranged between 80 and 115 minutes and followed a
semistructured format which granted freedom for the first
author and the PSTs to follow relevant and related lines
of discussion. The focus groups were aimed at exploring
the PSTs’ experience of the course and the relationship
between their learning processes and learning outcomes.
Themes discussed were features of the model, lesson
structure and learning experiences, role of the PETE
faculty member, and PSTs’ view of teaching Sport Edu-
cation during school placement.

Analysis

A general inductive approach (Thomas, 2006) was
employed where our analysis process was guided by the
purpose of the research (i.e., the investigation of the first
author’s and PSTs’ experience of the Sport Education
unit). Initially, the first author completed and transcribed
the focus groups, and discussed his reflective diary with
a PETE faculty colleague. Second, the first and second
author separately listened to the focus groups and read
the reflective diary before sharing reflections on critical
incidents, ‘aha’-moments and contradictions (Fletcher &
Casey, 2014) within and between both data sets. Third,
they independently read all components of the data set,
and using content analysis and constant comparison
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008) identified concepts, categories,
and ideas. Fourth, they critiqued and discussed their
independently coded data, and identified examples col-
lated into themes (LaBoskey, 2004). This step involved
continuing revision and refinement until both found the
identified examples and themes meaningful and insight-
ful. Finally, the identified examples were shared with the
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third author for further interrogation before agreeing on
the final themes.

Trustworthiness in self-study relies on exemplar-
based validation (LaBoskey, 2004) and it is the reader
that judges if the results and interpretation is sufficiently
trustworthy, based on their experience and understanding
of practice. Before starting this research, we problematized
and discussed the first author’s double role as researcher
and PETE faculty member. We position the study within
a pragmatic social constructivist perspective (Vygotsky,
Mead and Dewey), allowing us to consider that the first
author and PSTs co-construct knowledge through their
own experiences with, and in relation to, their own past his-
tories, culture, social interactions, and emotional responses
(Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009). Aware of the potential power
position the first author held and the potential that the PSTs
engaged in a “studentship” (Graber, 1991), (i.e., telling
the first author what they believed he wanted to hear), the
nature of the first author’s teaching created an environment
where the PSTs could share their lived experience in the
focus groups. Furthermore, the first author encouraged
the PSTs to share both positive and negative experiences
through the focus groups.

Results

Four themes evolved from analysis of the data concern-
ing the related experience of teaching and learning about
teaching Sport Education: (1) Prerequisite and expecta-
tions of course content, (2) The pedagogical complexity
of Sport Education, (3) Bridging theory and practice
when learning about teaching Sport Education, and (4)
Articulating the “what”, “how” and “why” when teaching
about teaching Sport Education.

Prerequisite and Expectations of Course
Content

The first author and the PSTs had to negotiate three related
tensions concerning lesson content and structure. While
the first author and the PSTs had no former experience
with Sport Education or other curriculum and instructional
models, a game-based approach to teaching/coaching is
achieving modest attention in Norway, and some of the
PSTs had experienced such an approach. This approach
is also central in other practical courses at the university,
though without any explicit connection to theory. Sub-
sequently, the PSTs’ exposure to Sport Education was
different from any prior (physical education) teacher
education experience, and as Caroline explained, “it [Sport
Education] is rather distant and I don’t really understand
it.” Adrian admitted that after the first lesson they were
asking each other, “What on earth are we doing? What was
this?” As for the first author, teaching Sport Education in
anew context made him unsure as to the extent to which
he was effectively teaching the different dimensions of the
model, “Sometimes I think, ‘Am I really doing anything of
this right?” I have never seen a Sport Education lesson or
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season in real life... I do not know what works and what
does not” (4.12, Sport Education day 7).

The second tension relates to the expectations of
course content due to the PSTs’ course outline noting
that they were to participate in a practical team handball
course. As Sofie shared, “I thought I knew what was
coming [and I] expected to learn team handball”, not
expecting the lead author to teach team handball through
Sport Education, with Adrian expressing, “I don’t feel
my knowledge of team handball has developed.” The
first author was aware of this tension, and after the first
lesson he recorded, “[I am] worried how the relationship
between Sport Education and team handball will develop.
I feel the latter is important. After all, it’s team handball
that is the name of the course” (18.11, Sport Education
day 1). A preference to develop their sport skills and
teaching techniques was evident,

Adrian: I hoped that during the 10 lessons I would
get a big bank of drills... I have learned about a new
method but I feel that my team handball skills is very
similar to what they were ... Sofie: I don’t feel that
you need to be skilled in team handball to teach it as
long as you know the basic skills and to some extent
are able to perform them.

The third tension occurred with the exposure of a
theory component in a practical course (see Table 1 for
themes). The first author started the first lesson with a
thorough theoretical introduction to Sport Education’s
structures, and continued with short specific Sport Edu-
cation teaching and learning information points at the
beginning of each lesson. An awareness of the possible
tension this could produce was noted in his diary after
the first lesson, “Their expectation was team handball,
and suddenly they find themselves pulled into a theory
room and presented with something they never heard of”
(18.11, Sport Education day 1). Mary explained, “I was
like ‘ahh’ when I saw the projector. I thought, ‘Are we
having that in a sports hall?” ” The PSTs were not used
to the expectation of reading before practical lessons
nor being challenged to integrate theory and personal
experiences through a “living the curriculum” experience.

The Pedagogical Complexity of Sport
Education

The first author set out to teach the PSTs: (a) the theoreti-
cal foundation of Sport Education and how students learn
in the model, (b) how to develop competent, literate and
enthusiastic sportspersons, and, (c) strategies for teaching
team handball skills and elements of Sport Education. He
appreciated that both teaching and learning about teach-
ing curriculum and instructional models are identified as
challenging and that learning a new teaching approach
can be difficult and time consuming.

On the second day of his reflective diary, the first
author admitted that it was “difficult and frustrating [not
to know] where to start and how to develop the season”
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(24.11, Sport Education day 2). Despite the frustrations,
and suggestions from the critical friend and the literature
to introduce elements of Sport Education one at a time,
the first author had a desire to teach a full season believing
that such an approach would allow the PSTs to appreciate
the model more. It took the first author a considerable
amount of time to develop the unit and lesson plans,
admitting that he always appeared to be pursuing a tight
schedule feeling he was “preparing and preparing, and
never get a chance to look at it [the lesson plan] before I
use it. There is a lot to understand, and I am not yet feel-
ing confident in the role [as a PETE faculty member]”
(26.11, Sport Education day 4).

Regardless of the first author’s prior expertise and
knowledge of team handball, he experienced delivering
the lessons as fully packed and “chaotic” in attempting to
teach all the dimensions of Sport Education. Nevertheless,
teaching both the Sport Education dimensions and team
handball was difficult,

There is a lot of Sport Education to plan and keep
track of... I have rarely used the lesson plan so often
to check the next drill. Moreover, I am changing
[my teaching] approach [and] it feels like I have to
learn to teach Sport Education and a new approach
to teaching games at the same time. (24.11, Sport
Education day 2)

The PSTs experienced the course as complex and
for Tanja it became too difficult, “It was a lot of infor-
mation, and somehow I have not been able to assimilate
everything.” The dimensions and various characteristics
of Sport Education were difficult to differentiate,

Tanja: I mixed the concepts. When we were writing
the characteristics the first time, we started with
something completely different. Jenny: Nobody
knew what we were going to write. Tanja: No, it was
fair play, began with the roles I think.

The first author’s impression in entering the final
part of the course was that the PSTs were more involved
than before. Kate explained how her engagement and
understanding had evolved,

Kate: Halfway through the course, I had an epiph-
any... Suddenly I understood the whole thing. First,
I thought like, ‘Gosh what is this all about?’... I
appreciated the purpose but I could not quite com-
prehend it. However, when we were halfway through
the course I felt, “Yes, this was fun’... You repeated,
we went through things over again and drew lines...
instead of just, ‘Oh we have roles’. Because first I
mixed the roles and the characteristics.

Bridging Theory and Practice when
Learning About Teaching Sport Education

The Learner Experience. The first author noted
half way through the course that the teams were more

noticeably beginning to function as teams. This was sup-
ported by the PSTs who acknowledged the development
of team affiliation throughout the season,

Mary: I think we developed trust to each other
[and] became more confident asking about things...
I learned to know them better and what they were
able of doing... In the beginning one or two took
responsibility and wrote what they already knew, but
after a while, all of us became more reflective and
could contribute. Tora: You perhaps felt that you had
more to offer, because you had developed some kind
of expertise that you wanted to share.

The PSTs appreciated “living” the various roles
and undertaking the associated responsibility, although
the first author did note that the PSTs neglected the role
cards that directed them on what each role constituted,
preferring to rely on what they already knew about the
established roles,

Adrian: We are not completely familiar with all
the details used in Sport Education but we know
what the different roles is about, based on our sport
experience. Because you have seen and experienced
the various roles in different ways, so everyone has
some understanding of what they involve.

While the majority of the PSTs concluded that the
recent Sport Education experience was sufficient to
develop knowledge about their own role, the first author
was less convinced that they understood the responsibili-
ties associated with other roles. One team problematized
the lack of insight across all roles they acquired when
only having had the opportunity to personally experi-
ence a few roles,

Therese: We had tasks that overlapped, you never
have time to see what the others did. Especially
those that took place during a match... It’s impos-
sible for us to see what everyone else does when
you actually have a task yourself... You go through
it [in your team], but you don’t feel as safe as on
your own tasks.

Connecting Own Experience With the Theory of Sport
Education. Adrian clearly articulated the common
PST perspective of the connection between theory and
practice,

Adrian: I believe that theories and methods are more
effective to learn in pedagogy. We learn how to teach
and how to modify. You have the theory and then
practical lessons with that theory. Whereas in the
practical sports it’s more about developing a bank
with different drills with a more direct focus on the
sport and not so much on the theory... When you
have team handball you expect activity, whereas in
pedagogy you expect theory.
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Despite conveying criticism of theory being included
in practical courses, several of the PSTs learned to appre-
ciate the connection,

Therese: You are able to connect it [theory and prac-
tice] together and that’s important for us as prospec-
tive teachers ... Michael: I also think it works well,
to have some theory and then link it to the practice
afterwards... In addition, I think you gradually
became better to link it and say, “Yes, this you can
use in this or this way’, and you gave us examples
related to the theory.

Articulating the “What’; “How” and “Why”
when Teaching About Teaching Sport
Education

Switching Between Roles. The first author admitted
to the challenge of constantly changing focus between
teaching through Sport Education as a school teacher
and articulating how and why he was doing things as
a PETE faculty member. He was unsure whether the
PSTs were able to recognize and differentiate between
the two roles, “[I] keep getting questions about it and
should probably be more clear between how they can
teach Sport Education and what I do because they are
PSTs” (8.12, Sport Education day 8). As the first author
attempted to address this, Calvin noticed a progression
in his teaching, “I felt you gradually developed and said,
‘I would not do this if I was teaching in school. I do this
so that you can learn.” ” However, several of the PSTs
struggled throughout the course to distinguish between
what was important for them to learn as teachers (such
as learning about team affiliation and Sport Education’s
instructional strategies), and what would be important
for their future students to learn,

Sophie: We have had a lot of theory because we are
going to learn about the model but you could more
precisely have articulated how much of the theory we
should teach [to students] and how much is for us [as
PSTs]. Caroline: I feel a bit the same. It’s of course
because we are going to learn why it’s important, but
should I focus on telling them it’s important that you
have a good atmosphere in the team or cheer because
it’s important to have good affiliation?

Considering the PSTs’ needs and concerns in the
penultimate day of the season, the first author delivered
an authentic Sport Education day as he would have
done as a physical education teacher. After the lesson
he reflected on the experience, “The problem when they
[PSTs] are working with Sport Education and participate
[as students] in a curriculum is that they do not under-
stand the reasoning behind the teaching” (10.12, Sport
Education day 9).

Unpack Teaching. Aware of the new teaching context
(i.e., PETE rather than school physical education), the
first author reflected on what the PSTs were likely to be
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curious about with regard to teaching Sport Education.
All the learning outcomes of the lessons were shared with
the PSTs and focused on improving their understanding
of teaching and learning in Sport Education, e.g., “PSTs
will learn why and how to build teams affiliation in a
Sport Education season” (24.11, Sport Education day 2).

Despite the considerable awareness of possible
challenges he might encounter, the first author found it
difficult to articulate the “hows” and “whys” of Sport
Education. After the first lesson he noted, “I could have
explained the meaning of the role cards better, why it is
used and why it is important for students” (18.11, Sport
Education day 1). Thinking about the “hows” and “whys”
became something that he was always conscious of and
some of the PSTs clearly understood the reasoning behind
his Sport Education practice,

Elias: Like you have done with the task cards,
explained why you did like this, why you have task
cards. You mentioned several times that task cards
are useful for children because it displays what to
do and what they should focus on. Then we realize
why you did it and how it can be used.

In elaborating on the “hows” and “whys” of Sport
Education, PETE faculty members need to provide
insights into the reality of teaching. Apart from a lim-
ited discussion of the difference between teaching Sport
Education at the university and during school physical
education, the first author and the PSTs refrained from
reflecting on teaching in school. The first author only
once noted the unpredictability of teaching, “[Today,] it
was fewer [PSTs] present than expected, and that was a
challenge. Could have mentioned to the PSTs that this is
a frequent occurrence for the [school] teacher. You always
have to adjust the plan” (26.11, Sport Education day 4).

Discussion

Acknowledging that we need to develop a synthesis of
evidence in practitioner research (McEvoy et al., 2015),
the purpose of our paper was to articulate and share our
knowledge and understanding of teaching and learning
Sport Education in PETE, exploring (a) How the PETE
faculty member experienced teaching about teaching
Sport Education? and (b) How the PSTs experienced
learning about teaching Sport Education?

The relationship between teaching and learning was
complicated in this study due to the first author and the
PSTs having no former experience with Sport Education
or other curriculum and instructional models, and the
PSTs’ expectation that they were to exclusively develop
content knowledge through a predominantly practical
experience. Previous research has explored Norwegian
PETE faculty members’ and PTSs’ notion of teaching and
learning within PETE (Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014a,
2014b). Not dissimilar to other studies Mordal-Moen &
Green (2014a, 2014b) suggested that Norwegian PETE
programs tend to confirm rather than challenge PSTs’
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beliefs about physical education, while PSTs value
their experience as “the most important, most legitimate
‘evidence’ on which to base their beliefs and practices ...
[expressing] resistant to the ‘theory’ of teacher education”
(Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014b, p. 806). Furthermore,
PSTs view the primary function of PETE to develop
their sport skills and teaching techniques. In our study,
the PSTs expected to become performers of team hand-
ball while taking on a “ ‘hunter-gatherer’ approach to
accumulating teaching procedures” (Loughran, 2006, p.
45) requesting “tips and trick” of teaching. However, the
first author challenged their pre- socialization and beliefs
about teaching sports in physical education by teaching
team handball through Sport Education. Sport Education
provided the first author and the PSTs with an entirely
new experience of teaching and learning in (physical
education) teacher education, representing a “radical
reform” (Kirk, 2010) for both. The combination of Sport
Education and team handball forced the first author to
“re-learn” teaching the content (Gubacs-Collins, 2007),
while at the same time deliver the characteristics of Sport
Education. This made him uncertain and frustrated, at
times feeling incompetent to teach all the various Sport
Education features. However, he also experienced enjoy-
ment and satisfaction when developing Sport Education in
practice. These contrasting experiences and feelings are
similar to that of newly qualified teachers (Deenihan &
MacPhail, 2013) and prompt us toward the crucial aspect
of teacher educator faculty members sharing their own
feelings with PSTs (Loughran, 2006).

This study supports the importance of PETE pro-
grams providing PSTs with an opportunity to “live the
curriculum” (Deenihan & MacPhail, 2013; Deenihan et
al., 2011; Oslin et al., 2001), in which PSTs construct
knowledge through their experience, enabling them to
understand theory in practice and theory through practice
(Rovegno, 2003). However, teaching and learning about
teaching involves more than focusing on the subject
matter being taught. The PETE faculty member and PSTs
need, at the same time, to pay attention to the manner in
which that knowledge is being taught (Loughran, 2006).
PETE faculty members “need to be able to theorize prac-
tice in such a way as to know and be able to articulate the
what, how and why of teaching and to do so through the
very experience of teaching and learning about teaching”
(Loughran, 2006, p. 14). The first author was aware that
he needed to strive to reach a balance between teaching
through Sport Education and, at the same time, teaching
PSTs how to teach the model in schools (Deenihan et al.,
2011). However, he experienced this as challenging as he
had no prior experience of articulating his own practice
through prior teaching/coaching experiences. Acknowl-
edging that articulating the “hows” and “whys” require
different types of knowledge (Fletcher & Casey, 2014),
the first author experienced difficulty in allowing PSTs
to “see into practice” (Nicol, 1997). Due to the constant
switches between the PSTs being encouraged to learn
about Sport Education and learn about teaching Sport
Education, they struggled at times to identify accurately

with the respective roles. Consequently, some of the PSTs
believed that students need to learn about Sport Education
(e.g., teaching students’ theoretically about affiliation).

Such experiences heightens the importance of PETE
faculty members being explicit about their teaching
actions, focusing on the learning of a curriculum and
instructional model and/or teaching actions associated
with learning to teach a model. Through the first author’s
self-study, we have come to acknowledge that PSTs, in
a PETE Sport Education unit, need to be encouraged to
discuss and reflect upon the “hows” and “whys” of teach-
ing curriculum and instructional models. PETE faculty
members can facilitate PSTs’ learning by providing them
with: (i) learning outcomes that focus on the how and
why of teaching, (ii) course work in which PSTs need to
reflect and discuss the different dimensions of the model
while actually designing (and perhaps implementing) a
Sport Education season, and (iii) teachable moments,
explaining the how and why of practice in situ.

The first author learned that implementing a cur-
riculum and instructional model requires an “extensive
commitment of time, energy, and emotion” (Fletcher &
Casey, 2014, p. 416). The complexity of Sport Education
served as the main challenge for the first author and the
PSTs. While PSTs appreciate the structural advantages
of Sport Education (Curtner-Smith & Sofo, 2004), the
findings of our study convey that teaching and learn-
ing about teaching Sport Education involves more than
learning how to organizing a season and facilitate school
student learning. A curriculum and instructional model
comprises learning, curriculum (subject matter) and
instruction (teaching strategies) (Kirk, 2013b). Hence, in
teaching Sport Education, PETE faculty members require
knowledge of, and the skills to develop and implement,
multiple features of the model: (i) key characteristics and
features (e.g., goals, affiliation, festivity, formal compe-
tition); (ii) curriculum and instructional strategies (e.g.,
guided and independent practice); (iii) class management
procedures (e.g., fair play strategies); (iv) modify games
and activities, and; (v) authentic assessment tools (Sie-
dentop et al., 2011). The first author’s desire to maintain
the fidelity of the Sport Education model resulted in not
only increasing the complexity of delivering the model
but also in experiencing an overwhelming pressure in
planning and preparing for the course. Moreover, the
scope of Sport Education influenced the PSTs experience
as they struggled to understand and differentiate between
the various elements of teaching and learning within the
model. The challenges and difficulties the first author and
the PSTs encountered support earlier recommendations
to introduce components and content of Sport Educa-
tion gradually considering, “the teacher’s confidence
delivering Sport Education, students’ readiness for the
model and the school context in which the model is to be
delivered” (Deenihan & MacPhail, 2013, p. 182).

Using Shulman’s (2005) notion of surface, deep
and implicit structure of signature pedagogies to frame
the study, we aimed to expose the reader to a theoreti-
cally informed critique of the six Sport Education key
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characteristics. The results in this study enhance the
complexity of Sport Education conveying the various
challenges of both teaching and learning. Researchers
have identified subject matter knowledge and pedagogical
knowledge pitfalls that teachers encounter when learn-
ing to teach Sport Education (Deenihan & MacPhail,
2013; McCaughtry et al., 2004). Contrary to Stran and
Curtner-Smith (2009), we support researchers (Glotova
& Hastie, 2014) stating that teachers who are teaching
through Sport Education need both content and pedagogi-
cal content knowledge (Shulman, 1986) to understand
and deliver the model with respect to students’ needs. In
future studies, we encourage researchers to use a theo-
retical lens examining the complexity of teaching Sport
Education rather than focusing solely on the delivery of
the six key characteristics.

This study conveys that Sport Education is a cur-
riculum and instructional model lacking a thorough
exploration that can establish an even more robust and
sophisticated model. Appreciating the research conducted
on Sport Education, we find the majority to favor a surface
investigation relying on the six key characteristics of the
model, stating the extent to which school teachers, PSTs
or PETE faculty members are delivering Sport Educa-
tion properly if they execute the characteristics (e.g.,
“full version”, “watered down version” or “cafeteria
approach”—Curtner-Smith et al., 2008). The experiences
of the first author and PSTs conveyed that Sport Educa-
tion is a complex curriculum and instructional model,
encouraging further investigation of the theoretical
implications of the model.

We have offered insights into the reality of PETE
with special attention on the who (Kelchtermans, 2009),
addressed as the missing gap in research on curriculum
and instructional models (Fletcher & Casey, 2014). We
used self-study methodology and the notion of signature
pedagogies to examine the interdependent worlds of
teaching about teaching and learning about teaching,
allowing alternative perspectives on the intentions and
outcomes of the Sport Education unit (Loughran, 2006).
The diverse experiences in this study convey the various
tensions inherent in PETE, emphasizing the inclusion of
the PSTs’ voice as regards experience and perspectives.

‘We have expanded on the work of Fletcher and Casey
(2014) and hope the study encourages others in the PETE
community to adopt the self-study methodology as a
means to examine the relationship between teaching and
learning curriculum and instructional models. We suggest
two implications that can further strengthen and extend
S-STEP research. First, self-study scholars be encour-
aged to use video and audio of their lessons as a means
to (i) continuously reflect (in collaboration with a critical
friend) on their teaching practice, (ii) gather data that can
advance the production of knowledge about teaching and
learning, and (iii) establish study trustworthiness (e.g., by
verifying the accuracy of entries in the reflective diary).
Second, there is a need for longitudinal self-studies where
PETE faculty members constantly build on what they
have learned from prior stages of their study. Dependent
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on the study design, there is an opportunity for PETE
faculty to continually learn from and review teaching and
learning experiences while, at the same time, considering
the PSTs needs and concerns.
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ABSTRACT

The pre-service teacher (PST) learning process has been claimed to include
multiple and complex forms of learning because various areas of
knowledge growth occur at the same time. In the Sport Education (SE)
literature, there has been a noticeable dearth of research regarding how
PSTs learn, interpret and deliver the model. While several studies report
PSTs having experienced SE prior to the formal study being carried out,
to our knowledge, only one study has followed PSTs through a series of
learning experiences. In this study, we used the three-level model of
learning as a framework to investigate a PST's continuing process of
learning to teach SE as part of a PETE program and while teaching
during the school placement component of the PETE program. The
study was guided by the question, ‘How does a PST's knowledge of
teaching and learning SE develop?' This study reports on one physical
education PST learning to teach SE. The learning experience was
composed of four PETE courses (two content courses and two school
placements) divided into five phases. Data collection employed five
semi-structured interviews, coursework and a focus group. Data were
analyzed using a hybrid approach of inductive and deductive theme
development. Results revealed that the PST progressively developed
conscious awareness and understanding about teaching and learning
SE. The comprehensive learning experience made the PST develop
understanding of teaching and learning SE that reflected knowledge on
an abstract level. Studying the relationships between SE concepts, while
connecting them with knowledge from various PETE courses, the
theoretical foundation of SE became accessible. We encourage physical
education teacher educators to allow for a continuing growth of
understanding where PSTs develop knowledge through various SE
learning and teaching experiences tailored around their needs and
concerns.
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General education (Cochran-Smith, 2005), as well as physical education teacher education (PETE)
(McEvoy, MacPhail, & Heikinaro-Johansson, 2015), researchers urge us to contribute to a broader
research agenda by developing a ‘chain of evidence’ that strengthens the link between teacher edu-
cation programs, pre-service teachers’ (PSTs’) learning, PSTs’ delivery during school placement and as
a beginning teacher, and the subsequent effect on the learning experiences of students. This study
can be envisaged as contributing to the ‘chain of evidence’ concerned with empirical evidence
demonstrating the link between teacher education programs and PSTs’ learning (Cochran-Smith,

CONTACT Mats Hordvik &) mats.hordvik@nih.no
© 2017 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/13573322.2017.1322948&domain=pdf
mailto:mats.hordvik@nih.no
http://www.tandfonline.com

2 (& M.HORDVIKETAL.

2005). That is, this study investigates a physical education PST's continuing knowledge development
of teaching and learning in Sport Education (SE) (Siedentop, 1994; Siedentop, Hastie, & Van Der Mars,
2011).

The PST learning process has been claimed to include multiple and complex forms of learning
because various areas of knowledge growth occur at the same time (Calderhead, 1991). Becoming
a teacher encompasses an intertwined process between the inward journey of self-as-teacher and
the outward conceptions of teaching, that together form complex developmental trajectories of
learning to teach (Lee & Schallert, 2016). The aim of this case study is to understand the process
involved in a PST's development of SE teacher knowledge.

The three-level model of professional learning (Korthagen & Lagerwerf, 1996) is advocated as a
framework of professional learning that can further develop the body of knowledge in the field of
teaching and teacher education by linking the experience to the thinking and learning process of
teachers (Korthagen, Kessels, Koster, Lagerwerf, & Wubbels, 2001). Expanding on empirical data
from teacher learning and brain research, Korthagen (2010) concluded that the model reconciles
the situated learning perspective (the role of embodied social learning) with traditional cognitive
theory (the characteristics of knowledge and knowledge development). In the present study, we
use the three-level model as a framework to investigate a PST's continuing process of learning to
teach SE as part of a PETE program and while teaching during the school placement component
of the PETE program. The study was guided by the question, ‘How does a PST’s knowledge of teach-
ing and learning SE develop?’

Sport education

SE is a curriculum and instructional model that was developed amid concerns about the lack of auth-
entic, legitimate opportunities for students to experience sport through physical education (Sieden-
top, 1994; Siedentop et al., 2011). It is a student-centered model based on constructivist learning
theory where students are required to construct knowledge through social interaction with their
peers (Dyson, Griffin, & Hastie, 2004). This means that students are involved in tasks that stimulate
decision making, critical thinking, and problem solving while being guided by the teacher to discover
knowledge and to create their own understanding of the subject matter. SE’s long term learning
objectives are to develop students as competent, literate, and enthusiastic sportspersons (Siedentop,
1994). The subject matter in SE is not a range of different sports but sport itself, in which Siedentop
(1994) identified the key characteristics as seasons, affiliation, formal competition, record keeping,
culminating event and festivity. Students are held accountable by remaining in the same team
throughout the season while experiencing a number of roles (e.g. coach, referee, journalist) in
addition to that of a player.

Learning to teach sport education

There has been a noticeable dearth of research regarding how PSTs learn, interpret and deliver SE
(Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2009). While PSTs appreciate SE's cultural and structural advantages
(Curtner-Smith & Sofo, 2004; Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2009) and experience being a facilitator of prac-
tice (Deenihan & MacPhail, 2013), they initially misunderstand SE and experience increased workload
requirements teaching it (McCaughtry, Sofo, Rovegno, & Curtner-Smith, 2004). While several studies
report PSTs having experienced SE prior to the formal study being carried out (e.g. Deenihan &
MacPhail, 2013; Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2010), to our knowledge, only one study (Glotova & Hastie,
2014) has followed PSTs through a series of learning experiences. In the study of Glotova and
Hastie (2014), the PSTs' learning experience included four courses, respectively involving PSTs
taking part in a theoretical course, being assistant teachers in a university course, planning a teaching
period, and teaching in school physical education. Not unexpectedly, as both learning to teach
(Calderhead, 1991) and SE (Hordvik, MacPhail, & Ronglan, 2017) is considered a complex endeavor,
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findings conveyed that deep understanding of teaching SE requires an extended learning experience
(Glotova & Hastie, 2014). The challenge that remains is to use a theoretical lens examining the inter-
connection of content, process and contexts in learning to teach SE (Hordvik et al., 2017).

Three-level model of learning

The three-level model of learning (Korthagen & Lagerwerf, 1996) illustrates levels in PSTs’ professional
learning (Figure 1). It emphasizes the need to create suitable experiences and the influence of feel-
ings and personal needs in learning about teaching (Korthagen et al,, 2001). The three-level model is
the theoretical foundation of the pedagogy of ‘realistic teacher education’ that builds on concrete
experiences, and the concerns and gestalts (personal accumulations of needs, concerns, values,
meanings, preferences, feelings, and behavioral tendencies) provoked by these situations (Korthagen
et al, 2001). Given our focus on a PST’s SE knowledge development, we believe the three-level model
of learning allows us to investigate the development of knowledge about teaching and learning SE,
with special attention to the gradual growth within a single level and the transitions from one level to
another.

The gestalt level

The gestalt level is rooted in practical experiences, and is often unconscious. It encompasses the
whole of the PST's perception of the here-and-now situation and displays the relationship
between experiences and internal processes in the PST, acknowledging that the cognitive, affective,
motivational and behavioral aspects of human functioning are interrelated (Korthagen, 2010). The
implicit learning taking place during the process of gestalt formation is characterized by the ‘devel-
opment of awareness’ (Marton & Booth, 1997). This concept strongly emphasizes the role of percep-
tion in learning in which the PST, after an intended learning process, has ‘become capable of
discerning aspects of the phenomenon other than those she had been capable of discerning
before’ (Marton & Booth, 1997, p. 142). Referring to the work of Lave and Wenger (1991), Korthagen
(2010) emphasizes the situated learning experience in the gestalt formation process and notes a need
to balance the experience between being fully contextualized (e.g. teaching in school before having
learned about teaching) and fully decontextualized (e.g. learning about teaching solely through
theory). A PST will gradually develop abstract gestalts through suitable learning experiences, result-
ing in ‘desituating’ of knowledge that allows for a transition from the gestalt to the schema level
(Korthagen, 2010).

The schema level

The schema level develops through reflection on the gestalt level in which the PST may develop a
‘personal practical theory’ (Korthagen, 2011). This is an important next level in the learning

Experiences Gestalt Gestalt Schematization | Schema Theory' Theory (a
with formation (holistic) (network formation logical
concrete > »| of elements »| ordering of
examples and relations) the relations
in the
Reflection Reflection schema)

f \ '

Level reduction

Figure 1. The three-level model and the accompanying learning processes (retrieved from Korthagen et al., 2001, p. 191).
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process and, while the gestalt level shows that many of the sources of a PST’s behavior may remain
unconscious, (s)he may become consciously aware of at least some of these sources (Korthagen,
2010). When the PST reflects on a situation and related actions, (s)he may develop a conscious
schema of concepts, characteristics, and principles that is helpful in describing practice (Korthagen,
2010). The schema level is grounded in concrete situations, e.g. when students ask the PST how the
role (e.g. head coach) in a SE season should be performed, the PST provides students with the correct
‘answer’. Afterwards (within or after the lesson) the PST reflects on the situation, acknowledging that
instead of giving the answer, students should be encouraged to consider their role card and discuss
the various responsibilities before experiencing the role. In this situation, the PST uses or develops a
schema in which the concepts of ‘questions’ and ‘valuable feedback’ become connected, and a ped-
agogical principle develops where the PST considers how to best stimulate students to use their
teammates.

The theory level

The development of an abstract understanding of particular situations leads the PST to the theory
level. This level aims to develop ‘deep and generalized understanding of a variety of similar situations
(...) [where] a logical ordering is constructed in the knowledge formed before: the relationships
within one’s schema are studied or several schemata are connected into one coherent ‘theory”
(Korthagen, 2010, p. 102). Transition to the theory level is possible only when a PST has developed
rich schema and the desire to develop a more theoretical understanding of a range of similar situ-
ations (Korthagen, 2010). Practitioners, however, do not often reach the theory level because they
focus on directions for taking actions in a particular situation and have a desire to know how to
act (Korthagen, 2010). Using the same example of the PST providing feedback to students, if the
PST has reached the theory level, (s)he understands how students learn their role based on
schema(s) related to social constructivism. This helps the PST to understand students’ learning pro-
cesses in general and on an abstract level.

Level reduction

The schematized and theoretical knowledge can become self-evident when the two levels are used in
a less conscious way, as if the schema or theory have been reduced to one gestalt (Korthagen, 2010).
This involves sufficient practical experiences that are carefully organized and structured with respect
to the PST's needs and concerns. Again, when students ask the PST how they should perform their
role, (s)he is aware of the importance of creating experiences for students and promoting collabor-
ation. In teacher education, the PST develops a conscious schema about teaching and learning where
notions such as ‘experience’ and ‘collaboration’ play a central role. Having taught over a period based
on this schema, the PST reacts ‘automatically’ and asks the students how the team can develop
knowledge about the roles. This ‘level reduction’ allows PSTs to concentrate on other things in
which the relevant schema or theory needs less attention during one’s actions (Korthagen, 2010).

Objective and purpose of the study

There is a need for longitudinal research studies reporting how PSTs learn, interpret and deliver SE.
Moreover, Korthagen et al. (2001) asked for more empirical support and more elaboration of the
relations within and across the levels in the three-level model of professional learning. Examining
the interconnection of content, process and contexts using the three-level model as a framework
has significant implications for understanding teaching and teacher education, and, specifically,
the knowledge development of teaching and learning SE. The objective of this study was to investi-
gate a physical education PST’s continuing process of learning to teach SE as part of a PETE program
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and during the school placement component of the PETE program. The study was guided by the
question, ‘How does a PST’s knowledge of teaching and learning SE develop?’

Method
Context and participant

In Norway, the overall aim of all three year teacher education programs is to educate PSTs with core
professional knowledge within five areas; academic competence, didactic competence, social com-
petence, developmental competence, and competence in professional ethics (KD, 2003). While the
first year of the particular PETE program is a general undergraduate education in sport that provides
PSTs with a basic academic platform for further studies in sports / physical education, years two and
three of the program provides PSTs with PETE-specific pedagogy courses focused on learning ‘how to
teach’. The PETE program as a whole is professional, with a fluctuation between theoretical and prac-
tical courses (combination of compulsory and optional) and two six-week school placements, each
divided into two periods of teaching within the same school.

Purposive sampling was used to select Mateo (age 23 at graduation from the program) who was in
his final four semesters of the three-year undergraduate PETE program. Mateo was selected based on
his consistency of engagement throughout the study (a consequence of the optional nature of the
different content courses). He had graduated from upper secondary school one year prior to entering
the PETE program. Not dissimilar to other PSTs (Evans & Williams, 1989; Macdonald, Kirk, & Braiuka,
1999), Mateo shared that he had entered PETE because of an early love of sport. However, he also had
a passion to see and help children develop, and working with young people to achieve something
together.

The pre-service teacher’s learning experience

Mateo's specific learning experience was composed of four PETE courses (two content courses and
two school placements) divided into five phases. These five phases are denoted in Table 1.

While phase 1 and 2 were carried out during the second academic year, phases 3-5 were carried
out in the third (final) year of the PETE program. The total workload for Mateo was 66 h of attending
PETE classes, 80 h total teaching during school placements and an expectation of approximately
200 h in completing individual and group work in addition to scheduled class time. The 80 h teaching
complement during school placements was broken down into 11 h of teaching SE. The structure of
the five SE units are outlined in Table 2 (content courses) and Table 3 (school placements).

Phase one: self-selected team handball course

The team handball course was part of a self-selected five-credit module in which PSTs select three of
five games (team handball, soccer, basketball, floor ball and volleyball). Twelve PSTs participated in
the SE unit that consisted of ten 90-minute predominantly practical-based lessons over a five week
period. Mateo was learning about teaching SE through a theoretical introduction to a SE element,
followed by a practical ‘living the curriculum’ (Oslin, Collier, & Mitchell, 2001) (i.e. PSTs experience

Table 1. Mateo's sport education learning trajectory.

Phase Course Period/length
Second academic year

1 Self-selected team handbeall course 5 weeks (10 lessons)
2 School placement in lower secondary school 4 weeks

Third academic year

3 Self-selected games course (First period) 7 weeks (13 lessons)
4 School placement in upper secondary school Two 3 week periods

5 Self-selected games course (Second period) 5 weeks (10 lessons)
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Table 2. Structure of Mateo’s SE-PETE courses (Phase 1, 3 and 5).

Phase 1
Team handball course

Phase 3
Games course (first period)

Phase 5
Games course (second period)

2 Throw and catch. Affiliation, teaching ~ Touch rules and demo game. Team  Kin-ball skills. Team and role selection
roles. routines.
3 Basic offensive principles. Teaching Tactics and skills. Teaching roles. Kin-ball skills and tactics. Role selection.
roles.
4 Basic defensive principles. Teaching Small-sided games (2vs1). Duty team.  Pickleball skills and tactics. Curriculum
roles. strategies.
5  Shots and block. Teaching roles. Preseason games (3vs2). Roles and Pickleball skills and tactics. Instructional
duty team. strategies.
6  Mini-tournaments 2 vs 1. Competition, Preseason games (3vs2). Roles and Invasion games. Similarities, transfer and
duty team. duty team. game modification.
7 Transition - defence to offense. Mini-tournaments 3 vs Korfball skills and tactics. Class
Assessment tools. 2. Competition, duty team. management.
8  Mini-tournaments 2 vs 1. Competition ~ Team handball demo game. Teaching  Korfball skills and tactics. Competition.
day, duty team. roles.
9  Team strategies. Team practice. Small-sided games (2vs1). Teaching Ultimate skills and tactics. Game play
roles. assessment.
10  Culminating event 3 vs 2. Awards, Preseason games (2vs1). Roles and Ultimate skills and tactics. Game play
assessment. duty team. assessment.
11 PST Assessment. Microteaching, Mini-tournaments 2vs1. Competition,
written exam. duty team.
12 Preseason games (3vs2). Roles and
duty team.
13 Culminating event 3 vs 2. Roles, duty

Team Handball demo game. Team and
role selection.
SE features.

SE features and team selection
(Lecture).

team, awards.

Net games. Similarities, transfer and game
modification.

a SE season similar to how the model would be delivered in a school context) start-stop-start
approach (i.e. the teacher educator interrupting drills explaining how he was teaching and at the
same time explaining why he did things in situ), and closing the lesson with a team reflection on
the goals of the lesson. Mateo's group coursework included a description of the SE model, a reflection
on how to teach affiliation and roles in school, and which aspects of the SE unit he thought had been
easy/difficult to understand. Mateo was assessed through a written exam and not his submitted
coursework.

Phase two: school placement lower secondary school

Mateo was placed in a lower secondary school that catered for approximately 450 students. The
school had a sports hall including two full size team handball courts, two beach volleyball courts,
an all-weather basketball court and opportunities to use the nearby forest. The school had twelve

Table 3. Structure of Mateo’s SE school placement teaching (Phase 2 and 4).
Phase 2
1 Expired due to an arrangement in another subject.

Phase 4

Introduction to SE. Team and role selection. Team
affiliation.
Teacher instruction.

Student led warm up and team practice (task cards)

2 Team selection, team affiliation, and student led warm up and
team practice (task cards).

3 Student led warm-up and team practice (task cards), team
organizing equipment

4 Expired due to a class trip.

Competition day, duty team responsibility

Repeating SE features and routines Floor ball tactics.
Teacher instruction
5 Student led warm up and team practice (task cards).
Teaching duty team roles.
6 Competition day, duty team responsibility.
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full-time physical education teachers and a female physical education teacher was assigned as
Mateo’s cooperating teacher. Mateo’s coursework included lesson plans and a reflective diary
related to his experience of teaching SE.

The school placement was a four-week period carried out in Mateo's fourth semester of the PETE
program, five weeks after completion of the team handball course. Because of unpredicted events,
Mateo only taught two (not four as planned) 60-minute SE lessons in team handball to 29 students
(14 girls and 15 boys aged between fourteen and fifteen years). He started the first lesson by selecting
six teams (all teams were mixed as regards gender and race). The student teams created a team name
and team cheer, and were provided with their own home court and team color matched to the color
of school vests. While deciding not to define and use permanent roles (in agreement with the teacher
educator), Mateo used task cards for independent practice, allowing teams to pick students to under-
take the role of fitness trainer (leads team warm-up) and coach (leads team practice). The students
collectively helped organize the team equipment.

Phase three: first period of a self-selected games course

Twenty-one PSTs participated in the games course that was a self-selected seven-credit module in
which PSTs select one of three activities to specialize in (games, outdoor education or alternative
movement activity). The first period of the SE unit consisted of thirteen 90-minute predominantly
practical-based lessons over a seven week period. Mateo was learning about teaching touch rugby
and team handball using SE through a ‘living the curriculum’ experience and closing the lesson
with a team reflection on the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of teaching. This encouraged Mateo to be constantly
constructively critical towards teaching and learning SE. Mateo’s group coursework contained the
development of a comprehensive SE season design.

Phase four: school placement upper secondary school

Mateo was placed in an upper secondary school that catered for approximately 800 students. While
having two divided gymnasiums, one the size of a basketball court and the other the size of two vol-
leyball courts, the school was located in a densely populated area with limited opportunity for
outdoor activities. The school had six full-time physical education teachers and a male physical edu-
cation teacher was assigned as Mateo's cooperating teacher. Mateo’s coursework included his teach-
ing philosophy, lesson plans and a reflective diary related to his experience of teaching SE.

The upper secondary school placement was composed of two three-week periods in the fifth and
sixth semester of the PETE program. The first period was carried out two weeks after completion of
the games course, with a ten week period between the two placements. Mateo taught six 90-minute
floorball SE lessons to 30 students (16 girls and 14 boys aged between sixteen and seventeen years).
The student teams had their own home court, created a team name, and selected a team color
matched to the color of school vests. In terms of team and role selection, Mateo’s cooperating
teacher selected three mixed ability teams. The selection was based on gender, race and the cooperating
teacher’s perception of student skills. In addition to the role of player, Mateo required students to select
peers in their respective teams to undertake the role of captain, manager, head coach, referee, time- and
scorekeeper, statistician and event coordinator. Mateo used task cards to facilitate team warm up and
practice, and provided the time- and score-keepers and statisticians with specific game task cards.

Phase five: second period of a self-selected games course

The last period of the games course was a SE unit consisted of ten 90-minute predominantly practical-
based lessons over a five week period. While Mateo’s first two content courses (phase 1 and 3) had
concentrated on learning ‘how’ to teach the various SE features, this period focused on how various
net and invasion games can be delivered through SE and how teachers can adjust and modify the
model with respect to both students’ and teachers’ needs. The focus had shifted from foregrounding
SE to how various games could be used in the model. The lesson structure usually included a practical
section with techniques and tactics related to the game while enacting SE aspects (e.g. team lead
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warm up and practice), and ending with a team and/or class discussion on how to teach a specific SE
element that usually had been used within the specific lesson (e.g. instructional strategies and assess-
ment). Mateo’s group coursework contained a SE season design, practical presentation of related SE
aspects and final reflection/discussion with the teacher educator.

Data collection

Ethical approval for the study was granted from the Norwegian Social Science Data Services and
Mateo signed a consent form. Several data collection procedures were completed to explore the
research questions and included semi-structured interviews (Bryman, 2012) with Mateo, his individual
coursework (including his interpretation of SE, teaching philosophy, unit and lesson plans and reflec-
tive diaries) and a PST focus group (Kitzinger, 1994). Figure 2 illustrates the data collection points. One
focus group and five in-depth interviews were carried out during the four semesters: (i) end of the
team handball course and prior to school placement (focus group); (ii) end of school placement;
(iii) end of the first period of the games course and prior to school placement; (iv) in between
school placement; (v), end of school placement; and (vi) end of the second period of the games
course. The aim was to document Mateo’s continuing experience and ongoing knowledge develop-
ment of teaching and learning SE. His coursework was collected after the first SE unit and on com-
pletion of the two school placements, with the aim of documenting the intended and subsequent
teaching experience, and allowing Mateo to present a more considered interpretation of SE (com-
pared to relying solely on answering questions in the interviews).

{ PETE course |

{ Focus group | \ Coursework \

| School placement |

w
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(=%
£
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| In-depth interview | | Coursework |

[ PETE course |

| In-depth interview |
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| In-depth interview | | Coursework |
[ PETE course \

| In-depth interview |

Figure 2. Data points.
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Importantly, Mateo was in no way penalized or advantaged for expressing his experience of
teaching and learning SE or by having his coursework used as a data source for the study. We
also recognize the possibility that Mateo expressed himself in part to please the teacher educator
(first author). However, his experience of learning about, and teaching, SE included experiences of
satisfaction and success, but also resistance, struggles and failures. Mateo was doubtful towards
various aspects of SE and some of the experiences he shared were also highly personal and
emotional, suggesting that Mateo was positively disposed to sharing his honest experiences of
learning about, and teaching, SE.

Data analysis

A hybrid approach of inductive and deductive theme development (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006)
was used to analyze and triangulate Mateo's interviews, focus group and coursework. Acknowledging
the longitudinal nature of the study, our analysis was ongoing, and throughout data collection the
first author conducted and listened to the interviews, and wrote analytic memos that were used
to facilitate follow up questions. We therefore adopted an interpretive approach for the inductive
analysis, recognizing the difficulty of using a solely inductive approach within a field one is familiar
with (Hatch, 2002).

First, all interviews were transcribed and Mateo's coursework was compiled in a word processing
document. Second, data were read and re-read before the entire data set were inductively coded,
identifying important features relevant to understanding Mateo’s experience and knowledge devel-
opment of learning and teaching SE. In this phase, our attention was drawn towards the three-level
model of learning and how the networks appeared and developed in Mateo's experience. The third
stage of the analysis involved a coding of the three levels. Fourth, we connected the codes and
identified themes and patterns in the data (Crabtree & Miller, 1999) using the research question
as a heading (i.e. How does a PST's knowledge of teaching and learning SE develop?). The aim
of the analysis was to identify Mateo’s knowledge development, and therefore, in this stage, the
identified examples were collated into themes along the five learning experiences (team handball
course, school placement in lower-secondary school, first period of the games course, school place-
ment in upper-secondary school, and second period of the games course). Finally, the previously
stages were closely scrutinized to confirm the findings and ensure the legitimation of the clustered
themes.

Results

This study investigates a PST's knowledge development of teaching and learning SE. We present the
case of Mateo, who learned to teach SE through a five phase learning experience that involved two
university PETE courses (three periods) and two school placements. In the following sections, while
presented within distinct segments, we have strived to consider Mateo’s knowledge development
within the individual phases and across the learning continuum.

Developing awareness and understanding of teaching and learning SE

At the outset of the first phase (team handball course), Mateo struggled to comprehend the contex-
tualized learner experience (i.e. ‘living the curriculum’) and understand the various SE aspects, feeling
confused about identifying with the teacher and student involvement in the model. However, after
making an effort to read about SE, Mateo recognized ‘why things had been said and why things were
done as they were’ (Interview 1). Consequently, he developed an awareness of the learner experience
while appreciating various SE aspects. The school placement advanced Mateo’s awareness and
understanding of teaching the model,
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I got a ‘aha’ experience of why things are done as they are [in SE], why the model is as it is ... The focus is drawn
away from oneself, you get time to work more closely with each individual. That's what | feel was different and
positive [compared to traditional teaching]. (Interview 1).

While the first two phases (team handball course and school placement) enabled Mateo to para-
phrase various SE aspects, in the beginning of the third phase (first period of the games course),
Mateo immediately realized the surface nature of his knowledge, ‘I got surprised that | remembered
or knew ... that little ... in relation to the understanding [of teaching and learning SE], compared to
what | believed’ (Interview 2). The learning experiences in phase three encouraged Mateo to continu-
ously reflect and discuss teaching and learning in SE, resulting in him acknowledging various aspects
of the model,

It's important that everyone develop affiliation to the team and feel that they are useful, ... make a contribution to
the team and experience mastery ... Also, | believe it's positive that [students through roles] learn a lot more
about the activities. It becomes more thorough through the extended period of time. (Interview 2)

He further conveyed an acknowledgment for the comprehensiveness and complexity of SE and
appreciated the student-centered teaching within the model, ‘students are collaborating towards
a shared learning outcome ..., take responsibility, explain, teach and help each other ... rather
than getting something directly told, how it should be and how it should be done’ (Interview 2).
Moreover, Mateo recognized the alignment between various SE aspects,

They are in a way connected ... for example, working in teams and having routines relates to festivity. If you
arrange a culminating event, it addresses the festivity while also involving the roles in which they [students]
get to work with and develop prior [to the culminating event]. (Interview 2)

Ahead of the first period of phase four (second school placement), although Mateo was feeling
anxious he was confident that he would be in control. Consequently, the diverse experiences he
had in this period was surprising to him. Mateo revealed that students struggled to understand
the task cards he provided them, and in the last lesson, he experienced a demoralizing incident,

The tournament turned completely off the rails, it was complete chaos ... they [the students] flew around like
crazy chickens, no one knew where they were going and what to do ... almost like they had forgotten their
roles and their responsibilities. They didn’t understand which court they should go to ... People started shouting.
Equipment suddenly disappeared, pens and whistles flew around. (Interview 3)

Developing conscious understanding of teaching and learning SE

Mateo admitted to reflecting on particular situations from the first period of school placement.
Acknowledging that the students needed to learn and practice their roles before performing
them, in the beginning of the second period of phase four (second school placement) Mateo used
direct instruction before providing students with further responsibility. While admitting his need
to become more familiar with student-centered teaching, Mateo shared how he reflected on particu-
lar situations within lessons,

It took time with the points that went well in the end. It was difficult at first to find my role when things go by
themselves. How much and on what should you interrupt? | could sometimes catch myself, ‘Huff, you're just
standing there dulling [not doing anything] rather than focus on something that you for example can provide
feedback on'’. (Interview 4)

Reflecting on his entire school placement experience, Mateo was able to unpack SE in considering
how a teacher can adopt single concepts of the model,

You might ignore some aspects, as long as they're not absolutely fundamental and central to the model. Then it can
work without being negative for the achievement of the objectives ... [Using aspects of SE] is something | imagine
using in future physical education classes. | believe that every single part of SE, its concepts and characteristics can
be positive, even if you don't use everything. For example, it's possible to use team and affiliation without the roles.
It's a great way to promote cooperative learning, and can be used in the majority of activities. (Coursework 3)
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Learning about progression and modification in phase five (second period of the games course),
Mateo showed an ability to connect different SE concepts. This enabled him to consider the
extent to which teachers need to modify the model,

You can add elements half way through a season ... However, | would not have started with just a few aspects of
the model ... | had quite a good experience when introducing a lot [of elements] right away ... You need to con-
sider, but | would certainly start with affiliation and roles ... But you can of course have a gradual progression.
Roles for example, gradually add more roles to the next season or halfway through the season ... if you feel
that it is a good flow ... [or] if the students need new challenges. (Interview 5)

Connecting SE aspects to a broader philosophy of teaching and learning

Moreover, after the last phase (second period of the games course) Mateo was able to reflect on SE as
the foundation for his teaching. He reflected on teaching and learning connecting concepts both
from SE and other PETE courses related to the Norwegian physical education curriculum,

We have recently studied physical education in more depth, the purposes of the subject, and the Norwegian Edu-
cation Act ... The model represents a lot [related to that] ... both in terms of the Norwegian school, and physical
education, it shares many of the same principles and represents many positive aspects. (Interview 5)

Mateo also implicated his own philosophy, and that of SE, in acknowledging that the foundation of
the model can be used for other activities and across subjects,

Collaborative learning is very central for me in relation to what | have experienced myself and what | believe in, in
terms of ... teaching philosophy. | think it's something | will use in the future, whether it's a theoretical subject like
social studies as well as in physical education. (Interview 5)

The PETE program did not allow Mateo further SE learning experiences and on completion of the last
phase, conscious of the overstated confidence he felt after the first two phases (team handball course
and school placement), and aware of the comprehensiveness and complexity of using SE, Mateo
questioned the extent of his knowledge about teaching through the model,

| believe it's a lot to learn, both on the level of detail in terms of the theory [of SE] ... [and also] in terms of experi-
ences [with the model]. I still have an extremely long way to go, considering how much you experience [teaching
through the model] and the changes | wanted to make across the six lessons. (Interview 5)

Discussion

The objective of this study was to investigate Mateo’s continuing process of learning to teach SE as
part of a PETE program and during the school placement component of the PETE program. The three-
level model of learning was used as a framework to understand the question, ‘How does a PST's
knowledge of teaching and learning SE develop?’

While we believe that the findings of this study convey an understanding about PSTs’ SE knowl-
edge development that extends beyond the present case, we acknowledge the contextual limitations
that the reader should recognize when considering the transferability of our findings. While Mateo’s
learning experience was relatively comprehensive, the short nature of the two school placements did
not allow ample opportunities to teach SE. Studying a cohort of PSTs, while including a thorough
investigation of their entire PETE education, could have provided insightful knowledge about how
PSTs develop knowledge of teaching and learning SE. We also recognize that observation of
Mateo’s SE teaching would have allowed valuable insight into his SE teaching practice and sub-
sequent growing knowledge.

While there is a growing body of research on PSTs learning to teach SE (e.g. Curtner-Smith & Sofo,
2004; Deenihan & MacPhail, 2013), there has been a noticeable dearth of research considering how
PSTs learn, interpret and deliver SE (Stran & Curtner-Smith, 2009). Appreciating that researchers have
followed PSTs through a series of learning experiences (Glotova & Hastie, 2014), we have recently
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encouraged researchers to use a theoretical lens in examining teaching and learning SE (Hordvik
et al,, 2017). Acknowledging the limitations of this study, the use of the three-level model of learning
as an analytic construct generates a more theoretical view of interconnection of content, process and
contexts in learning to teach SE and, specifically in this study, how Mateo developed knowledge of
teaching and learning SE.

Understanding Mateo’s SE knowledge development

Knowledge growth within the three-level model of learning involves a process of a gradual develop-
ment within a single level and in a transition process from one level to another (Korthagen et al.,
2001). The knowledge development during the gestalt level is often unconscious and characterized
by the ‘development of awareness’ (Marton & Booth, 1997). PSTs’ develop their perception through
‘suitable learning experiences’ (Korthagen, 2010), which in this study relates to where Mateo become
capable of discerning other aspects of SE than he was capable of discerning before.

Findings from the first three phases of this study (team handball course, first school placement,
first period of games course) suggest that Mateo gradually developed awareness of various SE teach-
ing and learning aspects. The first two phases allowed Mateo contextualized experiences as a learner
(i.e. ‘living the curriculum’) and teacher (i.e. school placement), resulting in him developing awareness
of critical SE aspects (e.g. teams, roles, holistic learning and teacher as facilitator). While being able to
paraphrase the critical aspects and subsequently deliver them as a teacher, Mateo did not exhibit a
high degree of perception towards teaching and learning SE. This prevented him in developing a
more discerned understanding of a SE teaching practice (Korthagen, 2010). The lack of discussion
and reflection on the learner experience in the first phase, together with limited opportunity to teach-
ing during school placement, might be one explanation of the limited awareness Mateo displayed
after the first two phases.

Phase three (first period of the games course) allowed Mateo further experiences as a learner,
while being encouraged to reflect on the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ of teaching and learning SE. Structuring
his knowledge from phase one and two, this phase allowed Mateo to more critically consider the SE
aspects he previously had become aware of. However, while having developed abstract gestalts con-
cerning the notion of learning in SE, findings from phase four (second school placement) showed that
he had not yet developed abstract gestalts of teaching SE. Hence, he needed additional contextua-
lized experiences of teaching SE in order to ‘desituate’ knowledge of teaching within the model
(Korthagen, 2010).

Phase four (second school placement) represented an interesting case in Mateo's knowledge
development. The school placement context (two three-week periods) encouraged Mateo to
immediately progress his SE teaching, resulting in him not allowing students to learn and practice
their role. Consequently, the arrangement of a competition day in lesson three resulted in a negative
experience for Mateo. Interestingly, while the challenging situations made him more sceptic towards
SE, they also represented an important experience in his developing awareness of the relations
between teaching and learning within the model. This enabled the development of abstract gestalts
of teaching in SE, resulting in ‘desituating’ knowledge of teaching and learning the model (Korthagen,
2010). Consequently, Mateo could transfer from the gestalt to the schema level.

Knowledge within the schema level develops through reflection on the gestalt level where PSTs
develop conscious schema of concepts, characteristics, and principles that is helpful in describing
their SE teaching practice (Korthagen, 2010). The challenging situations in the first period of phase
four (second school placement) could potentially have triggered Mateo’s former gestalts (Korthagen,
2010), where his former notions of a teacher-centered teaching approach could have been
reinforced. However, using his established SE knowledge while reflecting on the concrete situations,
Mateo started to developed a conscious network of concepts, characteristics and principles that
helped him understand the struggles he had experienced (Korthagen, 2010). This made him con-
sciously aware of some of the reasons for ‘why’ he had faced these challenges (i.e. students need
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time to learn their role), enabling him to change ‘how’ he was teaching (allowing students more time
practicing their role).

Moreover, in the second period of the last school placement, teaching based on his recently devel-
oped knowledge while reflecting on his current experience, Mateo developed a conscious schema of
teaching and learning SE that helped him understand his ‘in situ’ teaching practice. This resulted in
Mateo developing a ‘personal practical theory’ of teaching SE (Korthagen, 2011) where he started to
know how to act in concrete SE situations (e.g. when and how to provide feedback). Furthermore, the
final phase (second period of games course) advanced Mateo's personal practical theory with him
acknowledging the role of progression and modification in SE, while noting appreciation towards
personal needs as a teacher and student needs as learners. We suggest that Mateo needed additional
experiences of teaching SE to be able to convert the recently developed conscious understanding into
unconscious practical actions.

PSTs who have reached the theory level display an abstract understanding of a variety of similar
situations (Korthagen, 2010). Importantly, the findings from this study do not support a theory level in
Mateo’s knowledge, enabling a generalized understanding of several SE teaching and learning situ-
ations. We do, however, suggest that Mateo, after the final phase (second period of the games
course), demonstrated understanding of teaching and learning SE that reflected knowledge at an
abstract level (Korthagen, 2010). Studying the relationships between SE concepts, while connecting
them with knowledge from various PETE courses, the theoretical foundation of SE became accessible
for Mateo.

Consequently, we suggest that the findings of this study convey that the comprehensive learning
experience resulted in Mateo developing knowledge about teaching and learning that goes beyond
learning to teach SE. Hence, SE offered him a tool to operationalize practice on an abstract level in
which he understood theory through practice. This highlights the longitudinal nature of learning
to teach SE, supporting researchers who suggest that learning to teach the model requires a compre-
hensive learning experience that allows PSTs to develop deep knowledge of teaching and learning SE
(Glotova & Hastie, 2014; Hordvik et al., 2017). We suggest that further suitable learning experiences of
learning and teaching SE could potentially allowed Mateo to develop deeper and generalized under-
standing of a variety of SE teaching and learning situations.

Acknowledging the possibility that Mateo’s knowledge growth was somewhat stifled because of
contextual constrains (i.e. lack of exposure to other curriculum and instructional models, and limited
opportunities to teach in school), we believe the longitudinal design of this study and the application
of a theoretical lens allow us to suggest implications for future SE practice and research in PETE.

Implications for teacher education practice and future research

In discussing the extent to which the three-level model represents a theory of teacher learning,
Korthagen et al. (2001) asked for more empirical support and elaboration of the relations within
and across the levels. This study conveys that the three-level model offers a way to investigate a
PST’s knowledge development in a ‘different context’ (PETE), highlighting how gestalts and schemata
are built from suitable experiences, with the potential for theory to develop through multiple and
structured learning experiences. Moreover, our analysis suggests that most of the level reduction
potentially occurs when PSTs teach SE in school, either through extended teaching experiences
within their PETE program or when they begin to work as teachers. The three-level model of learning
provided us with a theory to understand one PST’s SE knowledge development. We encourage
researchers to use the three-level model as a framework to both develop (physical education)
teacher education practice and to conduct ‘realistic research’ that is grounded in ‘the real practice
of teaching teachers, taking into account the real people involved’ (Korthagen et al., 2001, p. 272),
that is, the PST and the teacher educator.

We believe that Mateo’s continuing SE knowledge growth allows us to suggest two connected
implications for physical education teacher education. First, teacher educators need to acknowledge
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that learning to teach SE and other curriculum and instructional models is more than learning how to
deliver models of teaching. Teacher educators need to allow for a continuing growth of understand-
ing where PSTs develop knowledge through various teaching and learning experiences tailored
around their needs and concerns. Complementing this, physical education teacher educators need
to collaborate on both a structural and situational level. This implies collegial discussion about the
program design (disposition of practical and theoretical courses) and consideration of the most effec-
tive way to sequence the introduction of curriculum and instructional models.

Finally, returning to the concept of ‘chain of evidence’ mentioned at the start of the paper, we
encourage researchers to explore how teachers operationalize what they have learned in teacher
education and further investigate how this is visible in their teaching practice, and in turn how
this practice promotes meaningful learning experiences for students (Beni, Fletcher, & Ni Chrdinin,
2016).
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Introduction

A pedagogy of teacher education is in its infancy as an academic area (Korthagen, 2016).
Researchers (i.e., Darling-Hammond, 2006; Korthagen, 2016; Zeichner, 2005) who advocate
for a pedagogy of teacher education argue that it should involve “a knowledge of teaching
about teaching and a knowledge of learning about teaching and how the two influence one
another” (Loughran, 2008, p. 1180). While there appears to be a general agreement among
teacher education researchers about the importance of developing a pedagogy of teacher
education (i.e., Loughran, 2006) the development, learning and practice of teacher educators
is under-studied and under-supported (Knight et al., 2014; Korthagen, 2016).

Although limited research has focused on teacher educators’ professional development
(Loughran, 2014; Lunenberg, Dengerink, & Korthagen, 2014), the establishment of the
“International Forum for Teacher Educator Professional Development” (a EU founded project
that aims to develop, implement and improve a knowledge base for teacher educators) (see
Vanassche et al., 2015) provides a valuable first step to identifying the professional learning
needs of teacher educators. Despite teacher educators’ strong desire for professional
development programmes (Czerniawski, Guberman, & MacPhail, 2017) and the positive
results of such programs on their development of a pedagogy for teacher education (Hadar &
Brody, 2010), there is an absence of educational opportunities that specifically help teacher
educators develop their teaching practices (Dinkelman, Margolis, & Sikkenga, 2006;
Goodwin et al., 2014). As such, as a significant number of teacher educators move from
classroom teacher to teacher educators, they often struggle to develop an appropriate and
effective pedagogy of teacher education (Ritter, 2011; Williams, Ritter, & Bullock, 2012).

Loughran (2006) pointed to the paradox that despite the obvious complexity of
teaching and learning in teacher education, it is difficult to find studies that examine in detail
both teaching about teaching and learning about teaching. This made him advocate for the use
of the self-study methodology (LaBoskey, 2004) as a way for teacher educators to
purposefully examining this relationship in their practice. While there is examples of self-
study of teacher education practices researchers (e.g., Berry, 2007; Ni Chréinin, Fletcher, &
O’Sullivan, 2017) that consider both teaching and learning about teaching, we argue that there
continues to be a need for studies where researchers use self-study methodology as a way to
develop a research-based knowledge and shared understanding of a pedagogy of teacher
education.

Drawing on Korthagen’s (2016) concluding remarks in his review of studies on the



pedagogy of teacher education, we favor a mutual relationship between self-study research,
professional development as teacher educator, and a pedagogy of teacher education.
Korthagen (2016) raised the question of how knowledge about the pedagogy of teacher
education can start to positively influence the professional development of teacher educators.
Supporting earlier work (Lunenberg et al., 2014; Murray, 2010), he stated that self-study
research should have a central place in the professional development of teacher educators
because this kind of research into one’s own practice helps teacher educators develop a
research-based foundation of their own practice (i.e., a pedagogy of teacher education).

In the editorial for the 2014 special issue in JTE on “Professional development and
practices of teacher educators”, Knight et al. (2014, p. 268) stated that, “We assume that
teacher educator learning and teacher educator preparation are similarly complex [as teaching
and teacher learning]. However, we lack a well-developed knowledge base that would
explicate this complexity”. While articles in the special issue explored and revealed some of
this complexity (e.g., Castro Superfine & Li, 2014; Goodwin et al., 2014), we argue that there
is a need for research that deliberately considers teacher educator learning and practice as a
complex, relational and interactive process (Strom & Martin, 2017). As such, Strom (2015)
argued that “researchers must advocate for an ontological turn (Lather & St. Pierre, 2013) in
teacher education research that focuses on the process(es) of teaching, rather than the
outcomes alone” (p. 331). While focusing on classroom teaching, we adopt Strom’s (2015)
call to encourage studies that investigate interactions between teacher educators and pre-
service teachers (PSTs), and the ways that multiple classroom-level elements shape teaching
practice.

In this study, we examine the processes of developing a pedagogy of teacher education
for one novice teacher educator. Specifically, through the first author’s self-study research we
investigate the interactions between a novice teacher educator and a group of PSTs, while
considering the numerous contextual elements that influence the teacher educators’ learning
and practice. Drawing on multiple data sources (video and audio, reflective diary, and focus
groups) collected throughout a recursive teaching and learning cycle (university course,
school placement, university course), this study was guided by the question, “How does a
teacher educator negotiate his learning and practice within a one-year self-study as he
develops a pedagogy of teacher education?”

The self-study methodology (LaBoskey, 2004; Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009) provided
a purposeful tool to consider teacher education practice and the relationship between teaching

and learning. To analyze the teacher educator’s learning and practice, we engaged with
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rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), a theoretical lens that emphasizes relationships
among a multitude of interacting variables in a given social situation. This framework
facilitated the examination of teacher education learning and practice as interactional,
relational and situated, shaped by the teacher educator, PSTs, and other contextual elements.
As such, this study contributes to the development of a robust research-based knowledge base
for, and shared understanding of, the pedagogy of teacher education. We seek to highlight the
complexity of teacher education learning, and to show how a conflux of elements collectively
shape a teacher educator’s practice. Consequently, the study highlights how the pedagogy of

teacher education becomes a collectively negotiated enterprise.

Conceptual framework

To consider the nonlinear processes of teacher educator practice and learning, while attending
to the relationships and interactions among components that shapes teaching and learning, we
argue that teacher education researchers need to engage with non-linear conceptual
frameworks (Cochran-Smith, Ell, Ludlow, Grudnoff, & Aitken, 2014; Strom, 2015). In this
study, we draw on rhizomatics (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), a non-linear theory of thinking
and social activity that offers both concepts and a language to think differently, and in more
complex and relational ways about teaching and learning (Strom, 2015).

The rhizome is central to the rhizomatics, and Deleuze and Guattari (1987) contrasted
the rhizome with the Western thought that they termed the “tree logic”. While the rhizome is a
bulb that grows unpredictably in all directions, the rigid tree is stable, hierarchical and affirms
linear thinking. Rhizomes are a-centered multiplicities, “composed of heterogeneous elements
that form connections and changes as they come into composition, always in a fluid state of
becoming different as they move from one threshold to another” (Strom & Martin, 2017, p. 6).
Rhizomatics focus on processes rather than products, and allows us to consider interaction
and interplay between multitudes of elements. Deleuze and Guattari (1987) offer various
rhizomatic concepts that can be used as analytic tools to think differently about social activity,
allowing for the consideration of teaching and learning as complex and contextually situated
phenomena (Strom & Martin, 2017). While we acknowledge the difficulty of considering one
rhizomatic concept without considering others (St. Pierre, 2016), for the purpose and scope of

this paper, our main focus is on the concept of assemblage.



Assemblage

An assemblage is an “aggregate of elements, both human and non-human, that function
collectively in a contextual unique manner to produce something (e.g., teaching practice, a
situated identity) ” (Strom & Martin, 2017, p. 7). A university classroom is an assemblage,
composed of teacher educators (their knowledge, experiences, and beliefs), the PSTs (their
knowledge, experiences, beliefs, and investments), the physical space (journal articles, books,
equipment, the room environment), and discourses (the teacher educator’s expectations about
the PSTs and vice versa) (De Freitas, 2012, p. 562). Considering teaching as assemblage
means considering the various components of the classroom— the teacher educator, the PSTs,
the content, the room environment, and so on—as “working collectively to shape teaching
practices, rather than viewing them as discrete variables that are independent of one another”
(Strom, 2015, p. 322). Teaching and learning becomes co-produced through the particular
conflux of elements and the way they iteratively work together (Strom & Martin, 2017). As
such, instead of viewing the different elements as discrete factors that are independent of each
other, teaching and learning becomes a collective process produced by the relations and
functions of elements (humans, non-humans, actions, or events). The concept of assemblage
allows us to consider the teacher educator and PSTs as only two connected elements
contributing to teacher educator practice. Further, the concept allows us to consider the
relationship between teaching and learning, while discarding the notion of the teacher
educator as an autonomous person that do teaching and transfer expert knowledge of teaching
to PSTs.

In this article, we use the concept of assemblage to analyze a teacher educator’s
practice and the way different processes influenced practice and the relationship between
teaching and learning. The purpose is to extend our knowledge about the interrelated
relationship between teaching about teaching and learning about teaching, and the processes

of developing a pedagogy of teacher education.

Elements influencing teacher educator’ practice

A systematic review of the self-study literature revealed how various aspects or elements in
the classroom, university and broader political institutions influence teacher educators’
practice (Vanassche & Kelchtermans, 2015). We argue that the way these aspects and
elements combine and interact produce the teacher educator’s practice.

In the classroom, the teacher educator brings multiple aspects that shape their practice,

including their beliefs and values (Russell, 2007), biography (Graber & Schempp, 2000),
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occupational socialization (Cutforth, 2013; Lee & Curtner-Smith, 2011), knowledge and
understanding (Castro Superfine & Li, 2014; Dowling, 2006), personal practical knowledge
(Ross & Chan, 2016), perspectives (Lavay, Henderson, French, & Guthrie, 2012), and
perceptions and expectations (Graber, 1990). For example, in their collaborative self-study of
teaching about teaching a student-centered model, Fletcher and Casey (2014) experienced
challenges of negotiating between their prior experiences and practice as school teachers, the
articulation of the nature of teaching, and the PSTs’ expectations of the course and attitude
towards learning about teaching.

Pre-service teachers influence teacher educators’ practice, and Loughran (2014)
argued that “the concerns, issues, and expectations of student teachers [i.e., PSTs] exist and
must be acknowledged and responded to in real ways through teacher education” (p. 5). PSTs
bring with them their backgrounds, occupational socialization, beliefs, and expectations to the
classroom. While it is possible for teacher education to change PSTs’ strong beliefs about
teaching and learning (Sosu & Gray, 2012), teacher educators’ practice is affected by their
perceptions of PSTs’ agenda for a given course (Graber, 1990). For example, Berry (2007)
identified multiple tensions in her teacher education practice that occurred in the interplay
between matching the objectives of the teacher education programme with the needs and
concerns that PSTs expressed for their own learning.

The powerful influence of both the professional context (e.g., Korthagen, Loughran, &
Russell, 2006; Mordal-Moen & Green, 2014) and the broader national social, political and
educational contexts within which teacher educators work (e.g., Chroinin, O’Sullivan, &
Tormey, 2013; Goodwin et al., 2014; Swennen, Shagrir, & Cooper, 2009) is documented in
the literature. Teacher educators’ practice is influenced by the program structure (Loughran,
2014), institutional expectations (Cutforth, 2013), faculty colleagues (MacPhail, 2014), and
multiple stakeholders (Goodwin et al., 2014). Grossman and McDonald (2008) discussed
contextual influences that make the development of a pedagogy of teacher education difficult.
First, through standards for accreditation and requirements for licensure, states dictate the
contours of teacher education programs. Second, the vast majority of teacher education
programs are situated within institutions of higher education and operate within an
institutional context that constrains the work of teacher education. Finally, teacher education
programs are situated in local contexts and labor markets and consequently supply and

demand issues often determine what is and is not possible.



Method

This study was grounded in self-study methodology (LaBoskey, 2004; Pinnegar & Hamilton,
2009), which we advocate for as a way of purposefully examining the relationship between
teaching and learning (Loughran, 2006). In this paper, we aim to “provoke, challenge, and
illuminate rather than confirm and settle” (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001, p. 20), while moving
beyond stories in our development of knowledge of teaching about teaching (Loughran,
2010). As a guide for our enquiry we used LaBoskey’s (2004) five characteristics of self-
studies: (a) they are self-initiated and self-focused; (b) they are improvement-aimed; (c) they
are interactive in terms of the process and potential product(s); (d) they use multiple,
primarily qualitative methods, and; (e) they provide exemplar-based validation understood in
trustworthiness.

Appreciating the expectations of self-study research, while acknowledging the
rhizomatic focus on nonlinear and relational processes, we created a self-study-assemblage
composed of the teacher educator (first author), his supervisors (second and third author) and
critical friend (Schuck & Russell, 2005) that functioned on a meta-level (Fletcher, Ni
Chroinin, & O’Sullivan, 2016), the PSTs, a student-centered model, the classroom, multiple
qualitative data methods (see Figure 1.), conventional and postmodern analytic methods,
journal articles (e.g., Fletcher & Casey, 2014; Strom, 2015), and books (e.g., Berry, 2007;
Loughran, 2006).

We argue that the involvement of a research team with complementary knowledge and
experience contributed to the trustworthiness of this self-study. The first author, Marcus (a
pseudonym used for blind review), had considerable experience as teacher and coach, while
having undertaken his higher education within the field of coaching and psychology. The
third author (name removed for blind review) served as the main supervisor and was located
at the same university as Marcus. His area of expertise is coaching, coach education, and
sociology. The second author (name removed for blind review) served as co-supervisor and
was located in Ireland. Her area of expertise is physical education and teacher education, self-
study, curriculum development, and assessment. The critical friend (name removed for blind
review) resided within the same university as the second author. She is internationally
renowned for upskilling PSTs, teachers and teacher educators in the area of sport pedagogy
and has contributed extensively to research in the field.

In presenting the study data, we acknowledge that throughout the study we made

“agential cuts, or decisions that shaped the story in particular ways (Barad, 2007) as well as



influenced what count as data” (Strom, 2015, p. 324). We recognize that our knowledge and
experiences noted above informed and shaped the study and its findings, while
acknowledging the way multiple interactive and relational processes between human and
nonhuman elements collectively constructed knowledge of teacher education practice and
learning. In the following sections, we describe in detail the context for the study, and the data

collection and analysis procedures used.

Context

The Norwegian University (pseudonym used for blind review) is a fifty-year old scientific
university with a national responsibility for research and education in the field of sport
sciences. The context of this study is the three-year undergraduate physical education teacher
education program. Based on the National Curriculum Regulations for physical education
teacher education (departementet, 2003), the program aims to educate PSTs with core
professional knowledge in five competence areas; academic, didactic, social, developmental,
and professional ethics. The program contains theoretical and practical courses (a
combination of compulsory and optional) and two six-week school placements, each divided
into two periods of teaching within the same school. The program serves approximately one-

hundred PSTs over the three years.

Participants. The participants in this study were one teacher educator and twenty-one PSTs
(six females and fifteen males). Marcus, a 28-year-old Norwegian white male, was a full-time
doctoral candidate investigating teaching and learning in physical education teacher education
through self-study methodology. From a middle class, countryside background, Marcus was
active in sports and started to coach team handball at the age of fifteen. He had undertaken his
entire higher education at the Norwegian University, mainly within the field of coaching and
psychology (bachelor and Master’s), with a one-year pedagogy supplementary degree that
qualified him as a teacher. He worked as a high school physical education teacher for over
two years before embarking on the PhD position at the Norwegian University. It was through
his work as a physical education teacher that Marcus developed an acknowledgment for the
complexity of teaching, and an interest in how PSTs are prepared for the reality of teaching.
As part of the four-year doctoral program, Marcus is expected to teach and this teaching
opportunity allowed him to study his practice of teaching PTSs about teaching physical
education.

The PSTs, aged between 20 and 29 years old, were in their fifth and sixth semester of
the three-year physical education teacher education program. While the age difference was
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relatively wide-ranging, sixteen of the PSTs graduated from high school one or two years
prior to entering the physical education teacher education program. While growing up in
different parts of Norway, the PSTs had similar physical education and sports backgrounds
and experiences. They reported positive experiences from physical education, sharing that
they were skilled and received high grades. Their appreciation for sports reflected their choice
of educational program in high school where the majority choosing sports and physical
education. The PSTs had participated in organized sport while all, except one, had a
background in one or two of the most widespread organized team sports in Norway (i.e.,

soccer and team handball).

Setting. This study was undertaken through one university course divided into two periods,
and a PSTs school placement taking place between the two periods (see Figure 1.). The
university course was a self-selected seven-credit practical based course, named
“Specialization in games”. The first period consisted of thirteen 90-minute lessons, while the
second period consisted of ten 90-minute lessons. The program description stated that the
goals of the course were for PSTs to develop pedagogical and didactic skills, be able to
discuss the activities culturally and ethically, and contribute to creativity and innovative
processes. From these broad course goals, we developed specific objectives that focused on
learning how to teach games through a student-centered model that is grounded in social
constructivist view of teaching and learning (Siedentop, Hastie, & Van Der Mars, 2011).
The PSTs’ school placement was composed of two three week periods in high school.
PSTs were located across three counties and spread over thirteen different urban and suburban
high schools, catering for between 500-1000 students. The PSTs were divided into pairs and
assigned a mentor. PSTs were required weekly to teach and actively observe their peer for
eight hours, and undertake six hours shared supervision with their mentor. Each of the PSTs
were allocated at least one physical education class they were required to teach using the

chosen student-centred model.

Data collection

Ethical approval for the study was granted from the Norwegian Social Science Data Services
and each PST signed a consent form. Data were collected over an 8-month period and
included observation of Marcus’ teaching practice (audio-visual recording), his reflective
diary, and focus groups with PSTs (see Figure 1.).

Given the particular aim to study teacher educator practice, the main data source was
observation using audio-visual recording (Erickson, 1992) of the university lessons that
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Marcus taught. We observed each lesson (23 lessons and a practical exam), resulting in 50
hours of video recordings that allowed insights into the processes of his teaching practice.
Acknowledging the limitations of a panoramic and fixed camera (e.g., facial expressions)
(Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011), a video camera was placed in a position that allowed us
to capture a panoramic view of the entire sports hall, while a wireless microphone attached to
Marcus synchronized the audio with the visual picture. The microphone captured all
interaction between Marcus and the PSTs, and between PSTs in whole-class discussion.

A total of 31 reflective diary (Lyons & Freidus, 2004) entries resulting in 65 pages of
text were recorded as Marcus developed the course and reflected after each lesson. The
amount of text for entries varied from a few sentences (in the planning stages) to over three
pages. The reflective diary provided a window into Marcus’ reflections about critical
incidence detected in the video recordings, his evolving experience as teacher educator, and
how he perceived different elements (e.g., the PSTs and the student-centred model) to
influence his teaching. While having space for open-ended reflection, the post lesson
reflections were guided by a template: (i) How were my assumptions challenged?, (ii)
How/when was | made to feel vulnerable? How did | handle this?, (iii) What moments were
particularly joyful/meaningful to me?, and (iv) What insight and understanding about teaching
and learning did | gain? (Fletcher et al., 2016).

Twelve focus groups (ranging between 50 and 100 minutes) were conducted with the
PSTs (Krueger & Casey, 2015). The three PST groups were interviewed four times: (i) at the
end of first period of the university course and prior to school placement, (ii) in-between
school placement, (iii), end of school placement, and (iv), end of second period of the
university course. This allowed the mapping of the PSTs’ expectations, experiences and
perceptions of multiple elements (e.g., Marcus, the student-centred model, the program as a
whole) influencing their university course and school placement experiences.

The third author was the main mediator of the focus groups, while Marcus took a
position in the middle between being a facilitator and participant. Marcus participated in the
focus groups in the belief that his experience with the PSTs would allow him to follow up on
responses to questions with concrete examples from their shared learning experience. This
position allowed him to engage in the discussion while prompting follow up questions when
necessary.
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Data analysis

We argue that investigating the way elements in an assemblage work together is a productive
analytic site when pursuing research from a rhizomatic frame (Strom & Martin, 2017).
Drawing on the analytic work of Strom (2014, 2015), we analyzed the data employing
traditional qualitative analytic conventions (such as coding) with situational analysis (a
postmodern form of grounded theory) (Clarke, 2003) and rhizomatic mapping (Deleuze &
Guattari, 1987) (a methodology based on the properties of the rhizome). Blending these
analytic methods allowed us to examine the multiple, situated, and relational activities
comprising Marcus’ practice. The nonlinear analysis process included data walking,
rhizomatic mapping, situational analysis, and memo writing.

The first level in creating rhizomatic maps involved a strategy of “data walking”
(Strom, 2014; Waterhouse, 2011), an inductive approach to exploring the data. This process
involved reading the focus groups and reflective diary multiple times, while highlighting
sections of interest and noting connections between the data and the theoretical literature, the
empirical literature, and other data sources. We also “walked” through all videoed lessons
using the analytic data software program Interplay Sports, allowing for coding of multiple
variables. Our focus in walking through the data was on connections, interactions, and
processes rather than categories.

We used the data software Inspiration to create rhizomatic maps that are flexible and
show multidirectional relationships among elements within them (Strom, 2015). This was a
two-stage process. First, we created one map from each of Marcus’ lessons. Second, we
created one map for each of the three periods of the study (first period of university course —
PST school placement — second period of university course). In both the lesson and course
maps, we entered the main ideas from the initial coding process into the maps, creating
expandable “bubbles” containing each idea. We then began clustering these data bubbles
together in ways that related to the facets of constructing practice, such as “negotiating with
the student-centered model”, “constraining conditions”, and “negotiating with PSTs”. Rather
than reducing the data to a category word or phrase, this method kept us immersed in the
detail and complexity of the data (MacLure, 2013).

We used situational analysis to create organized situational charts which named “who
and what” matter in the three periods of the study, including the major human and non-human
elements present in the three courses (Clarke, 2003). We then theorized the lines we had

drawn or the connections made within the three rhizomatic maps. We considered these as the
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social negotiations within each of the three periods — that is, the relations and interactions
between important elements that shaped Marcus’ ongoing practices. We wrote analytic
memos (Charmaz, 2006) from the rhizomatic maps and situational analysis, developing the
main ideas in more detail and creating lengthier descriptions of events to re-situate the data.
These memos helped us make sense of the emerging relationships between Marcus, his PSTs,
and other elements in the classroom and university setting, as well as the ways the resulting
linkages shaped his practices within the two university course periods.

After making sense of the connections, relations and interactions within each of the
three periods, we engaged in a synthesis process where we created a rhizomatic map, while
theorizing the lines we had drawn or the connections made within the rhizomatic maps (the
social negotiations), and wrote analytic memos. This process helped us make sense of the
connections and interactions across the three periods. Finally, the synthesis memos were used
to develop the main themes in greater detail and create lengthier descriptions of events that

would later support the key findings.

Findings

To demonstrate the complexity of teacher education practice and learning, we focus on
Marcus’ self-study as he worked to construct a pedagogy of teacher education. Marcus was
teaching PSTs about teaching through a university course, divided into two periods with a
PST school placement inbetween. We argue that the ways human and nonhuman elements in
the practice interacted help explain the degree to which Marcus and the PSTs could engage in
meaningful practice of teaching and learning. Furthermore, we contend that evolving learning
experiences combined with Marcus continuously negotiating with the PSTs and with himself,
worked to change Marcus practice’ and the relationship between teaching and learning.

In developing our case, we first describe the contextual elements influencing Marcus’
practice and convey the way they constrained his teaching in the beginning of the first period.
We then examine how Marcus negotiated the contextual elements with the PSTs throughout
the course and the way PSTs’ evolving experiences changed the contextual element’s
influence on Marcus’ practice. Last, we examine the way Marcus negotiated with himself
throughout the course, and show how these processes combined with his evolving experience

and changed the way he was teaching and learning.
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Contextual elements influencing practice

While some contextual elements (size of sports hall, equipment, number of lessons) worked
enabling Marcus’ practice, three interconnected elements in the setting created constraining
conditions; (i) the nature of teacher education pedagogy, (ii) the student-centered model, and
(iii) the tradition of the program. While these elements influenced the teaching and learning
environment throughout the two university periods, they were particularly constraining on
Marcus’ practice at the outset of the first period.

First, the nature of teacher education pedagogy created expectations in Marcus’
practice within which he had a desire to articulate the what, how and why of teaching. As he
wrote in his reflective diary before the course, “my aim is that PSTs should be critical,
understand why I teach as I do and develop their personal picture of how they want to teach”.
Discussing with his critical friend, Marcus decided to use an overall twofold lesson structure.
In the first 70 minutes of lessons, he aimed to model teaching of the content, while providing
insights to PSTs as prospective teachers. In the last 20 minutes, he aimed to engage PSTs in
reflection and discussion about the content, his teaching and their experiences as learners.
Marcus believed this structure would facilitate his teaching and help PSTs to “distinguish
between their student experience and [when he deliberately required them to] discuss as
prospective teachers” (Reflective diary, prior to the course). While the expectations of teacher
education pedagogy provided direction for Marcus’ practice, his limited experience of
teaching PSTs about teaching made it challenging to teach both the content and the nature of
his teaching. After the first period, Marcus reflected on how the teacher education
requirements influenced his practice as a novice teacher educator,

I have experienced the “practice shock”. My background is from teaching, but now I
am teaching prospective teachers (teach to teach). Because | desired to articulate both
the what, how and why I needed to explain things to the PSTs as both students and
prospective teachers. Consequently, it’s become a chaos in my head. (Reflective diary,

lesson fourteen)

Second, Marcus and the PSTs’ level of familiarity with the student-centered model
influenced Marcus’ practice. Except from a course Marcus taught to six of the PSTs the year
before (Hordvik, MacPhail, & Ronglan, 2017), Marcus and the PSTs had limited or no
experience with the model. Because the model is compressive and complex with multiple
concrete teaching and learning features (Hordvik et al., 2017), Marcus’ implementation of it
made him and the PSTs struggle to carry out the different teaching and learning
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responsibilities in the beginning of the course. While Marcus felt the model facilitated the
development of a student-centered teaching approach, his limited experience with the model
made him feel constrained, “The different tasks and responsibilities as a teacher (educator)
and the fact that the model have many teaching requirements makes me feel constrained and
enslaved, I don’t have the same flexibility as I had as teacher in school” (Reflective diary,
lesson six).

Third, the tradition of the particular teacher education program and the specific
university course created strong expectations in the teaching and learning environment. The
program in general was not focusing on specific student-centered models, and practical
courses at the university were traditionally aimed at teaching PSTs solely about content.
Furthermore, the specific course had been taught by the same teacher educator for several
years, with a tradition of highlighting the content of multiple games. This made PSTs expect
to learn about the content of games and to be solely physically active in lessons. During a
lesson discussion, one PST group shared their frustration of Marcus’ practice, “We feel
there’s a lot of talk first and then we have some physical activity, then it’s ten minutes talk
again and then some physical activity and ten minutes talk again... [Where is] the joy of

movement?”

Negotiating the contextual elements with PSTs

Because of their sport background, PSTs were used to experiencing mastery in physical
education. Combined with their unfamiliarity with the student-centered model and strong
expectations of the course content and practice, PSTs became critical of Marcus’ practice in
the beginning of the first period. As a way to develop a meaningful relationship between
teaching and learning, Marcus tried to negotiate his practice with the PSTs. We observed how
he primarily relied on two strategies in the first university period, (i) interacting with and
allowing PSTs a voice, and (ii) displaying uncertainty and vulnerability.

First, continuously interacting with the PSTs, Marcus was trying to make them
acknowledge the student-centered model, his lesson structure and practice (i.e., articulate the
what, how and why). For example, we 