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Effective Teaching, Learning and Assessment
For this Microteaching session, I chose to explain and discuss two different paintings with a group of my peers acting as students using Socratic questioning, offering suggestions and encouraging students to share personal views and preferences throughout the session (A1, A3, V1). The topic chosen for the Microteach was engagement with philosophical principles and thinkers via the medium of renaissance and neoclassical art. I chose the topic of philosophy, echoing Pitrik & Santos’ (2006, p.6) assertion that:
In education, key issues have always been that of deep and persistent learning that allows all participants to develop or grow as whole persons rather than just extend their knowledge on some subject matter or practice.
As philosophy and education are fundamentally linked (for example, the first universities were opened by Plato and Aristotle), and as philosophy encourages critical reflection, I saw key links between the philosophical approach and students’ own andragogic, self-directed learning. By choosing to explore the nature of philosophy and self-directed learning through the medium of art, I sought to encourage learning by providing visual stimulation as well as a topic for discussion and academic criticism (K2, K3, V3). On the topic of visual stimulation, Minton (2004, p. 165) suggests that ‘since we learn 70 per cent of our information by seeing, visual stimuli are particularly powerful’, hence the use of artwork to explore the main themes of the Microteach. The session was constructed as a seminar, in the sense that ‘the tone of the seminars is not meant to be rigid but thoughtful and to emphasize evidence over emotion in the group discussions’ (Harasim, 2017, p.145). I chose to conduct the Microteach in this manner as a key feature of the session was to be student interaction and discussion with each other, in addition to lecture material delivered in a more traditional, informative manner (A2, A4, K1, K2, K3).  
Whilst designing the format for this Microteach, I was aware that ‘although extensive pedagogical research exists in art education and museum education, it does not consider art history taught primarily in a classroom context’ (Spivey et al, 2017, p. 5). Therefore, the contemporary pedagogies and teaching methods I chose to employ were a combination of Malcolm Knowles’ andragogic style, acknowledging students ‘desire for more equality between the teacher and learner in terms of choosing the content and style of delivery’ (Bates, 2016, p. 60), and Robin Alexander’s principles of ‘dialogic teaching’, where ‘classroom dialogue is an essential tool for learning where learner involvement is what happens throughout the lesson’ (Bates, 2016, p. 246, A1, A3, K3, V1).  Celli & Young (2017, p. 68) clearly define the difference between pedagogy and andragogy, explaining that:
In pedagogy, learning is the responsibility of the teacher who is apt to use external motivators and where the student plays a submissive role. Andragogy, however, places the responsibility for learning on the adult student who is internally motivated and needs to know why the information is important. 
The first painting was The School of Athens by Rafael, and the second, The Death of Socrates by Jacques-Louis David. I began the session by informatively explaining the background of The School of Athens, including the location of the fresco, under what circumstances it was commissioned, and what material was used to create it (K1, K2). Its historical context was discussed, in addition to the traditional reading of the fresco as a dichotomy between the Platonic mode of philosophical enquiry (namely transcendence, the numinous, and forms) and the Aristotelian mode (virtue, earthly discovery and science). The surrounding figures were named and illustrated through example (i.e. Euclid and his geometric work beside him), with particular reference given to Alexander the Great and the subsequent formation of the great Library of Alexandria. Furthermore, the Hellenic and Roman architecture of the painting was highlighted, suggesting the adoption of major Greek philosophical work as part of the Catholic Church’s own history, with reference given to the surrounding four frescoes that adorn the adjacent walls in the Papal Apartments. This is significant, as The School of Athens faces a fresco depicting the key figures of Christian theology, arguably likening and elevating mankind’s academic work to the importance of the coming of Christ. The Death of Socrates was then introduced, highlighting its key features such as the relative blandness of the background, the heroic stature of Socrates, the imposition of Plato into the chamber and David’s own signature under the figure of Crito, suggesting at his affinity with him as a pupil of Socrates. The story of Socrates’ death was discussed (using a copy of The Apology by Plato as a learning tool for students to physically engage with), in addition to David’s own role as a painter during the French Revolution and his adoption of Socratic ideals as an inspiration for the morals that the Revolution should aspire towards. Students were encouraged to discuss which of the two paintings they preferred and their reasons why (A2, K2, V1), as well as tasked with discussing how similar figures and similar Greek histories had been adopted in radically different ways; by the Catholic Church during the Renaissance, but also by French Revolutionaries seeking to overthrow the traditional Church and aristocracy of 1790s France. 
Critically reflecting upon the session, there are a number of issues that can be considered. Firstly, in order for students to more fully examine some of the key aspects of both paintings, several handouts were printed and distributed among 3 separate groups. The session was also delivered using a PowerPoint presentation that included both works of art, an example of Roman architecture that appears in The School of Athens to further discussion, and also a pictorial map of Alexander’s empire at its height, to visually demonstrate the location of Alexandria as a place of learning (A1, A4, K1, K4). The discussion aspect of the Microteach was fundamental to the session, as Smilkstein (2003, p.30; A1, A4, K3) suggests that: 
When teachers duplicate in the classroom the same conditions and processes by which students learn outside the classroom, students are able to experience the same motivation, enjoyment, and success with school subjects in the classroom that they experience with activities outside the classroom.
 By keeping the Microteach session relatively discursive, promoting high levels of student participation and engagement, I sought to replicate the ‘same conditions and processes’ that Smilkstein discusses. Whilst designing the Microteach, I was aware of the potential issues arising from a more andragogic approach to student learning. These issues are elucidated by Bhagat & O’Neill (2011, p. 126), who suggest that:
This cultural shift in emphasis from tutor-led to student-led study and the responsibility of managing one’s own learning, often within a more complex and diverse learning environment, is particularly challenging for non-traditional students. 
For students who prefer more informative content delivery rather than peer discussion, my Microteach would perhaps not cater to their individual learning style. However, during the Microteach itself, the session actually felt somewhat geared toward informative content delivery rather than a more properly andragogic discussion; as there was so much information to cover for students who have perhaps had minimal engagement with the subject in question before, the session could have seemed at times to be less discursive and more pedagogical than intended. The presence of so many figures in each painting and the discussion of a select number could still be overwhelming for those students who are not familiar with philosophical and academic thinkers or art history in general. 
Despite this, however, students were keen to engage with their peers, share ideas and discuss the paintings in greater detail (K2, K3, V1). To this end, the Microteach fulfilled at least certain aspects of what Goodman & Goodman (1990, p.239) describe as ‘liberating pedagogy’, where ‘the learners must own the process of their learning’. This being said, due to the small group size there was less diversity of opinion or discussion than perhaps would have been ideal. Reflecting critically upon the focus on informative content and historical explanation, Freire’s (1993, p.52) critique of ‘narrative character’ is especially significant, as he suggests that ‘the outstanding characteristic of this narrative education, then, is the sonority of words, not their transforming power. (…) The student memorizes, and repeats these phrases without perceiving what four times four really means.’ However, with regards to Freire’s wider aim of raising critical consciousness, what Dirkx (1998, p.2) describes as ‘the ability to analyse, pose questions, and take action on the social, political, cultural and economic contexts that influence and shape (our) lives’, the Microteaching session certainly encouraged students to think critically of how different religious and political institutions have adopted the same historical narrative and interpreted events to suit their own agendas (A2, A4, K1, K2). 
The primary method of assessment for this Microteach was summative. I chose to use an informal, discussion-based method of assessment as, due to the nature of the topic and the construction of the session itself, a peer discussion and basic engagement with philosophical ideas was a realistic expectation for achievement by the end of the session. As many of the students are specialists in many different fields, anything beyond studying the entry-level of the topic that I could discuss in 45 minutes would be overly optimistic, or place too much expectation on the students. This does, however, have its limitations. For example, Wallace (2004, p.69) asserts that:
An assessment is reliable if different teachers carrying out the assessment come up with the same result. The clearer the criteria, the more reliable the assessment will be. (…) The slightest room for ambiguity in the interpretation of criteria puts the reliability of assessment at risk. 
This kind of ambiguity that Wallace discusses is clearly an uneasy presence when relying solely upon summative assessment. However, Wallace (2004, p.69, A1, A3, K2, K5) also acknowledges that:
In some subjects, such as English literature or the fine arts, criteria for assessment are far harder to formulate without losing in the process some essential component, such as critical sensibility, which is difficult to articulate accurately in terms of observable outcomes.
While it may be harder to formulate assessment criteria for certain subjects such as philosophy and art, this demonstrates the use of an external verifier or moderator to ensure that assessment decisions are reliable, and should certainly be kept in mind whilst teaching on placement.  In hindsight, it may have been useful to employ the use of a group activity or questionnaire, or perhaps even a small quiz so as to demonstrate the progress of students’ knowledge and understanding, and also to make full use of the allotted time. This use of a summative assessment would have met Nicol’s (2008, p. 5) recommendations for enhancement themes that assessment and feedback should be ‘supporting the development of learning groups and communities’ and ensuring ‘that summative assessment has a positive impact on learning’. Using a worksheet to write some of the key figures, features, philosophical ideas and so on, for example, would have demonstrated the progression in student knowledge and identified any gaps between current and desired performance.  Had this been achieved, it would have met the HEA UKPSF Core Knowledge criteria K5, pertaining to assessing and evaluating the effectiveness of teaching.
On the topic of enhancement themes, the key theme to this particular Microteaching session was communication. While the role of the lecturer requires a good deal of skill in communication and should not be ignored, the use of peer discussion to encourage students to share their own ideas and critically evaluate them on their merits is perhaps a more significant feature of the construction of the session. One of the major reasons I chose to use communication as an enhancement theme was to encourage students to think differently; what Burnett (2002, p.21) describes as leaving the ‘comfort zone’, where he suggests that:
Personal change and growth will never take place unless you occasionally step out of your comfort zone. Unless you try something different and allow your mind to grow there is a danger that you will be stuck in time and never change.
Using communication as an enhancement theme was also particularly useful with regards to maintaining the integrity of following the andragogic and dialogic pedagogies of Knowles and Alexander (A4, A5, K6). Furthermore, Zwozdiak-Myers (2012, p.147) also notes that in research into effective teaching, ‘communication between teachers and pupils’ features as one of the central components to the success of pupils. During the Microteach, students were consistently asked questions and encouraged to produce their own ideas with regards to who the figures depicted were, what their significance in the painting was, how their presence impacts the political message of the painting, and how the same event can be adopted by both orthodox Catholics and radical deistic Revolutionaries to portray an ideal of society and mankind in general (A3, K3, V1).  This communication between teachers and pupils that Zwozdiak-Myers mentions is evident in the questioning, and was one of the ways in which dialogic and andragogic pedagogies were implemented throughout the session. However, as the group was relatively small (only 5 or 6 students), this meant that some students were more keen to share ideas than others, and once again is perhaps a signifier that a greater diversity of opinion would have come from a larger group and benefited the session overall. In future sessions, assessment elements such as a worksheet or quiz could be employed as a group activity so as to engage those students who are more shy, to provide summative assessment for myself as the lecturer and to make full use of the 45 minutes given for the session. 
Overall, the Microteach session was well received by students and in conclusion, were the session to be run again, the introduction of a group activity or some small form of assessment would have been included so as to more properly examine the students’ progress from the beginning of the session. The theme of discussion and communication fit neatly with the contemporary pedagogies of andragogy and dialogic teaching employed for the Microteach, and the informal feedback from students at the end of the session was very positive.
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