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Abstract 

This qualitative case study examined a researcher-designed professional development 

intervention focused on improving teachers’ understanding of the interactions among students 

and between students and teachers in the teachers’ own classrooms. Participating teachers 

collaborated with the researcher in determining what they would observe and collaborated with 

each other in making sense of what they saw. The study analyzed participants’ discourse to 

characterize what they saw, how they worked together, what they found helpful in the 

intervention, and how they benefited. 

The study took place over a three-month period at a Canadian Community College in 

Qatar committed to guiding its faculty in adopting a learner-centred approach. Four participants 

worked in pairs to share and discuss video of their own classes in action as they sought to adopt 

the desired learner-centred approach. After a Group Training Session led by the researcher to 

develop a Video Analysis Framework, the pairs worked through two iterations of individual video 

recording and selection of a ten-minute clip for sharing, followed by paired analysis of the clips. 

The researcher recorded the training session, the paired discussions, interviews, and focus group 

discussion. Data from transcriptions and researcher field notes were analyzed inductively and 

connected closely with findings from the literature on the benefits of video analysis in enhancing 

the effectiveness of teacher-directed professional development. 

Faculty participants benefited from the intervention in a variety of ways. Production, 

selection, and discussion of video of participants' own class sessions drew participants into 

focused reflection on student interactions, which led to heightened awareness of phenomena 

important to participants in becoming learner-centred teachers. Sharing perspectives with their 

peers generated consensus in interpretation. Iterations led to higher levels of inference and the 
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emergence of a problem-solving approach in making sense of phenomena. Motivated by video 

analysis, participants experimented with what they considered to be improved teaching 

techniques. Participants demonstrated significant risk-taking, enhanced peer professional 

relationships, and ownership and autonomy in professional development. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

This study examined the impact of peer-supported video analysis of classroom 

interactions on teachers’ understanding of those interactions. I considered such understanding to 

be a pre-requisite for improving student-centred learning, a goal of the institution in which the 

study was conducted. In this chapter, I describe the context of the study site, the purpose and 

rationale for the study, and the research questions. 

1.1 Context 

The study took place at a satellite campus of a Canadian Community College with a 

mandate to be a leader in technical and vocational education in Qatar. The College continuously 

seeks to study and implement the most effective research-based practices with respect to learner-

centred education. The College supports faculty through its Teaching and Learning Centre led by 

faculty specialized and experienced in effective teaching and learning. The official position of the 

Teaching and Learning Centre is as follows: 

[The Teaching and Learning Centre] assists instructors in 
developing effective and innovative teaching approaches and 
focuses on ensuring that relevant, challenging and collaborative 
teaching and learning opportunities are available to instructors. 
We do this by: (1) offering individual, departmental, and 
college-wide advice and assistance; (2) organizing, facilitating, 
and delivering seminars and practical workshops (general and 
customized); (3) providing timely and useful reference and 
resource materials; (4) and modelling best practices in teaching. 
(College of the North Atlantic Qatar, 2011, “What We Offer 
Faculty”, para. 1) 
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All faculty are Canadian citizens; about one third having formal pedagogical 

qualifications (e.g., Bachelor of Education and/or Masters of Education degrees) and the 

remaining two thirds having extensive technical and industry experience but no formal 

pedagogical background. The majority of faculty are relatively old (above forty-five to fifty years 

old) and a good number are retired from Canadian companies and/or educational institutions. 

The student-body at the college is predominantly made up of Qatari students whose K-to-

12 educational experience was based on a teacher-centred approach. As Qatar’s education system 

evolves to a more learner-centred teaching paradigm (General Secretariat for Development 

Planning, 2008), the College is moving in the same direction. 

Professional development is a key component of the action plan to achieve this goal. Two 

basic types of professional development are carried out through the Teaching and Learning 

Centre: 1) annual college-wide professional development days for all faculty and 2) the annual 

Instructional Skills Workshop for smaller groups of faculty. Below is a more detailed description 

of each of these professional development strategies. 

The college-wide professional development days comprise of two to three days in March 

where the morning usually involves an educational expert in some realm, speaking to all faculty 

(about 400) from the podium in a rather large auditorium. After lunch, debriefing sessions take 

place (some facilitated by the expert) where smaller groups of faculty discuss specific subtopics 

from the morning talk. These days are based on a single topic, usually chosen by administration 

and/or the Teaching and Learning Centre, for which the expert prepares a presentation, usually 

conveyed to the faculty in an entertaining and thought-provoking way. 

The second form of professional development upon which this study builds is the 

Instructional Skills Workshop, offered by the Teaching and Learning Centre once at the end and 
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beginning of each semester for groups of 4-6 faculty. The Instructional Skills Workshop is 

mandatory for all instructors new to the college. Due to its success, this requirement has recently 

been expanded for all faculty (new or old) who have not participated in the Instructional Skills 

Workshop. The Instructional Skills Workshop is an intensive 4-day course facilitated by a 

member of the Teaching and Learning Centre with four to six participants. On Day 1, the 

facilitator introduces a variety of learner-centred activities and techniques (in theory) and 

provides a structure for creating a lesson plan. The remaining three days are devoted primarily to 

micro-teaching; participants develop and deliver mini-lessons (10-12 minutes in length) to their 

peers and receive written and verbal feedback from them. The program highlights are: providing 

and receiving peer feedback, teaching in the presence of learners who are colleagues, and having 

dedicated time and a means to reflect upon the lesson that was just taught. The mini-lessons can 

be videotaped if the instructor chooses and viewed by the group during the feedback session 

immediately following the lesson (Long, 1994). 

1.2 Purpose and Rationale 

From participating in the first type of professional development (expert talk) over the 

eight years prior to the completion of this study, I noticed little benefit: 1) the talks did not change 

my teaching practice; 2) the talks did not advance my knowledge and understanding of the 

professional development theme; and 3) I usually forgot the topic within a few weeks after the 

session. In contrast, I did benefit from completing the Instructional Skills Workshop, in which I 

was further exposed to, and became more aware of, learner-centred activities. The intensiveness 

and focus of the four days allowed me to concentrate on delivering practical and effective mini-

lessons (while not having classes to teach) along with establishing a strong relationship with my 

fellow Instructional Skills Workshop colleagues. The continuous peer and self-reflection and 
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feedback cycles embedded in the Instructional Skills Workshop program were also invaluable to 

my professional development. Nevertheless, the Instructional Skills Workshop has limitations. It 

is limited in scope because it is a one-off event using off-the-shelf unspecialized curriculum. 

Furthermore, no mechanism was in place to carry into the classroom the benefits of collaboration, 

peer-support, self- and peer-reflection, and experimenting with learner-centred activities in a 

supportive and safe environment. 

Through organizing the college-wide professional development days, a responsibility 

given to me during the time of the study, I became acutely aware of the cost in time and money 

for what seemed very low return on investment. This realization coupled with my earlier 

experience with such professional development was extremely disturbing to me both as a 

professional and an employee. My professional knowledge and teaching practice had improved 

over the past few years, but I attributed such change to other influences–graduate and continuing 

education course work, peer feedback, research, and ongoing self-reflection. 

Hoping that my colleagues would have found professional development events more 

effective for them than they were for me, I began to survey them informally. I inquired of 

colleagues from the Teaching and Learning Centre and within my own department, from 

administration, and from those that were both seasoned veterans and rookies. The vast majority of 

the responses were in tune with my own plight, although they did indicate that the professional 

development days were entertaining and a great opportunity to re-acquaint with fellow colleagues 

whom they had not seen because they were too busy with teaching. 

The research literature also indicates that one-shot training courses are ineffective 

(Laferriere, Lamon, & Chan, 2006). They are based on traditional teaching: “Traditionally, the 

most firmly established view of learning was the knowledge transmission approach–the teacher is 
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the expert and the dispenser of knowledge where he or she serves as a repository and transmitter 

of knowledge to the student” (Laferriere et al., 2006, p. 77). Deep teacher learning does not come 

from one-shot training courses with experts transmitting de-contextualized knowledge to 

teachers; learning is situated and so teachers’ learning experience should be grounded in their 

own practice, experience, culture, and community (Laferriere et al., 2006). Although the 

Instructional Skills Workshop provides an intense experience over four days full of participant 

activities, it is still a training course with little follow-up and no way for the participants to 

observe their own teaching, either within the Instructional Skills Workshop (unless video is used) 

or on return to the classroom. 

A very popular notion I learned during my pre-service teacher education was, simply put, 

that some learn by listening, and some learn by writing, while everyone learns by doing. The case 

of our professional development days was a perfect example of not doing, in my view, and my 

colleagues seemed to agree. The Instructional Skills Workshop involved more participant activity 

than the single professional development days, but its benefit seemed also to be transitory. To 

fulfill the Teaching and Learning Centre mission, I felt that the Instructional Skills Workshop 

needed to be extended by a method through which all members of faculty could utilize their 

experiences, insight, skills, and attitudes to further enrich their own knowledge, within their own 

context, and to measure areas of their own improvement within the confines of a professional 

development theme. I felt we needed a more empowering, teacher-directed, sustainable, and 

continuous approach to extend the two types of established professional development, which 

could not be replaced for reasons outside of my control. Motivated by what my colleagues told 

me of their professional development experience, I felt there was a need to design and test an 

alternate approach. 
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My study was designed to understand the impact on teachers of examining classroom-

based video as an extension of the peer-micro-teaching in the Instructional Skills Workshop. I 

considered my study to be a step toward long-term enhancement of professional knowledge that 

could lead to improvement in student learning behaviour. My focus was on developing deeper 

understanding of teacher-student and student-student interactions and how that might advance a 

student-centred approach to teaching in keeping with the vision of the college. I also hoped my 

study might stimulate further innovation in professional development within the College. 

1.3 Research Questions 

The fundamental research question investigated was: What impact does peer-supported 

video analysis of classroom interactions have on teachers’ understanding of those interactions? I 

developed four sub-questions related to aspects of the intervention–what it led participants to 

notice, how they interacted with each other, how particular details of the intervention led to new 

insights and peer interaction, and the overall benefit of the intervention in generating new 

understanding. Each of these is described below. 

1. What did faculty participants see? (i.e. What aspects of classroom interactions did 

faculty notice and discuss?) 

This sub-question addresses the specific class sessions and phenomena within the 

sessions that faculty participants selected for reflection and peer discussion during each of two 

iterations. 

2. How did faculty participants talk? (i.e. What were the characteristics of faculty 

discourse?) 
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This sub-question addresses the traits, qualities, and characteristics of the discourse, but 

not the specific content, when peers met to discuss and interpret their selected classroom video 

material. 

3. What strategies were helpful? (i.e. What strategies proved effective in generating 

relevant insights into teacher-student and student-student interactions?) 

The intervention had specific strategies and a specific sequence of activities designed 

within the constraints of what was possible at the College and what fit the timeframe of an M.Ed. 

thesis. This sub-question addresses participants’ views on the usefulness of the strategies and 

steps in generating rich insights and discussion. 

4. How did the approach taken help participants see and understand? 

This sub-question addresses the overall impact on faculty participants of explicit 

methodological steps taken in the study. The impact is assessed in relation to aspects of sharing, 

collaboration, reflection, discourse, video analysis, and faculty-relationships.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

This chapter is a review of relevant literature on the use of video as a medium for 

professional learning. The review includes literature on the characteristics of effective 

professional development, enhancing teacher knowledge and creating a learning community, 

reflective practice, and peer conversations. The selected literature centres on studies in 

educational settings (faculty of education, schools) where video was used to enhance professional 

knowledge or practice. The selection of literature was further limited to studies dealing only with 

teachers and faculty. The chapter concludes with an account of effective uses of video along with 

inherent issues. 

2.1 Characteristics of Effective Professional Development 

Because my study addresses a particular form of professional development, I examined 

relevant literature on the nature and importance of professional development. In a recent study 

(Mueller & Welch, 2006), professional development was found to be the single most significant 

leadership activity related to a) increased levels of teacher commitment–the degree to which 

teachers are supportive of and committed to the school and their colleagues, b) professional 

involvement–the degree to which teachers are concerned about their work, are keen to learn from 

one another, and committed to professional development; and c) innovativeness–the degree to 

which variety, change, and new approaches are emphasized in the school. 

Professional development programs share the common goal of increasing teachers’ use of 

classroom practices that are believed to improve students’ achievement (Hea-Jin, 2007). In other 

words, professional development has central to it, the enhancement of student learning (Couture, 
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2005) and focuses on the application of learning to the improvement of classroom practice 

(Lawler, King, & Kreber, 2002). Mueller and Welch (2006) indicated that professional 

development for teachers, that is, experiences that help teachers not only learn new skills but also 

develop new insights into pedagogy and their own practice, remains a critical dimension of a 

professional coping with ever-changing curricula and pedagogical knowledge (Mueller & Welch, 

2006). Mueller and Welch (2006) scanned the literature and summarized four crucial elements of 

effective professional development: 

1) professional development must challenge teachers to investigate, experiment, consult, 

and consider outcomes to take a stance of critique and inquiry toward practice (Ball, 

1996). Overall, teachers must use an inquiry and problem-solving paradigm that results in 

their constructing new knowledge rather than a training paradigm that results in their 

consuming knowledge (Mueller & Welch, 2006). 

2) Situating professional development in relevant contexts is recognized as a critical 

component if teachers are to learn and to apply new knowledge (Carney, 1998). Teachers 

must be able to situate new knowledge and understanding in the specific context of 

classrooms and professional development should be based on participants’ interest and 

needs (Vukelich & Wrenn, 1999). 

3) Collaborative support from colleagues is crucial. Learning is incremental and teachers do 

not change their practices overnight; thus, professional development should be long-

range and ongoing (Smylie, 1996). Teachers need the opportunity to talk together and to 

reflect on their teaching practices. They need colleagues with whom to focus on problems 

of teaching and learning, to deal with new subject matter and to engage in innovative 

work aimed at curriculum reform (Olson, 1997; Shanker, 1996). In short, professional 
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development needs to be regarded as a continuous cycle of learning, practice, and 

reflection with colleagues (Mueller & Welch, 2006). 

4) The importance of professionals engaging in reflective practice is widely recognized; 

however, no common definition or description of such practice is known. It is one thing 

to agree that reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action (Schon, 1987) are central to the 

development of professional practice, but quite another to demonstrate what this means in 

a professional development context. Other researchers emphasize that professional 

development must provide opportunities for teachers to form “communities of practice” 

that encourage them to reflect on the content and contexts of their pedagogy (Brown & 

Campione, 1996; Shulman & Shulman, 2004; Smylie, 1996). Time and guidance are 

required to begin, to establish, and to sustain such communities where teachers engage in 

inquiry about practice. However, if teachers’ perceptions about their own professional 

growth are not integrated into a plan for professional development, such communities of 

practice are not likely to be initiated or sustained (Mueller & Welch, 2006). 

Effective professional development draws on participants’ experiences, within all stages–

preplanning, planning, delivery, and follow-up (which includes assessment of the program 

components)–of the professional development activities and/or events (Lawler et al., 2002). 

Effective professional development creates a climate of respect, focuses on the application of 

learning, uses collaborative inquiry, encourages active participation, and empowers faculty. Such 

characteristics are based on adult learning theories (Lawler et al., 2002). 

From an administrative perspective, effective professional development requires systemic 

support, adequate time and resources, and recognition of the value of the work of faculty. Both 

faculty and administration need to fully support and believe in the professional development 
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work, and also provide the consequent and necessary resources. Professional development 

programs that are developed collaboratively by classroom teachers, teacher educators, 

administrators, and community are more effective than those that are not developed 

collaboratively and indicate that “all hands are on deck” and committed. 

Effective professional development aids in the creation and maintenance of a community. 

Professional development is learning situated in teachers’ own practice, experience, culture, and 

community (Laferriere et al., 2006). This community of practice provides faculty with 

opportunities for reflective and collaborative learning for sustained growth within their own local 

context (Laferriere et al., 2006). Sustained and continuous experiences of high-level professional 

development have led to changes in teaching practice (Hea-Jin, 2007). 

The need to address professional development models utilizing adult learning strategies 

was paramount to the effectiveness of the program reported by Lawler et al. (2002). The adult 

learning principles that informed faculty development practice were identified as: 1) being aware 

of and drawing on faculty member’s experiences; 2) creating a climate of respect; 3) focusing on 

the application of learning; 4) using collaborative inquiry; 5) encouraging active participation; 

and 6) empowering faculty. Moreover, Lawler et al. (2002) showed that each of the four steps of 

preplanning, planning, delivery, and follow-up in the professional development program they 

studied were based on these six adult learning strategies. 

Professional development based on “one-shot” expert-led talks or courses transmitting 

de-contextualized knowledge to teachers, is not in line with effective adult learning strategies. 

This type of professional development is ineffective in producing deep learning (Laferriere et al., 

2006). Although teaching has evolved from knowledge transmission to a more hands-on, learner-

centred, and collaborative learning model, our current professional development delivery method 
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for the college-wide professional development days is based primarily on a transmission 

approach. The current college-wide professional development model within our context does not 

model, in delivery, the very outcomes and purpose of effective professional development (to 

enhance student learning) and the literature supports changing this. The Instructional Skills 

Workshop does however indicate an improved attempt at professional development but its lasting 

impact needs further investigation. 

Hea-Jin (2007) re-iterated the components of an effective professional development 

model to enhance teacher’s conceptual and pedagogical strategies in math, which, although 

limited to a specific discipline, could be related to professional development in other disciplines. 

The components indicated as relevant and paramount were systemic support, knowledge-building 

workshops, classroom implementation and application, and building a professional community. 

Systemic support was emphasized in other literature (Goodenough, 2004; Hea-Jin, 2007; 

Loerstcher, 2005), which indicated support through mechanisms such as allocation of time and 

resources, availability and training in technology, removal of organizational barriers, and a full 

commitment from the administration in this noble work. 

2.2 Enhancing Teacher Knowledge and Creating a Learning Community Through 

Video 

Learning is viewed as encountering meaningful, complex, real-world situations rather 

than memorizing facts or solving simplistic problems that have one correct answer (Berg & 

Smith, 1996). Video of classroom interactions can support “collaborative learning focused on 

reflection, analysis, and consideration of alternative pedagogical strategies” (Borko, Jacobs, 

Eiteljorg, & Pittman, 2008, p. 419). Video has been shown to be a catalyst, when purposefully 

introduced as part of a program of in-situ educational innovation and can also serve as a platform 
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or reference point for teacher professional learning (Tan & Towndrow, 2009). For pre-service 

teachers, use of video cases that engage teachers by involving reflection and discussion has been 

shown to benefit students’ knowledge attainment including achievement on knowledge tests and 

had a positive impact on the development of higher-order thinking skills and teaching 

performance (Kurz, Batarelo, & Middleton, 2009). Video cases can also support understanding of 

theory and modeling of theory in context, and can afford theoretical insights and can support the 

growth of pre-service teachers’ learning through development of a richer cognitive lens (Kurz et 

al., 2009). Sherin (2005) indicated upon conclusion of her study (regarding how video could help 

teachers learn to notice, that is, to develop new ways of “seeing,” what is happening in their 

classroom) that video-based professional development could provide teachers with opportunities 

to learn. This finding was in agreement with other studies showing that video-based professional 

development helped teachers learn to notice important features of classroom interactions 

(Santagata, Zannoni, & Stigler, 2007; Star & Strickland, 2007; van Es & Sherin, 2008). In a 

recent study with video clubs, in which a group of teachers meet to watch and discuss excerpts of 

videos from each other’s classrooms, Sherin (2009) studied two things: 1) What teacher learning 

is exhibited in the video club meetings themselves and 2) influence of video club experience on 

teachers’ thinking outside of the video club. Sherin (2009) asserted that professional vision, the 

ability to notice and interpret significant features of classroom interactions, was enhanced when 

participating in a video club and that video clubs had the potential to support teacher learning in 

ways that extended beyond the boundaries of the video club meetings themselves. Other sources 

indicate that recent research on teacher learning show teacher progress in identifying important 

instructional moments, analyzing student thinking, and reflecting on content (Santagata, 2009). 
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There is a growing awareness of the value of analyzing and sharing classroom practices 

for the accumulation of professional knowledge. The sharing of teaching videos among peers has 

emerged in recent years as a means of sharing experience and stimulating reflection on teaching 

performance (So, Pow, & Hung, 2009). The change from models of teaching to reflection on 

teaching, the change from a mental to a conceptual understanding of teaching in practice, and the 

sharing of experiences in a learning community to construct a knowledge base are characteristic 

of a collaborative learning community. This knowledge base for teaching is developed through 

the interactions among the members of the learning community (So et al., 2009). Moreover, 

during discussion of video, the use of evidence (for evidence-based discussions) allowed teachers 

the opportunity to offer different interpretations of the same event, providing a context for in-

depth discussion and debate among the group. Such discourse is thought to be an important 

component of a successful teacher learning community (Sherin, 2005). Video cases allow 

teachers to see the complexity and richness of a real classroom setting by capturing voices, body 

language, interactions, and a realistic picture of the learning environment. Thus, video cases lend 

themselves to potentially rich discussions of teacher practices and help teachers connect theory 

and practice (Koc, Peker, & Osmanoglu, 2009). 

According to the literature, another related aspect of teacher learning through video-based 

professional development is sense-making. Problem-based conversations between teachers have 

been shown to be integral to their learning and sense-making, particularly when these 

opportunities to share problems are grounded in experience and are focused and structured to 

account for complexity and to include all voices (Miller, 2009). During video club meetings, 

teachers examined closely students’ comments and tried to make sense of what was said as 

teachers interpreted the video lesson (Sherin, 2000). Sherin (2005) indicated that this sense-
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making is a key feature of teaching expertise. Noticing involves teachers using what they know 

about their specific teaching context to reason or make sense about a given situation. As 

individuals gain expertise within a domain, they became more adept at making sense of situations 

that occur within that domain (Sherin, 2005). 

The literature examined was in consensus on the benefit of increasing the knowledge 

base of participants, although the methods employed to do so were diverse and varied. Laferriere 

et al. (2006) indicated that knowledge creation and idea improvement within the community was 

emphasized and so community members took a collaborative approach. More specifically: 

The key idea of knowledge building focuses on collective 
cognitive responsibility; and is similar to research communities 
in which members engage in progressive discourse that adds 
value to the community. Whereas teacher networks focus on 
teacher participation, these knowledge-building communities 
extend by emphasizing teachers as knowledge creators and 
designers. These communities give new meaning to working at 
the cutting edge, as they help sustain problem solving by 
different groups who enter into reflective discourse around 
significant educational problems. (Laferriere et al., 2006, p. 84) 

Hea-Jin (2007) took both individualistic approaches and collaborative approaches. For 

example, individually evaluating student-centred teaching strategies allowed for an increase in the 

knowledge base of hands-on activities for individual teachers (Hea-Jin, 2007). Using a 

collaborative approach, groups of teachers experienced an appreciation of both the topics and the 

teacher when evaluating student-centred teaching strategies as a group. This latter type of 

evaluation could also help to address and alleviate the perceived apathy, avoidance, or reluctance 

of experienced teachers to the type of professional development that requires their own teaching 

be evaluated by others. With respect to gauging participant knowledge both before and after the 

professional development, “a pre-study questionnaire, concept maps of effective mathematics 

teaching, and an open-ended survey were used to evaluate participants’ initial knowledge and 
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dispositions toward teaching and learning mathematics. The same methods were administered on 

the last day of the workshop to measure participants’ exit knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes 

toward teaching and learning mathematics” (Hea-Jin, 2007, p. 132). Participants in this study 

showed increased knowledge and awareness of subject matter, curriculum goals, effective 

instructional approaches (hands-on activities), students, and the community (Hea-Jin, 2007). 

Within the collaborative approaches in Hea-Jin’s knowledge workshops, faculty engaged 

in the kinds of learning their students would be expected to experience if teachers practiced these 

techniques with their students (Hea-Jin, 2007)–an approach relevant to all subject disciplines. 

Examples of such activities were: “discussions, collaborative group work, hands-on activities, 

reading in textbooks, developing lesson plans by using children’s literature, solving mathematics 

problems with inventive ways, developing a sample alternative assessment tool with rubric, and 

keeping reflective journals on each workshop session” (Hea-Jin, 2007, p. 129). 

This approach mirrors conceptually the issue of practicing what is being preached or 

modeling the behaviour we want our students to experience. This modeling is lacking in 

professional development mediated by expert-led talks, which are expert-centred and not faculty-

centred. Modeling exists to some extent in the Instructional Skills Workshop. Although the 

students in the Instructional Skills Workshop are actually fellow colleagues in groups smaller 

than actual class sizes, the Instructional Skills Workshop does provide a venue for the desired 

actions outlined above. Whether or not the actions are improved and sustained long-term needs 

further research. 

2.3 Reflective Practice Through Video 

The capacity for reflection was identified as a key characteristic of high-quality teachers 

(Hopkins, 2000). Reflective practice, although difficult to learn, was indicated specifically as a 
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key to professional growth and identified as a critical component of professional development 

across a variety of fields (Collins, Cook-Cottone, Robinson, & Sullivan, 2004). Moreover Collins 

et al. (2004) noted when studying pre-service programs: 

Growth comes from looking at your whole professional self 
instead of just the aspects with which you feel comfortable, a 
daunting and unfamiliar process for many. Pedagogically 
structured peer and self-assessment processes allow students to 
internalize the critical self-evaluation; additionally, video review 
appears to be an effective way to capture professional practice 
for careful and thoughtful review. (p. 144) 

The importance of both self and peer-reflection in improving practice was indicated in 

the literature in a general sense. Hea-Jin (2007) for example, had various forms of reflection, such 

as written activity reflection forms, weekly journal entries that required participants to reflect on 

their teaching and learning, and interviews. Moreover, analyzing participants’ own lessons 

promoted reflection and helped to examine student work and thinking (Hea-Jin, 2007). Sherin and 

van Es (2005) also alluded to this through the process of viewing their videos, which inherently 

compelled one to reflect. 

Collins et al. (2004) indicated that performance-based activities such as teaching, “are 

best learned actively, by performing and then by reflecting on the performance” and “teachers 

learn by doing” and “teach by teaching” and then reflecting on the teaching (Collins et al., 2004, 

p. 132). Laferriere et al. (2006) echo this notion with a connection to professional learning 

communities that are “characterized by a focus on peer collaboration and reflective dialogue, 

providing impetus and resources for teacher learning” (Laferriere et al., 2006, p. 82). Video clubs 

offer reflection, focus, and community (Sherin, 2000). 

Studies have taken place to figure out what and how teachers learn as they interact with 

video (Goldsmith & Seago, 2008; Nemorovsky & Galvis, 2004). Tan and Towndrow (2009) 
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suggested that the digital video innovation brought about changes in student-teacher interactions 

in practical work in science and assisted the teacher in reflecting on her professional learning. 

When video-enabled reflection was used (written comments), participants showed enhanced 

communication of their reflective thoughts and provided more depth and breadth in the reflective 

comments they made than when video was absent (Sewall, 2009). Moreover, results suggested 

that reflections were both deeper and broader on participant’s own pedagogy when using video 

(Sewall, 2009). 

With the advent of video, the learning objective for teachers has shifted from learning 

specific instructional techniques to deepening pedagogical content knowledge and developing 

knowledge of teaching and learning (Santagata, 2009). Classroom video can illustrate how 

theories about teaching can be implemented in practice (Sherin, 2003) and provides teachers with 

a shared, concrete experience for discussion and reflection (Gainsburg, 2009). Digital video has a 

level of control and flexibility that makes it a pre-eminent tool for reflecting on child 

development and learning and teaching processes, and is thus rich in opportunities for reflection 

and dialogues (Berezovski & Sosa, 2010). Video also supports and mediates the continuous 

feedback loop of experience, learning, and practice which is thought to better enable 

improvement of teaching and is more likely to make teachers become reflective practitioners 

(Sewall, 2009). 

2.4 Peer Conversations–Collaboration and Feedback 

Several studies have indicated and highlighted the role of conversation in teacher learning 

(Miller, 2009). When novice and expert teachers were involved, authors portray how it was 

helpful for the two study participants to draw on the “sight” of a capable colleague to test their 

theories and their more insular and disciplinary perspectives (Miller, 2009). Miller (2009) 
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suggests how constructive, critical, and evidence-based conversations between prospective 

teachers can play an important role in their professional development. Opportunities to discuss 

pedagogy with other educators were critical in a recent study that involved teachers learning 

alongside students (Mueller & Welch, 2006). Structured opportunities to collaborate with peers 

and engage in authentic pedagogical conversations are not often part of professional development 

experiences (Mueller & Welch, 2006). The social nature of the conversations provided many 

opportunities for teachers to elaborate on, clarify, examine, and challenge their assumptions, 

teaching practices, course experiences and perceptions of students’ learning (Mueller & Welch, 

2006). Research also indicated the overall benefit of interactive video case discussions for 

improving the quality of teacher discourse and reflection (Koc et al., 2009). 

Getting participants “to engage actively with cases is a critical design imperative” (Kurz 

et al., 2009, p. 478). It is not enough to view cases of practice–it is critical that the user 

“collaborate” with the case teacher by actively constructing hypotheses about what will work and 

why, and engaging in his or her own “post-mortem” of the lessons studied (Kurz et al., 2009). 

When individuals interact collaboratively with a peer, they learn better than when individuals 

view cases by themselves (Kurz et al., 2009). Teachers require conditions for professional 

dialogue to facilitate a supportive and encouraging environment for them taking on the challenge 

of implementing a new practice (Li, 2008). 

Collaboration for example, through peer coaching (Li, 2008), is regarded as an aspect of 

staff professional development that has been highly acclaimed for supporting teacher change. 

Through professional collaboration teachers can enjoy the procedural and socio-emotional 

support they need when they take risks to implement new methods (Li, 2008). Teachers can focus 

on their strengths and draw on their pooled experiences of other teachers and their newfound 
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creativity to help them reflectively analyze their teaching and children’s learning (Li, 2008). In 

effect, they select or create practices for specific situations and refine their practices through 

critical reflection on those practices (Li, 2008). 

Feedback that took place through observing video by colleagues was also noted as a key 

component to improve practice. In the study carried out by Collins et al. (2004), the videos then 

went through a process of peer evaluation referred to as Critical Friends Feedback, which is a 

protocol based on constructive comments, objective inquiry, evidence-based analysis, and 

respectful and professional discourse (Miller, 2009; Windschitl, Thompson, & Braaten, 2011). 

Once the videos were posted on the course management system, the course requirements included 

response from groups of four or five other members of the class. Collaborative learning was also 

identified in the literature as learning from the experience of teaching, through review or 

reconstruction of the events and the accomplishments of a teaching situation, thus providing the 

impetus to improve and to treat the learning situation as a focus of development in a team (So et 

al., 2009). Learning from the experience of teaching, and learning with teachers are the main 

factors facilitating the professional development of teachers (So et al., 2009). Video clubs bring 

together groups of teachers for the purpose of exploring teaching. Teaching is often an isolating 

activity that affords few chances to observe other teachers. Video clubs provide access to other 

classrooms and the opportunity to hear and discuss a variety of perspectives about what is 

happening (Sherin, 2000). This collaboration and feedback can serve to strengthen the teaching 

relationship and so can influence the quality of teaching (So et al., 2009). With respect to pre-

service teachers, it was found that receiving comments from peers or peer evaluation was another 

means for students to better understand teaching (So et al., 2009). The ability to collaborate with 

other teachers was identified as a key characteristic of high-quality teachers (Hopkins, 2000). 
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2.5 Effective Uses of Video in Teacher Professional Development 

The literature indicated numerous studies using video for numerous objectives. In this 

section, I outline the characteristics of video that were effective in professional development, 

whether through a knowledge enhancement approach or a practice-based approach. 

2.5.1 Video Use for Faculty by Faculty 

The use of professionally produced video has not proven as effective as originally 

intended (Gainsburg, 2009). Use of video produced by fellow faculty for fellow faculty has been 

more effective: 

This is not to completely dismiss professionally produced video, 
whose effectiveness I have witnessed in certain settings, 
particularly optional professional development sessions for 
teachers who come with a desire to move away from traditional 
teaching methods and need the concrete information a video can 
provide about how to do so. But many pre-service and new 
teachers (and even veterans) are wary of nontraditional methods. 
Further, they can be defensive about being told how to teach by 
professionals (including video producers and education 
professors) who are not in the trenches. (Gainsburg, 2009, 
p. 164) 

Furthermore, Gainsburg (2009) writes that with professionally produced video, an 

opposite effect to development was observed: teachers had an excuse to dismiss the video. The 

following observation highlights this phenomenon: 

Professional video gives those PSTs who are predisposed to 
resist nontraditional methods ample excuses to dismiss the 
video’s content. Particular qualities of professional video appear 
responsible for their dismissal, conscious or not. Professional 
video often presents the featured teachers as exemplary, award 
winners, or stars. The unintended message: A new or even plain 
old teacher can’t pull this off. Professional video is, of course, 
professionally edited. It typically shows only the parts of the 
lesson that ran smoothly and the students who responded 
appropriately. Some videos are obviously partly staged and 
include fake “B-roll” clips of smiling, nodding students that may 
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even have been shot at a later time. Stiff teacher interviews and 
voiced-over narration further signal the exceptionality of the 
taped class. The message: The lesson wasn’t really this good, the 
‘warts’ were removed, and this teaching method is not as 
effective as implicitly claimed. (Gainsburg, 2009, p. 165) 

Sherin and van Es (2000) had video recordings of the participating teachers’ own 

classrooms, which afforded the ultimate level of freshness, local-ness, openness, and credibility. 

2.5.2 Types of Video 

Different types of videos were used in teacher professional development with varying 

uses and effects. Talking-head videos are not effective, as they lead to boredom, fail to engage 

viewers, and are often excruciatingly dull thus making very poor use of the immediacy of video 

(Meisel, 1998). Meisel (1998) reports that “home-grown videos” are the best for developing core 

competencies, comparing what actually happened to what the audience remembers, sharpening 

skills of process observation, and using as a reflective tool (Meisel, 1998). 

Kurz et al. (2009) references Sykes and Bird (1992) as having identified four types of 

video cases used in teacher education that were prevalent at the time: a) a foundational approach 

where cases exemplify or illustrate instances of theory; b) a pragmatic approach where cases 

describe situated problems of teaching that become grounds for deliberation and reflection; c) a 

narrative approach that relies on storytelling to relate knowledge about practice, usually in the 

absence of theory; and d) a causist approach where cases are considered a body of knowledge in 

themselves (Kurz et al., 2009). Kurz et al. (2009) recommended using some kind of combination 

of a foundational approach (in which cases exemplify or illustrate instances of theory) and a 

pragmatic approach (in which cases describe situated problems of teaching that become grounds 

for deliberation and reflection), which helped participants of his study deal with the multitude of 

concerns and identify concepts and phenomena reasonably efficiently (Kurz et al., 2009). 
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2.5.3 Video as a Tool for Research and Analysis 

Whereas a picture is commonly known as worth more than a thousand words, video is 

worth substantially more. As a research tool and as a form of data, video recordings tie together 

the participants’ actions in ways that are not achievable through field notes alone because they 

lack the personality and tone that video is able to capture and allow the researcher to check any 

interpretations with those of the informants (Miller, 2009). Video has the unique ability to capture 

the richness and complexity of the classroom environment and can make visible some aspects of 

classroom culture that otherwise might have been left unnoticed by the teacher (Berezovski & 

Sosa, 2010). Video technology allows for a permanent record of events that have taken place and 

this, in turn, provides a means for the detailed analysis of those events as unlimited replay is 

possible (Tan & Towndrow, 2009). With video, the analysis is not based on someone else’s 

words that could create a different picture in the mind of the observer from what actually 

happened–the subtle nuances from actually seeing and hearing the phenomena. It would be 

difficult to understand or imagine a lot of the subtle movements or facial expressions, but video 

provides this image for observers to interpret and analyze (Lee, Ginsburg, & Preston, 2009). Hall 

(2010) reported that teachers who used video case analysis observed closely and analyzed 

carefully, made judgements based on evidence, and provided insights into experts’ thinking 

behind their practices. 

2.5.4 Video as a Medium for Active Participation 

Mueller and Welch (2006) reported that teachers explained how critical it was for their 

learning to participate in their professional development experience. In particular, teachers 

pointed to the sharp contrast between their typical professional development experiences (which 

concentrate on a passive intake of ideas, generally without any discussion) and actively 



 

24 

 

participating in a professional development activity that required them to think and act like a 

student and also reflect on elements of teaching and learning (Mueller & Welch, 2006). Video 

offers authentic representations of practice and thus is a medium for active participation for self 

and peers alike. Video provides a window in the classroom that conveys the complexity and 

subtlety of classroom teaching as it occurs in real time (Brophy et al., 2004). Santagata (2009) 

indicated three principles for designing video-based professional development: (a) attending to 

content-specific understanding; (b) scaffolding analysis of student thinking; and (c) modeling a 

discourse of inquiry and reflection on the teaching and learning process (Santagata, 2009). The 

third of these (modeling a discourse) is directly relevant to the active participation of teachers in 

their own professional development. Sherin (2000) argued that in order to maintain and to 

stimulate teachers’ interest in their work, teachers must identify new ways to become 

intellectually engaged in teaching and video can provide this. Discussing video recordings of 

teachers’ teaching and developing new techniques for viewing and explaining classroom 

interactions can foster renewed interest in teaching (Sherin, 2000). Practitioner-driven 

professional development is most successful when teachers have opportunities to become 

engaged in the analysis of student work and have opportunities to obtain feedback on their 

teaching practice from colleagues, which video also provides (Miller, 2009). Regardless of the 

topic illustrated by the video, video needs to position teachers, as Randi and Zeichner (2004) 

described it, as “active learners, discovering and activating new knowledge about teaching and 

learning,” by inquiring “into the subject matter they [teach], into the nature of student learning, 

and into their own teaching practice” (Randi & Zeichner, 2004, p. 201). 
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2.6 Issues with Use of Video in Teaching 

2.6.1 Faculty Comfort 

The importance of faculty comfort, both for being video-recorded and in having their 

video observed by peers, was surprisingly not dealt with in detail in the literature, and was 

especially absent within the context of interest (Collins et al., 2004; Hea-Jin, 2007; Sherin & van 

Es, 2005). Most of the literature on the use of video did not address the comfort issues explicitly 

while Collins et al. (2004) implemented strategies to combat possible discomfort, again without 

explicitly mentioning it. This issue is of prime importance within the context of my study, 

especially given that the video could potentially be used for non-intended and damaging purposes 

by anyone viewing it. Collins et al. (2004) let participants choose their partner for a video 

interview exercise initially, but subsequently did assign a feedback person (Critical Friend) 

randomly, presumably after some rapport and comfort was established. It was found that 

participants gravitated towards current friends when given choice and so the researchers 

randomly assigned partners for both video recording and feedback in subsequent iterations–again, 

presumably after rapport and confidence was established. Moreover, guidelines were established 

for Critical Friends that were intended to focus on the purpose of the video recording and to 

strengthen the rapport and comfort amongst the members (Collins et al., 2004, p. 135): 

“Critical Friends” Guidelines: 

• Review each other’s work carefully and ask clarifying questions by e-mail if you like 

• Focus on teaching ideas, not video production 

• Provide encouraging feedback 

• Refrain from value judgments, praise, and flattery 

• Offer ideas for consideration 

• Be a friend who offers critique that helps promote growth as a teacher and writer 
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Additionally, a clear and concise permission process was established that gave the person 

being viewed and the viewers of the video a clear explanation of the purpose of the video, and in 

doing so, indirectly addressed what the video was not to be used for. This also allowed for 

development of a common understanding and a protocol for the distribution of beginning 

teachers’ work that ensured privacy and respect for those recorded. The permission process was 

recommended to be clarified in further research with the permission form being signed by 

students and by other non-central people present in the videos at all stages of the process (Collins 

et al., 2004). 

2.6.2 Technology Learning Curve and Support 

In general, the literature did not address issues that faculty had with the learning involved 

in capturing, editing, and producing a video. The literature also did not address logistics such as 

who carried out the capture, who synthesized the video contents, who presented the video, who 

observed the video, and how feedback, if employed, was incorporated in the research. Collins et 

al. (2004) did indicate the importance of learning the necessary technology: 

With regard to technological competencies, students were 
required to learn about the use of the camera as well as upload 
digital video in order to assure the technological competence at a 
level appropriate to their need in professional practice. 
Counselors should be able to competently use digital cameras, 
upload video, and coordinate communications based on video. 
(Collins et al., 2004, p. 136) 

Moreover, there was an inherent assumption generally within the literature examined that 

technology itself was welcome and utilized effectively, with no mention of any negative issues or 

resistance. Concerning relatively new technology, Laferriere et al. (2006) wrote, “Web-supported 

participation in learning networks and communities is still a new practice, and one that remains 
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unnoticed by a majority of teacher educators and educational researchers” (Laferriere et al., 2006, 

p. 82). 

Resistance or apathy towards technology, especially within the context of this study, also 

came from recollection of negative experiences of faculty with technology personnel even when 

effective technology was readily available. Collins et al. (2004) noted: 

Technology alone does not insure interaction. Without dedicated 
faculty members who are willing to extend and exert themselves, 
these types of innovative pedagogical applications would never 
be possible. The collaborative relationships that occur between 
faculty members and instructional support professional staff are 
also an important factor in the success of the projects (p. 144). 

This important point brought up by Collins et al. (2004) was absent in the literature on video in 

general. Within the context of this study and beyond, the lack of perceived people-skills in 

technology professionals weakens the adaptation of technology by faculty and the professional 

relationship, thus causing a spiral effect on indifference to technology. 

2.6.3 Authentic Use of Information and Communications Technology for Professional 

Development 

One fundamental way to combat apathy was indicated by Collins et al. (2004): 

“technology is learned as an instrument for accomplishing objectives and not as an end in itself. If 

the technology does not serve to enhance pedagogy, it is not needed” (p. 144). This idea is 

extremely relevant within the context of interest and needs to be emphasized with all members of 

faculty (users of technology and those apathetic to its use), in order to build an organization-wide 

vision and framework for the use of technology. A common reason faculty cite for not using 

technology is the high turnover of various applications and the seemingly never-ending cycle of 

training, implementation, and eventual extinction–due at times to better and faster technology. 
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The technology must have relevance and purpose and this must be conveyed through some active 

and comfortable process. 

2.7 Literature Summary 

The literature review served to justify both my design and study of an intervention as a 

contribution to work on effective, authentic professional development for teachers. The literature 

reviewed provides support for the engagement of teachers with their colleagues in analysis of 

what happens in their own classrooms. The literature also accounts for the benefits and 

limitations of classroom-interaction video produced and selected by teachers for discussion with 

supportive colleagues. 

2.7.1 Effective Professional Development 

Effective professional development should be based on certain key characteristics. 

Critical to it is support and buy-in from administration by offering time and resources, engaging 

and empowering faculty, and celebrating faculty successes (Goodenough, 2004; Hea-Jin, 2007; 

Loerstcher, 2005). It should be based on adult learning strategies in its preplanning, planning, 

delivery, and follow-up and should involve faculty as organizers instead of having the 

professional development mandated on them from management (Lawler et al., 2002). Inquiry, 

problem-solving, and reflective practice should be mechanisms used by faculty in constructing 

new professional knowledge (Mueller & Welch, 2006). One-shot courses or workshops are 

ineffective for deep learning (Laferriere et al., 2006). Outside experts transmitting knowledge or 

strategies is ineffective; actively engaging faculty and allowing for collaborative inquiry is much 

more effective (Lawler et al., 2002). There should be sustained opportunities to discuss, observe, 

and practice what is learned and learning should be socially situated (Laferriere et al., 2006). 

Effective professional development empowers faculty, is based on a climate of respect, and is 
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sustained by positive faculty relationships within a community (Hea-Jin, 2007; Laferriere et al., 

2006; Lawler et al., 2002). 

2.7.2 Enhancing Teacher Knowledge and Creating a Learning Community Through Video 

Viewing of video of faculty’s own classroom phenomena (students, interactions, 

activities, etc.) with fellow colleagues can lead to focused reflection and collaborative learning 

and analysis (Borko et al., 2008; Tan & Towndrow, 2009). Video of classroom phenomena has 

been used to show teachers examples of pedagogical theories in action (Kurz et al., 2009) and 

thus to help them learn to notice important features of classroom interaction (Santagata, Zannoni, 

& Stigler, 2007; Star & Strickland, 2007; van Es & Sherin, 2008). Research on video 

communities (or clubs) showed that the ability to notice features of classroom interaction 

extended to participants’ actual classrooms (Sherin, 2009). Video sharing offers an effective 

mechanism to build trust and comfort and to sustain a community of learning; faculty benefit 

from viewing and analyzing others’ classroom video material (So et al., 2009). Video clubs 

allowed teachers to make sense of video through evidence-based teacher discourse that included 

considering multiple perspectives and insights from peers (Koc et al., 2009; Miller, 2009; Sherin, 

2005). 

2.7.3 Reflective Practice Through Video 

Video offers a medium for focused reflection on captured phenomena. Reflections were 

deeper and broader in some instances when video was used and video offers a means for double 

reflection–once when viewing video individually, and once when viewing the same video with 

peers (Sewall, 2009). Video has been used for deepening pedagogical content knowledge and 

developing knowledge of teaching and learning (Gainsburg, 2009; Santagata, 2009; Sewall, 

2009). Moreover, a shift towards using video for investigation of classroom phenomena and away 
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from use for the evaluation of teaching has shown positive results in developing reflective 

capacity (Sherin, 2009). Video supports a continuous self-sustaining feedback loop of experience, 

learning, and practice that can have a positive impact on reflective capability (Berezovski & Sosa, 

2010; Sewall, 2009). 

2.7.4 Peer Conversations–Collaboration and Feedback 

Conversations were effective for teacher learning to take place, specifically constructive, 

critical, and evidence-based conversations (Miller, 2009). Opportunities to discuss pedagogy with 

other educators showed promise in teacher professional development (Mueller & Welch, 2006). 

The social nature of the conversations provided many opportunities to elaborate on, clarify, 

examine, and challenge assumptions, teaching practices, course experiences and perceptions of 

students learning (Mueller & Welch, 2006). Specifically with use of video, when individuals 

interacted collaboratively with a peer, they learned better than when individuals viewed video 

cases of teaching and learning by themselves (Kurz et al., 2009). Feedback was noted as having a 

supportive effect on teachers, especially feedback based on constructive comments, objective 

inquiry, evidence-based analysis, and respectful and professional discourse (Miller, 2009; 

Windschitl et al., 2011). Receiving comments from peers was one means for teachers to better 

understand teaching (So et al., 2009). This collaboration and feedback can serve to strengthen the 

teaching relationship and so can influence the quality of teaching (So et al., 2009). 

2.7.5 Effective Uses of Video in Teacher Professional Development 

Professionally developed video for teachers is less likely to be authentic than video of 

teachers’ own classes in action, and is ineffective for teacher learning (Gainsburg, 2009). Video 

cases that exemplify an instance of a theory or describe situated problems of teaching that 

become grounds for deliberation and reflection are well suited for teacher education (Kurz et al., 
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2009). Video has been used as an effective research tool; it captures the richness and complexity 

of the focused phenomena and can make apparent certain things that may not have been noticed 

by the researcher (Berezovski & Sosa, 2010; Miller, 2009). Video allows for a semi-permanent 

way to store, replay, review, and analyze phenomena. Video offers authentic representations of 

practice and thus is a medium for active participation for self and peers (Randi & Zeichner, 2004; 

Miller, 2009; Sherin, 2000). Use of video offers new ways to be intellectually engaged and fosters 

renewed interest in teaching though analysis, reflection, and feedback (Sherin, 2000). 

2.7.6 Issues with Use of Video 

Ensuring faculty comfort with video-recording of their class sessions and in having their 

videos observed by peers is important (Collins et al., 2004; Hea-Jin, 2007; Sherin & van Es, 

2005). One way to do this is to establish a respectful protocol for feedback and comments 

(Collins et al., 2004). Video technology support and learning is also important in use of video 

technology (Collins et al., 2004). Finally, the use of video must be a means to achieving 

pedagogical and professional learning goals and not merely for the sake of using technology 

(Collins et al., 2004).   
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

3.1 Preparation for the Study 

This research is a case study of a three-month intervention. Faculty I consulted 

recommended that I keep the study practical and doable within our community college setting, 

where instructors were extremely busy. Through informal discussions I had with colleagues and 

support staff of the Teaching and Learning Centre about participation in the research, I found 

consensus that the timeline and participation requirements in the research proposal were 

manageable. I had tried to minimize any impact on courses or other responsibilities for the 

participants by fitting in the study components during lunch time and not extending the time for 

any requirement to be longer than reasonable. I had also made myself the point person for support 

of the initiative and for faculty involved in the study. These supports were fundamental for many 

reasons (maintaining morale and focus of participants, segmenting video capture and video 

editing and video equipment usage, endorsement and substantiation by administration) and cannot 

be underrated (Collins et al., 2004). 

The stages of the study are summarized in Table 1 below: 
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Table 1:  Summary of Study Stages 

Week Stage Time Required Participants 
Involved 

1 Group Training Session 120 minutes All faculty 
participants 

2 Pre-Video Interview 30 minutes Individual faculty 
Participants 

3 Student Recruitment 15 minutes per class 
for four classes 

Student participants 

4, 5 Iteration 1–Video Capture Period Subjective Faculty and Student 
Participants 

6 Iteration 1–Faculty Participation 
selection of ten-minute clip 

Subjective Individual faculty 
participants 

7 Iteration 1–Pair Participant 
Sharing 

60 minutes Faculty pair 
participants 

8, 9 Iteration 2–Video Capture Period Subjective Faculty and student 
participants 

10 Iteration 2–Faculty Participation 
selection of ten-minute clip  

Subjective Faculty pair 
participants 

11 Iteration 2–Pair Participant 
Sharing 

60 minutes Individual faculty 
participants 

12 Exit Interviews-Pair Participant 
Sharing 

45 minutes Faculty pair 
participants 

 

3.1.1 Instructional Skills Workshop 

All new faculty are required to participate in the four-day Instructional Skills Workshop 

held at various times throughout the year, for groups of four to six participants per workshop. 

More recently, the Instructional Skills Workshop had been offered to experienced college faculty 

who were not able to attend the workshop previously for whatever reason. During the 

Instructional Skills Workshop, each participant carries out a mini-lesson (approximately ten 

minutes in length, also referred to as peer micro-teaching) during the second, third, and fourth day 

of the Instructional Skills Workshop, to an audience of fellow participants. Each participant is 

expected to include within their lesson, a participatory learning activity based upon a learner-
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centred teaching paradigm and philosophy, examples of which are explained in detail during the 

first day of the Instructional Skills Workshop. 

In offerings recent to my study of the Instructional Skills Workshop, mini-lessons carried 

out by each participant were not video captured as part of the Instructional Skills Workshop 

(facilitators from the Teaching and Learning Centre felt it took up a lot of time to set up and 

required advanced technical skills to capture and burn to DVD) but can be captured if the 

Instructional Skills Workshop participant desires. In the past however, mini-lessons were video 

captured if desired by the presenting teacher and if the facilitator had the technical skills and/or 

the time. The video capture would include the whole small group, both the instructor and the 

audience; teacher-student and student-student interactions would presumably take place as part of 

the mini-lesson (in line with the theory and practice related to the learner-centred approach to 

instruction presented during Day 1 of the Instructional Skills Workshop). At the end of each 

micro-teaching lesson, feedback circles would take place whereby all participants (including the 

facilitator) would provide feedback (verbal and written). This feedback would be both positive 

and constructive in nature, and would focuse on the effectiveness of the chosen participatory 

activity and student-centred approach. If the lesson were video recorded, the video would be 

provided to the presenting teacher for self-reflection, still followed by the feedback. At the end of 

each day, each participant would be able to view his or her micro-teaching video individually for 

approximately 15 to 20 minutes if desired, and be given a copy of the video to view on a future 

date at their own leisure. 

3.1.2 Faculty Participant Recruitment 

Participants were sought from among participants in the most recent Instructional Skills 

Workshop offering (December 2009) and from previous workshop offerings. I provided general 
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information about the study on the fourth day of the Instructional Skills Workshop and asked 

attendees to indicate if they were interested in receiving more information regarding this study. 

One participant (AB) asked for more information before consenting and then offered to assist in 

finding another participant from her department. Two other participants (RF and SA) were part of 

a group of previous Instructional Skills Workshop graduates whom I contacted via an email call 

to participate. The fourth participant JJ was recommended to me and encouraged to participate by 

AB, and I recruited JJ by following the procedures cleared by the General Research Ethics Board 

at Queen’s University. 

All faculty participants were informed of the nature and requirements of the study as per 

the faculty Letter of Information (Appendix B). Specifically, each faculty member was informed 

that video recordings of all stages would take place (see below) and faculty would be required to 

take video of their own classes. The steps outlined with timelines were: 

Week 1: Attending a two-hour video-recorded Video Training Session with fellow participants 

Week 2: Attending a half-hour video-recorded interview conducted by me 

Week 3 and 4: Iteration #1–Videotaping one of your classes; selecting about 10-minutes from it 

showing teacher-student and student-student dialogue of interest to you (about two hours in total) 

Week 5: Video-recorded meeting with self-selected partner for video analysis and discussion, with 

researcher present (up to three hours) 

Weeks 6-8: Iteration #2 as in Weeks 3-5) 

Week 9: One-hour video-recorded exit interviews with researcher and self-selected partner. 

3.1.3 Role of the Researcher 

I acted as a facilitator throughout the study tasks and components. During the Group 

Training Session I provide preparatory guidance and training in video-capture (both technical and 

analysis parameters) and re-iterated the parameters of the video analysis during this time to 

ensure the discussion was within the realm of study. This was a crucial part of the study and 
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necessary to avoid the digression of participants’ discussion to particular teacher or teaching 

practices/tendencies which could have a profoundly negative effect on participant morale and the 

way in which they would work together going forward (see Section 4.4.1 for more details). I 

chaired the discussions (one Group Training Session, two iterations of video capture and 

discussions for each pair of participants) and conducted all the interviews that took place (four 

individual pre-video interviews, two pair exit interviews). Along with being a facilitator, I was 

also an observer and the researcher (data gatherer) for the study. 

3.1.4 Setting and Sample Size 

The four participants for this study were self-organized into two pairs. One pair (AB and 

JJ) came from the School of Health Sciences and the second pair (RF and SA) came from the 

School of Information Technology (I.T.). The requirement to be in pairs was not only premised 

by the literature, but on the idea that working collaboratively was an essential component of 

teacher reflection and learning, for there is a “ceiling effect to how much we can learn (about a 

teaching problem) if we keep it to ourselves” (Fullan, 1995, p. 17). Although Eckart and Gibson 

(1993) were referring to analyzing teacher behaviours, they very early recommended that teams 

be formed to analyze performances, that the establishment of trust was imperative. They also 

indicated that it was valuable for colleagues to offer objective evaluations, positive criticism, and 

suggestions for improvement. Sewall (2009) reported that it was imperative that the video lesson 

be cooperatively analyzed by both partners–that is, viewed, analyzed, and reflected upon together 

in order to be an effective tool for pedagogical development. All participants had completed the 

four-day Instructional Skills Workshop previously–either very recently, or in the past. The pairs 

of participants went through the stages of the study with the researcher acting as a 

guide/facilitator throughout the process. The self-selected pairs inherently had an already 
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established comfort level which could have minimized any anxiety with respect to video 

observation and presumably allowed maximum comfort for participants during the course of the 

study (Collins et al., 2004; Hea-Jin, 2007; Sherin & van Es, 2005). 

The study was conducted during the Winter 2010 semester (February to April); below are 

the timelines and the steps of the study. 

3.2 Timeline and Intervention Procedures 

3.2.1 Introduction of Study–Late January 2010 

My study was introduced in late January 2010 to each pair of participants through face-

to-face meetings in participants’ offices. Participants had taught their respective classes for 

approximately two weeks and the course enrollment date for students had passed, guaranteeing 

that no new students would be admitted into the courses (although currently admitted students 

could still drop courses). Moreover, the late January introduction of the study meant that all 

courses that had low enrollments had already been collapsed and faculty participants were 

guaranteed to be teaching the courses they were currently teaching with no change in course load 

or course distribution. The faculty participant Letter of Information (Appendix B), the faculty 

participant Letter of Consent Form (Appendix D), and the Video Consent Form (Appendix E) 

were provided to each pair of faculty participants at that time, along with a sample of the student 

participant Letter of Information (Appendix C), the student participant Letter of Consent Form 

(Appendix F), and the Video Consent Form (Appendix G) for student participants (that would 

later be provided by me to all students of the participants’ chosen class for this study). General 

information about the steps of the study, along with faculty participant requirements and 

expectations of the study, were outlined as were the requirements and expectations of student 

participants as well. All potential faculty participants were asked to review the documents and 
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bring the signed consent forms (all four participants had verbally agreed to participate already) to 

the Group Training Session to come. 

3.2.2 Group Training Session–Early February 2010 

All four participants were invited to the Group Training Session. Each participant 

submitted their signed faculty participant Letter of Consent Form and the Video Consent Form 

upon attendance. The Group Training Session was held between 11 a.m. and 1 pm in the same 

room used for the Instructional Skills Workshop. This room was equipped with laptop computers, 

a projector, an audio system, and a connection to a large AppleTM computer screen with a built-in 

webcam for video-recording the participants during the session. Closer in proximity, two separate 

FlipTM cameras were also set up on opposite sides of each pair of faculty participants to video 

record pairs of faculty participants, in parallel and redundantly with the large group video 

recording previously described (redundancy in video capture in case either of the videos did not 

record properly or low audio resulted). Some light refreshments were provided because the 

meeting spanned the lunch break at which time all four participants were free. 

In the first thirty minutes of this time, I reviewed and clarified the overview and purpose 

of the study, the commitment required by faculty participants, the process and issues related to 

recruiting student participants, and issues related to the technology that would be used. Faculty 

participants were given an opportunity to ask for clarifications regarding any aspect of the study. 

Each participant was provided a new camera and a small tripod. A few minutes were 

provided for each participant to explore the camera with no direction provided by me (in the spirit 

of learner-centred design). Participants very easily began to use the camera and began to record, 

watch, and delete their own videos of their peers from the camera itself. I also had laptops 

available for participants to view the videos on the larger laptop screens using the FlipTM software 
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which participants also found very easy to use. Having seen their proficiency, I decided to 

significantly shorten the review of how to use the FlipTM camera and briefly reviewed various 

camera angles using the camera and the importance of the audio capture (since the cameras were 

known to not have high audio quality capture when not close to the sound source). 

I then began to show an actual video that I had captured (using the same FlipTM camera). 

The video involved a group of colleagues from the Teaching and Learning Centre, with one of the 

members implementing a mini-lesson to four other Teaching and Learning Centre colleagues who 

were the students in the presented video. I initially told the group that I would play this video 

without pausing or stopping and turned on the cameras to video record their viewing and 

subsequent roundtable discussion. The video was played on the large screen AppleTM computer 

that was simultaneously recording the full group as they watched the video I had recorded. 

The video was ten minutes in length as was the requirement for faculty participants for 

the study. I wanted to ensure that faculty participants knew that I had video recorded the learner-

centred activity, had reviewed the video myself, and had chosen a ten minute clip to share–as 

faculty participants would soon do (as part of the study). This was also done to establish my 

credibility and reliability going forward (as opposed to being perceived as the researcher or an 

expert not having done what faculty participants would also do). 

Before the video was displayed, I provided each faculty participant with a notebook and 

pen to record their observations for the session, and throughout the study if they wished. Gordon 

(2004) suggested that such journals could provide the researcher with feedback on faculty 

participant perceptions–both positive and constructive. Participants were encouraged but not 

required to record any thoughts, questions, or concerns during the study, with as much detail as 

possible (dates, times, context, description) throughout the study–but for the Group Training 
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Session, were asked to simply observe the initial playing of the video and if they desired, were 

encouraged to individually record any notes regarding teacher-student and/or student-student 

interactions (e.g., student language, student activity, student thinking) along with technical issues 

(camera angle, zoom, focus, lighting, quality of audio, quality of video). 

I also offered participants the exclusive use of a laptop with the latest security and 

required software installed for the video capture. Not surprisingly, the School of I.T. pair chose 

not to take the laptop (since they already owned their own laptops as part of their work) while the 

School of Health Sciences pair chose to accept the laptop as an observation tool along with being 

able to download and view videos taken. I indicated that I would deliver the laptops at the time of 

the individual pre-video interviews. Regardless of the choice (notebook for journals or laptop for 

viewing) I informed the faculty participants that the journal medium would be submitted to the 

researcher (me) upon completion of the study as a data source (interestingly, no participant used 

either medium for note-taking throughout the study–faculty participants had only noted specific 

times or time ranges of the video they wanted to play). 

The video displayed showed the teacher carrying out a mini-lesson on properly 

pronouncing, with the Arabic accent, commonly found names of Qatari students preceded by a 

short lesson on difficult-to-pronounce (for non-Arabic speakers) Arabic letters. The lesson 

continued to teach commonly used phrases in Arabic (such as “How are you?” and “I’m fine;” or 

“What’s your name?”) as well. 

The learner-centred activity was highlighted by each student in the video choosing an 

Arabic name (from a list) and creating a nametag and placing it in front of them. The teacher then 

began throwing a small sponge ball to each student and asking a question in Arabic (e.g., “What’s 

your name?”) with the student who caught the sponge ball expected to accurately respond with 
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his or her chosen Arabic name, in the proper pronunciation. After each student received the 

sponge ball and threw the ball back to the teacher (teacher-to-student interactions), the teacher 

then asked students to throw the ball to each other with the thrower asking similar questions to 

the receiver (student-to-student interactions). 

The next sixty minutes was spent in video analysis and creating the Video Analysis 

Framework. After the completion of the clip, I asked participants to be part of an open roundtable 

discussion facilitated by me. The purpose was to come up with a list of phenomena or topics they 

just observed (in the video I just played) that they could possibly look for or assess or discuss or 

analyze in their own videos of their own classrooms as part of the study–with a clear focus on 

studying student-to-student or teacher-to-student interactions. Again, the participants were 

encouraged to concentrate not on the particulars of any particular teaching practice or teacher 

tendencies or behaviors, but to concentrate on the teacher-student interaction and related student-

student interactions (in line with the participatory and learner-centred teaching paradigm). 

Participants were again politely reminded to offer analysis of the learning situation (i.e., 

teacher-student interaction, student-student interaction). This focus was verbalized early (before 

the video played) and quite often (within discussions that followed the video playing) in order to 

keep the discussion limited and within the realm of the study. The participants initially showed 

confusion with the task and did not begin discussions but asked for further clarification. I asked 

the faculty participants to imagine this was a video of their students and to think about the aspects 

of the interactions they had just observed that were noteworthy, interesting, worthy of discussion 

or analysis. The participants began some very light discussion and were able to identify a few 

concepts (e.g., student enthusiasm, student motivation, co-operation). 
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I chose to play the video again, this time pausing it at certain key frames to facilitate 

discussion (as it was obvious to me that there was still confusion on the part of participants)–a 

strategy with which the participants agreed. Before playing the video a second time, I re-iterated 

and attempted to re-word the goal (identify any interaction phenomena that were noteworthy or 

interesting and could lend itself to further discussion, analysis, and possible enhanced 

understanding). I also expressed that fundamental to this exercise, and throughout the study, was 

the identification and reference of concrete examples and tangible video evidence that points to 

any discussion, claims, or theories put forth by the participants. Essentially, this process would be 

based on observation, reflection, peer discussion/collaboration, and analysis–all components of 

effective professional development according to the literature I had searched. 

I began to pause the video at certain points immediately after certain places in the video 

(for example, immediately after the teacher had just taught a key word, or when students had 

chosen an Arabic name for themselves or when a particular student had a question) and asked the 

faculty participants, “What did you notice in this piece of video that was interesting or worth 

further discussion?” The frequency of contributions to the discussion improved dramatically and 

faculty began to identify key phenomena (e.g., visible success signs, balance of power, 

collaboration). At each instance of pausing the video (and identification and discussion by faculty 

participants of phenomena), faculty participants would come to an agreement on certain topics 

(see Section 4.1 Table 3 for their points of agreement) they found interesting and/or felt could be 

assessed in their own videos. I simply facilitated the discussion and added these items to the 

Video Analysis Framework and would at times verbalize the list (from the beginning) as it grew. 

The above cycle of pausing and discussion continued until the ten-minute clip was eventually 

completely played. 
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Although there were now more items in the Video Analysis Framework, I felt it was still 

brief and possibly could be restricting–especially if participants viewed it as providing the only 

criteria. Upon quickly viewing the brief list just created, I came to the conclusion that this 

exercise (looking at video and coming up with an assessment tool), because of its novelty, was 

not an easy task for faculty and so they had not addressed some additional topics obvious to me. 

I decided to propose the sharing of some topics for video assessment that I had either 

gleaned from the literature or had experienced myself in the classroom when designing learner-

centred activities–a proposal to which all participants agreed. I proposed the topics one by one 

and asked faculty participants to discuss (and anticipate) and come to a consensus on whether or 

not these suggested topics would be relevant to their own classroom videos. I wanted to ensure 

that my proposed criteria would not be imposed on the group or taken as granted, as autonomy 

and learner-centredness was to be an inherent way of working throughout my study and I was 

cognizant of modeling this. Hence I ensured (or at least expressed) that the final say on each 

proposed topic was completely within the jurisdiction of the faculty participants as they accepted 

or rejected each of my proposed topics after some discussion. The autonomy given to the 

participants here was intended to improve buy-in and motivation, and has been shown to be a 

foundational piece for creating and sustaining a learning community (Loertscher, 2005). 

Some of the proposed criteria were rejected after participant discussion, while others 

were accepted after participant discussion. Table 3 in Section 4.1 shows the final Video Analysis 

Framework co-created by faculty participants and the researcher with the agreement that this 

framework could be changed, edited, and improved as participant pairs deemed at any stage of 

the study. I indicated to all faculty participants that the final Video Analysis Framework would be 

emailed and a paper copy provided during the pre-video interviews. 
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After the Video Analysis Framework was completed, I began to clearly detail for the 

participants the stages as shown in Table 1 in Section 3.1 (and indicated that each stage would be 

video-recorded for data gathering), and also the timelines and guiding principles of the study. I 

concluded with the process by which I would recruit student participants. 

I explained that the stages of the study would begin with individual pre-video interviews 

lasting about thirty minutes each that would take place the following week (after the Group 

Training Session which took place in Week 1) at which time each faculty participant would 

indicate to me (the interviewer) which class would be most suited for my study. The next week 

after this would involve student participant recruitment carried out by me based on the most 

suitable class identified in the pre-video interview from the week before. Next would be two 

iterations of video recording and pair discussions. Each of these iterations would include three 

sections: 

1) two weeks of video capture time, where faculty participants would have the opportunity 

to video record as many classes or activities within the chosen class as possible; 

2) one week for faculty participants to individually view and select ten minutes of video of 

any learner-centred activities that involved interactions (student to student or student to 

teacher); and 

3) one week in which the ten minute clips would be shared and discussed with faculty 

partners using the Video Analysis Framework as a guide for analysis and discussion. 

After two iterations of video capture and discussion, the final stage would be pair exit 

interviews. In total, the study would take approximately twelve weeks as was indicated in the 

Letter of Information – Instructor Participant (Appendix B). 
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Next I began reminding the group of the guidelines: that conversations and discussions 

would be respectful in nature, that teacher tendencies or teacher behaviors or teaching practices 

would not be discussed or focused on, that interactions was the key focus area (student to student 

or student to teacher), that two weeks would be provided to each pair to capture as many videos 

as they wanted to, and that there was autonomy in what activities were video-recorded and how 

they were discussed. 

Finally, I outlined to the faculty participants the strategy for student recruitment. I asked 

faculty participants to think about one class they were currently teaching that would be most 

conducive to the study, given the parameters and focus of the study. Although all faculty 

participants had already selected a class and had verbalized their choice to their partner, I asked 

each of them to indicate their decision to me during the pre-video interviews I had set up for the 

following week. I also indicated that I would be asking for a copy of their selected class schedules 

to set up a time to carry out student recruitment. I indicated to all faculty participants that I would 

carry out the recruitment by attending their classes in the first few minutes of a mutually agreed 

(at the pre-video interview) date and time, and I would require that the faculty participant not 

attend the chosen class on the chosen date until approximately fifteen minutes after class would 

have normally begun. The fifteen minutes would allow me time to explain the purpose of the 

study and the parameters of student participation for the students. It would also allow all the 

consent and information documentation to be read and understood by the students before making 

the decision to partake in the study. 

3.2.3 Pre-Video Interview–Early February 2010 

Each faculty participant was interviewed individually by the researcher within one week 

of the Group Training Session. These interviews occurred in faculty participants’ individual 
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offices over the lunch hour and lasted approximately thirty minutes. Each interview was video-

recorded (see Appendix H). 

The purpose of this interview was to allow me to establish rapport and a professional 

connection with each participant individually, to remind the participant of the established criteria 

and framework for the video capture, and to address any individual questions or concerns before 

the video capture iterations began. It was also hoped that this interview would help further 

increase the participant’s comfort level as my study progressed, and improve both subsequent 

interviews and the success of my study (Loertscher, 2005). Participants were asked to reflect on 

the Group Training Session experience, specifically in terms of their comfort level of using video, 

video analysis experience, working with colleagues, and their perceptions of how the Video 

Analysis Framework was created and its components. More specifically, faculty participants were 

asked to identify the most important phenomena they individually discovered from the video and 

the most surprising phenomena they felt occurred. The faculty participants were also asked to 

anticipate and foresee what benefits there might be with working with their chosen partner, what 

aspects of the Video Analysis Framework would most likely be seen in their own classroom 

videos, and what they hoped to discover in analyzing the video of their students. 

Another purpose of this interview was to establish a baseline of current participant 

understanding and perspectives with respect to the use of video in capturing teacher-student and 

student-student interactions in line with the research questions. Additionally, the interview 

provided the researcher (me) with a sense of the participant’s technological competency and an 

opportunity to propose ongoing support if the participant needed it at any time during the study. 

In addition, I asked each participant to confirm a preferred class (out of the three or four 

classes each participant currently taught) that I would approach to gain student consent for video 
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capture. Having taught students for approximately three weeks prior to this interview, participants 

would have had a reasonable amount of knowledge regarding class dynamics, student makeup 

and diversity (a very important point since in traditional Qatari culture, video-recording of 

females students was not favoured either by those students or their parents), and physical 

classroom or layout issues. 

Each faculty participant may have selected certain classes in part because the classroom 

was spacious and/or because the setting was conducive to the participatory learning exercise that 

would be included in the video capture and/or the particular students would be comfortable with 

video being taken of them. These were anecdotal responses provided by participants during the 

Group Training Session as I did not ask them for selection criteria and left this decision to their 

discretion. 

I also asked each participant for a copy of their teaching schedule and mutually agreed to 

a day and time in the following week when I could meet the preferred class to recruit students. I 

also requested a list of student names from their attendance record so that I could know how 

many students attended and how many did not. I reminded the faculty participant that they would 

not attend the first fifteen minutes of the chosen class on the agreed date to allow me to carry out 

the recruitment without having the teacher present. 

Upon completing the interview, I reviewed the guidelines of the study (i.e., respectful 

conversations, focus on interactions, autonomy in selecting and discussing clips, autonomy in 

changing the Video Analysis Framework as required, stages of the study, ten-minute clip 

maximum length for sharing). I also reminded the participants of the recommendation to keep 

journal notes throughout the study. I provided laptops to the School of Health Sciences pair (JJ 
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and AB) for this purpose as they requested (the School of I.T. participants already had laptops for 

this purpose). 

3.2.4 Student Recruitment and Consent–Early February to Mid-February 2010 

The faculty participants (teachers) could not recruit their own students to my study since 

the instructors were in a position of authority over their students. I as the researcher, as a non-

teaching faculty member (no teaching hours and no students) and as the Co-ordinator of the 

Advanced Learning Technologies Centre had a completely distinct reporting structure from that 

of faculty participants and thus was not in an institutional position of authority over students. 

I attended each faculty-chosen class and was present a few minutes before class began as 

students began walking in. Some students inquired as to where their teacher was presumably 

thinking that I was replacing their teacher for the lesson. I informed these students that I had a 

special announcement for the students and that their teacher would be coming soon. (I had to 

ensure that students would stay and not leave and come back when they knew the teacher would 

attend so the special announcement accomplished this without being untrue.) While I waited for 

more students, I handed out a few FlipTM cameras to some students and asked them to “play” with 

the device. Students very quickly began to take video of themselves or their peers and viewing 

them on the camera itself. I figured that if students saw the device being used and how un-

intrusive and inconspicuous it was, it would further provide comfort to the students and allow 

them to make an informed decision regarding the study. All of these students were adults (above 

eighteen years of age) and so could consent on their own. 

Once all students arrived, I introduced myself and provided a brief description of the 

nature and purpose of the study, the requirements and logistics of the study (video capture and 

faculty peer review), and provided and read out loud a summary of the Letter of Participant 
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Information and Student Letter of Consent and the Video Consent for the students. I also 

provided time for the students to read these documents. 

All students were informed of the nature and requirements of the study as per the student 

Letter of Information. Specifically, each student was informed that video recordings of some of 

their classes would take place (see below) by their instructor and that ten-minute clips would be 

shared with another faculty member at each iteration. The steps outlined with timelines were: 

Week 1: Attending a video-recorded classroom session with fellow students 

Time Required: 60 minutes of regular class time 

Week 2: Attending a video-recorded classroom session with fellow students 

Time Required: 60 minutes of regular class time 

Total Time Required: 120 minutes (about 2 hours of regular class time) 

I was pleasantly surprised to see that the vast majority of students were excited about the 

potential of the study as indicated by their questions. Only two students out of the approximately 

30 students chose not to participate and both students were from the same class. I did not share 

this information (did not identify students who did not consent) with the respective faculty 

member (SA) but did indicate to other faculty participants that no students in their classes had not 

consented (i.e., that all students had consented). I let SA know that not all her students had 

consented. SA noted that she would use her judgement when carrying out video capture and that 

she had a good sense of who could have potentially not consented (although I did not tell her 

which students had not consented). SA indicated that she would let all students know that the 

video camera was on and students were free to be in the camera view or not. The two non-

participant students did not appear in any of the video used in my study. All faculty participants 

and student participants knew that even if students had consented to be video recorded, they could 

still not choose to be in a particular video for any reason without justification (see Appendix C). 
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3.2.5 Video Capture Iteration #1–Late February to Late March 2010 

As outlined earlier in Table 1 in Section 3.1, each iteration was composed of four weeks 

in the following way: two weeks given to capture learner-centred activities with inherent 

interactions, one week given for faculty participants to select a ten minute clip, and one week 

given for each faculty participant pair to come together, share, discuss, and analyze. 

In each iteration, each participant was asked to video record at least one authentic 

classroom situation from his or her own selected classroom, within the allotted two-week period. 

Each video could be stored on the participant’s laptop or work desktop or on the FlipTM camera 

itself. Specifically, the video capture was recommended to be of any participatory learning 

activity (e.g., jigsaw, role-playing, presentation, debate) in keeping with the technical guidelines 

set forth and agreed to during the Group Training Session discussion (e.g., camera angles, 

ensuring optimization of students within the camera view, maximizing audio quality) and in tune 

with participatory and learner-centred design. During the actual video capture, participants placed 

the small cameras at a self-chosen location and let the cameras run during the entire lesson. 

After each participant had captured some video over two weeks, each participant was 

required in the following week (Week 3), to select (and edit as needed or desired) a ten-minute 

section of a particular video (or combination of videos) they would share and analyze with their 

partner in the week following (Week 4). Each participant was encouraged to carry out a self-

reflection of the ten-minute clip, along with taking notes in their own notebooks (or laptops 

provided) regarding any teacher-student and student-student interaction issues, understanding, 

perceptions, criteria and evidence as agreed to in the Group Training Session. The video-sharing 

exercise and discussion took approximately sixty minutes (30 minutes for both videos and 30 

minutes for debriefing, discussion, and reflection), took place during the lunch hour (as with the 
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Group Training Session) in one of the participants’ offices, and were all video-recorded by me. 

Past research has revealed that viewing videotapes of peer’s classroom teaching allows teachers 

to share their unique observations of teaching moments, connect what they see to their own 

experience and research, and because they were not intimately involved in the actual teaching on 

the tape, provide clearer observational lenses than the individual likely would have if reflecting 

alone (Miller, 2009). 

Upon the completion of Iteration #1, participants were encouraged to note (in their 

writing notebooks or electronically through the use of their laptops) and/or to express to me any 

suggestions for adjustments to any aspect of the video capture logistics, content, or analysis. This 

was meant to give participants a voice in the study and help in enhancing their comfort and 

commitment to the study (Loertscher, 2005). I committed to provide all participants with a 

summary of the suggestions before the second iteration video-taping session. 

3.2.6 Video Capture Iteration #2–Late March to Late April 2010 

Iteration #2 differed operationally in only two ways from Iteration #1. First, upon 

noticing some superficial discussions and logistical issues during Iteration #1, I interjected with 

four distinct strategies (see Section 4.4.1 Early Establishment of Ways of Working and Limits for 

rationale of interjection and impact), namely: 

1) that participants pause the video at discussion points (as opposed to letting the video play 

onward while discussions took place) and that participants feel free to rewind the video to 

carry out further analysis and/or to revisit or review phenomena; 

2) that participants self-view the chosen ten minute video clip with the Video Analysis 

Framework by their side anytime before their presentation to their faculty partner; 
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3) that I would ask the viewer (not the presenter) of the most deep and impactful 

phenomenon they observed or discussed from their partner’s video during Iteration #2; 

and 

4)  that we would use a wider screen to view videos (39 inches instead of 15 inches). 

Second, the School of Health Sciences pair (JJ and AB) mutually agreed to shrink the two-week 

window capture period to just one week. They exercised their autonomy and simply informed me 

that their sharing and discussion session would occur a week earlier than I had proposed. 

3.2.7 Pair Exit Interviews–Late April 2010 

After each pair of participants had completed two iterations of the video capture and 

feedback sessions, I interviewed each pair, with the interview being video-recorded. The 

interview lasted about sixty minutes and took place during the lunch hour on a date mutually 

agreed with the pair (see Appendix I). 

Each participant was asked to discuss and reflect upon their experience. More 

specifically, I asked questions about: their discovery of students and of working with each other, 

how they compared peer-mediated video analysis with self-mediated video analysis, any 

perceived evolution of sense of understanding or ways of talking about the phenomena 

throughout the study, any perceived changes from the Group Training Session to Iteration #1, 

their particular reasons for choosing the ten-minute selected clips in both iterations, and any 

perceived changes from Iteration #1 to Iteration #2. 

I also asked participants to reflect on the extent to which they believed that video analysis 

impacted their understanding of teacher-student and student-student interaction, their perception 

of their own learning, how the experience could have been improved, and how they felt the 

experience would impact their own teaching knowledge and/or behaviour in the near future. In 
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addition, participants were asked about the requirements and the likelihood of continuing and 

sustaining video-based professional development in the context and milieu of the college. 

3.3 Data Sources and Collection Techniques 

There were a variety of data sources and collection techniques as outlined in the previous 

section (section 3.2 Timeline and Intervention Procedure). The Corpus of Data in chronological 

order was: 

1. Group Training Session–referred to as “GTS” (2 hours) 

This session was researcher-led with all participants and was video-recorded and 

transcribed. It involved analyzing a pre-recorded video of a learner-centred activity and co-

creating the Video Analysis Framework. See section 3.2.2 (Group Training Session) for more 

details. 

2. Pre-Video Individual Interview (before participants captured video; after GTS)–

referred to as “PVI” (30 minutes) 

This interview was conducted by the researcher and was video-recorded and transcribed. 

See Section 3.2.3 (Pre-Video Interview) for more details. 

3. Iteration #1–(participant pairs discussed first video capture)–referred to as “I1” (2 

week time period to capture; one hour in length) 

This discussion was video-recorded by the researcher as pairs of participants discussed 

and analyzed their videos. The discussions were video recorded and transcribed. The actual 

videos participants presented were not recorded by the researcher. See Section 3.2.5 (Video 

Capture Iteration #1) for more details. 

4. Iteration #2–(participant pairs discussed second video capture)–referred to as “I2” (two 

week time period to capture; one hour in length) 
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This discussion was video-recorded by the researcher as pairs of participants discussed 

and analyzed their videos. The discussions were video recorded and transcribed. The actual 

videos participants presented were not recorded by the researcher. See Section 3.2.6 (Video 

Capture Iteration #2) for more details. 

5. Pair Exit Interview–(participant pair interviewed after I2)–referred to as “EI” (45 

mins.) 

I interviewed each pairs of participants and video-recorded and transcribed the 

interviews. See Section 3.2.7 (Pair Exit Interviews) for more details. 

6. Researcher Field Notes–(researcher notes during any of the above)–referred to as “RN" 

These were hand-written notes taken by the researcher while observing all of the above 

stages comprising of approximately fifteen pages. Patton (2002) recommended the use of a 

researcher journal to record assumptions and insights, which could be used to minimize potential 

researcher bias (Patton, 2002). These are comprised of notes made of the actual videos chosen by 

the participants (which were not part of the corpus of data) and general notes about participant 

behaviours (how often participants looked at the Video Analysis Framework, when they looked at 

Video Analysis Framework during video discussions, noting participants smiling or looking 

confused or focused, etc;), and body language throughout faculty discussions during iterations. 

3.4 Data Analysis Techniques 

The video recordings were used to make verbatim transcripts for all data sources (as 

outlined in the previous Section 3.3–Data Sources and Collection Techniques). Each transcript 

was reviewed in detail and organized in electronic folders on the researcher’s personal laptop by 

participants (group, participant pair, individual), by iteration (#1 or #2), and source (Group 

Training Session, interviews, pair participant discussion, pair participant exit interviews, and 
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researcher notes). Transcripts were entered into the qualitative software program QSR NVivoTM 

(Version 8–2009) as an independent Project named “Peer Mediated Video Analysis of Classroom 

Interactions” with files entered in chronological order (see Section 3.3.Data Sources and 

Collection Techniques). I then carried out inductive analysis on the transcribed data, which had 

an initial intrinsic organizational structure and meaning based on the co-created Video Analysis 

Framework, the literature, my own experience, and the consensus-generating discussions of 

faculty participants. This initial structure allowed for a way to explain some of the events of the 

study at least primitively. 

I then began to identify and develop codes for each transcript. To help minimize 

researcher bias during coding and to get a more experienced “set of eyes” looking at the data 

transcripts, I solicited the support of a colleague with a Doctorate in Education and experience in 

qualitative research methods and development of coding schemes similar to the one I wished to 

develop. I began coding three data sources (Group Training Session, one Pre-Video Interview, 

and one Iteration #1 discussion) with her guidance and advice. We began initially coding the 

sources together discussing what the data could be coded as and agreeing to some coding 

terminology. This went on for the first few minutes and first few codes for each of the three data 

sources, after which we coded in parallel and made comparisons. Discussion of our respective 

codes took place as we agreed to codes. This initial collaborative effort allowed for a mentored 

and more objective coding experience and gave me the confidence and experience to continue 

with the other data sources. I completed the coding for the other eight data sources on my own. 

My colleague supported the coding of approximately 20 percent of the total corpus of transcripts 

with our coding agreeing the vast majority of the time. The portion of data on which she worked 

with me was sufficient for me, in my view, to benefit fully from her knowledge and experience. 
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The coding process was iterative in nature and required revisiting some transcripts after  

connections were made with other codes or codes were renamed to offer more clarity. I created 

descriptive codes for each transcript (total of 11 transcripts including Researcher Notes) and 

segmented the data into individual quotes. As I reviewed the codes and upon further review, the 

process became more deductive as many codes were repeated and saturation was reached as no 

new codes surfaced. 

I then carried out a full review of the codes in order to evaluate their usefulness. Each 

quote associated with each code was reviewed meticulously to ensure that the related code was in 

fact a proper representation of the quote. If the quote did not directly meet the associated code, it 

was moved to another more relevant and related code or placed in a miscellaneous category and 

revisited at the end of this review process. If upon further review the quote still did not meet any 

of the established codes, the quote was deleted. 

The final process involved developing categories and themes by first looking for 

similarities across the established codes. Codes with relationships were placed together in the 

form of groups to form categories that were logical to the spirit of the study and to the findings. 

The categories were then examined for similarities and relationships, and themes that emerged 

were identified as such (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006). A similar method was used by Sherin 

(2005) when analyzing data in an iterative and grounded approach. 
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Chapter 4 

Findings and Interpretations 

The presentation of the findings begins with details about the faculty participants’ 

background, the Video Analysis Framework, and the videos presented. The remainder of the 

chapter presents findings related to the first three research sub-questions: 1. What did participants 

see? 2. How did they talk? 3. What strategies were helpful? Each section indicates findings 

together with interpretation and discussion. The fourth and last question: 4. How did the approach 

taken help participants see and understand? is dealt with more specifically in Chapter 5 

(Conclusion). 

This chapter details the findings that emerged after I analyzed data from all data sources. 

Below is a list of individual data sources (with respective short-forms) as referenced in the 

remainder of the thesis. In summary, the Corpus of Data in chronological order was: 

1. Group Training Session–GTS (1 hour) 

2. Pre-Video Individual Interview (before participants captured video; after GTS)–PVI (30 

mins.) 

3. Iteration #1–(participant pairs discussing first video capture)–I1 (2 week time period to 

capture; 1 hour) 

4. Iteration #2–(participant pairs discussing second video capture)–I2 (2 week time period 

to capture; 1 hour) 

5. Pair Exit Interview–(participant pair interviewed after I2)–EI (30 mins.) 

6. Researcher Field Notes–(researcher notes during any of the above)–RN 
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In the remainder of this thesis, I cite any data specifically by source in brackets. For 

example, if data is referenced from the Group Training Session, then the reference will end with 

the following citation: (GTS). For data sources that involve more than one participant (I1, I2, EI), 

the above schema is immediately followed by the participant initials separated by a “/,” with the 

first participant being the presenter or the one being referenced. For example, if SA’s video 

presentation to RF during Iteration #1 was to be referenced, it is indicated as: (I1 SA/RF). For the 

interview data sources (pre-video or exit), there are cases where I provide answers to specific 

questions asked. In this case the schema is followed immediately by the question being answered. 

For example, if question 2b is answered in the exit interview, than the citation would be: (EI 2b). 

In Section 4.1, I provide the context for the findings by highlighting faculty participants’ 

backgrounds with their respective subject areas, teaching experience, class makeup, and course 

content. Furthermore, I have included the Video Analysis Framework co-created by the 

participants and the researcher (me) during the Group Training Session (GTS) to allow the reader 

to see what participants indicated they could look for in their own videos (again to provide some 

context to the findings). The Video Analysis Framework is discussed more thoroughly in Section 

4.4.3. 

In Section 4.2, I detail the major themes of what participants saw (as evidenced by what 

they discussed) which are the findings and analysis of the first sub-question (What did 

participants see?), concerning the aspects of interactions that faculty participants paid attention to 

and discussed. These major themes were Student Involvement (engagement, participation, 

interest, and enthusiasm), Student Collaboration and Co-operation, Student Learning Moments 

(“Aha” moments), Student Balance of Power, Student Ways of Working, and Student 

Personalities and Tendencies. 
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In Section 4.3, I detail the ways participants discussed phenomena, which are the findings 

and analysis related to the second sub-question (How did participants talk?), concerning the 

characteristics and depth of the faculty discourse. This chapter has four sections, namely the 

characteristics and attributes of the discussion itself (section 4.3.1), an interpretation of improved 

professional relationships (section 4.3.2), an account of the levels of inference in the discussions 

(section 4.3.3), and an interpretation of improved awareness and analysis (section 4.3.4). 

In Section 4.4, I detail the strategies that were helpful in the way participants worked 

with video, which are the findings and analysis related to the third sub-question (What strategies 

were helpful?), concerning strategies that proved effective in generating relevant insights into 

teacher-student and student-student interactions. 

Each section below begins with an overview of the findings used to answer the 

corresponding research sub-question. 

4.1 Faculty Participants’ Background, the Video Analysis Framework, and Videos 

Presented 

Four faculty participants were selected for the study in the form of two pairs. Pair one 

was selected from the School of Information Technology (I.T.) and pair two was selected from 

the School of Health Sciences. Pair one was made up of a male (RF) and a female (SA) while pair 

two was made up of two females (JJ and AB). Table 2 shows participant age, years of teaching 

experience, formal pedagogical background, Instructional Skills Workshop Completion date, and 

course being taught during the study. 
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Table 2:  Faculty Participants’ Profiles 

Name Age Instructional 
Skills 
Workshop 
Completed 

Teaching 
Experience 

B.Ed. 
completed 

Course Being 
Taught 

RF (I.T.) 40 Aug. 2009 6 yrs + 

5 yrs (part time) 

No Operating Systems 

SA (I.T.) Early 
30s 

Aug. 2007 3 yrs No Project 
Management 

JJ (Health 
Sciences) 

30s Aug. 2009 9 months No Patient Care 

AB 
(Health 
Sciences) 

47 Dec. 2009 19 yrs No Paramedic 
Responses 

 

Table 3 shows the Video Analysis Framework that was co-produced by the participants 

and the researcher during the final stage of the Group Training Session. A more detailed 

discussion of the Video Analysis Framework takes place in Section 4.4.3. 
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Table 3:  Video Analysis Framework 

Participants Came Up With Researcher Presented and Participants 
Agreed to Include 

Enthusiasm Comprehension of task 

How often learner engaged in/with interaction? Learning outcomes met? 

Evaluation of the learning/learners Student challenges for interactivity 

Motivation and energy level Assessing validity of interaction 

How often did students interact with each other? Leadership 

Co-operation Student engagement 

Collaboration Climate/atmosphere for learning 

Problem-based learning Sense of responsibility 

Balance of power and effect on working 
together 

Learning styles 

Visible success signs (“aha” moment) Level of literacy/language 

 Inquiry or critical thinking evidence 

 Impact of body language 

 

Activities carried out and video captured by faculty were based on individual 

understanding and comfort with the idea of learner-centred activities as autonomy was given to 

faculty to select what they wanted to video capture. This study asked faculty participants to 

implement learner-centred activities in order to video capture interactions (student-student and/or 

teacher-student interactions) and the variety of activities employed by faculty provided a good 

sense of what each participant understood as being a learner-centred activity. During the actual 

video capture, participants placed the small cameras at a self-chosen location and let the cameras 

run during the entire lesson. Faculty participants indicated that both students and faculty quickly 

forgot that the camera was present in the classroom (I1, I2, EI). 
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 Table 4 shows what activities were chosen by participants during their presentations, 

along with other critical data to inform the reader of the activity, the number and distribution of 

students captured in the video clip, and the nature of the activity. 

Table 4:  Learner-Centred Activities Video Captured by Faculty Participants 

Name 
(department) 

Iteration #1 Student 
participants in 

Iteration #1 video 
(male; female) 

Iteration #2 Student 
participants in 

Iteration #2 
video (male; 

female) 

SA (I.T.) Student group 
brainstorm with 
SA present 

- 3 students (F; A, 
R) 

Student group 
brainstorm with SA 
absent 

- 4 students (F, 
G; A, R) 

RF (I.T.) Lecture and Q & 
A 

- 3 students (R, A; 
H) 

Lecture with 
collaborative 
worksheet 

- 3 students (R, 
S; H) 

AB (Health 
Sciences) 

1. Crossword 
(student) 

2. Watching 
video (group) 

3. Review 
worksheet 
(student) 

4. Presentations 
(student) 

- 4 students (JM, 
JN, MM; M)  

1. Lecture (group) 

2. Story-telling 
(group) 

3. Pair 
brainstorming 
activity 

4. Simulation lab 
(bleeding after an 
accident) 

- 4 students 
(JM, JN, MM; 
M) 

JJ (Health 
Sciences) 

1. Simulation–
students 
assessing stroke 
patient 

2. Simulation–
students 
checking 
patient’s pupil 
and observing 
patient’s 
reaction 

- 2 students (I; A) 

- 1 patient (X: 
fellow instructor)* 

1. presentations 
(student) 

2. students viewing 
presentation at 
morgue 

- 2 students (I; 
A) 

*No consent was obtained from X; any reference in the data involving X refer only to interactions 
among students concerning the patient condition simulated by X; thus X was not technically a 
research participant, unlike the students included in the video. 
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4.2 What Did Participants See? 

A wide variety of phenomena were observed and subsequently discussed by participants. 

These discussions formed the response for the first sub-question (What did participants see?), 

addressing the aspects of interactions faculty paid attention to and discussed. The discussions 

have been organized under six dominant themes that came directly from analyzing faculty 

participant conversations: Student Involvement (engagement, participation, interest, enthusiasm), 

Student Collaboration, Student Learning Moments (“aha” moments), Balance of Power, Student 

Ways of Working, and Student Personalities. Each one of these six themes is discussed separately 

and in greater detail below, with relevant examples from transcribed data, organized by 

participant pair and/or iteration number. 

4.2.1 Student Involvement: Engagement, Participation, Interest, and Enthusiasm 

Participants noticed and discussed student engagement, participation, enthusiasm, and 

interest in connection with the learning activity, the subject matter, and fellow peers. The lines 

between these four realms were blurry at best, and so I have chosen to categorize them as a single 

heading: Student Involvement. Detailed examples of a variety of these issues follow. 

One example is during Iteration #1 while AB presented to JJ a video of her class 

watching a video. While watching the video of the class JJ observed that all students “were 

paying attention” during the time they were supposed to be observing the video and that “they all 

looked engaged and are interested in the activity” (I1 AB/JJ). Upon completion and in 

summarizing various activities that she had recorded and presented to JJ, AB concluded that “you 

could see enthusiasm with some of the stuff….certainly in the video” (I1 AB/JJ). 

During the playing of a video clip of a student (JM) conducting an activity with other 

students, AB noted that “we see the lack of enthusiasm when JM did the bonus…(MM thought) 
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that (bonus activity) was too long” (I1 AB/JJ). During a separate clip that showed students 

moving to the whiteboard and presenting, AB noted “he (JM) doesn’t like going up to the 

whiteboard, and writing stuff on the whiteboard and presenting, but he really enjoyed this. I can 

tell just because he seemed engaged…” (I1 AB/JJ). To summarize her clips, AB noted that “you 

can see that they look engaged and they look like they’re enjoying” (I1 AB/JJ). 

For the Health Sciences pair of participants, the theme of engagement continued into 

Iteration #2. For example, during AB’s video sharing, while she was discussing head traumas and 

associated vomiting with her students, JJ jokingly indicated that one male student was “a little bit 

more interested in barf” and that ‘MM’ is still sitting up paying attention doing what he normally 

does and ‘M’ is taking it up . . . she gets it” (I2 AB/JJ). JJ summarized the clip by indicating that 

the students “are like totally engaged and very interested in this activity” (I2 AB/JJ). During 

another one of JJ’s clips, where a student was observing another student’s presentation, AB noted 

that the student observing is “looking down a lot …and he’s shuffling his feet…but he seems 

interested” (I2 JJ/AB). JJ’s final clip showed her students viewing a presentation of dead bodies 

at the morgue who had been physically abused before they had died. When a particularly 

gruesome image of a woman beaten to death was shown to a female student, AB remarked “it 

was a disturbing picture, but she looks interested which is good” (I2 JJ/AB). 

For the second pair of participants (School of I.T.), discussion of student involvement 

(engagement, participation, enthusiasm, and interest) came up explicitly during both iterations. 

During a review activity in RF’s clip for Iteration #1, which had three students (one being 

female), SA noticed that the female student’s “body language really indicated she seemed to be 

somewhat bored…she wasn’t really enthusiastic” (I1 RF/SA). During the same clip, one male 

student, ‘A’, was noticed differently by SA, as she noted “I thought ‘A’ showed a bit of 
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enthusiasm” to which RF agreed and replied “yeah…the other student (‘R’) didn’t show much, 

but again, sort of the passive interaction” (I1 RF/SA). Finally, commenting on the other male 

student in the activity, SA observed that “he (‘R’) totally looked like he wanted to be anywhere 

else other than that classroom….he was barely following the activity” (I1 RF/SA). 

For Iteration #2, RF filmed a collaborative worksheet activity with three students (one 

female, two male). A single worksheet was handed out to the group and SA noted about ‘H’, the 

female student, that “H doesn’t look too impressed she’s not doing it (completing the 

worksheet)…they look pretty enthusiastic about it though…they all want in on that paper!” (I2 

RF/SA). RF noted about ‘H’ as well, that “she might have been a little bit bored with the subject 

because she knew it all and she knew the other students needed extra help” (I2 RF/SA). 

During her Iteration #2 video presentation, SA showed the video of an experiment 

involving her students in a collaborative activity (group brainstorming). Each student now had a 

defined role and responsibility while SA was absent from the clip (whereas the students did not 

have a defined role in her Iteration #1 clip and SA was present in the clip). RF commented that 

“when compared to the last video, when someone who was given control (‘A’) who hadn’t been 

given [it] before, (they) seem to be engaged a lot more” (I2 SA/RF). RF continued that “if you 

consider ‘A’ in the previous video, she had her arms crossed and nothing else” and “at least this 

time, although she was often going back to check with ‘R’, she is at least involved more” to 

which SA responded that “she is definitely more involved” (I2 SA/RF). During the same clip, a 

student who was out of the camera view, moved into the camera view and continued discussing 

with the group. RF observed this and noted “the other guy moved up into the camera” to which 

SA responded “yeah, that (moving into the camera view) shows he was enthusiastic” (I2 SA/RF). 

About this clip, SA noted in a matter-of-fact manner, that “I think they felt passionate about this 
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too because this was a project that they did themselves” (I2 SA/RF). SA later summarized the clip 

by indicating “they get along well” to which RF confirmed (I2 SA/RF). 

In summary, each individual faculty participant indicated student involvement (whether it 

was engagement, participation, interest, or enthusiasm) in their discussions to varying degrees as 

noted in the examples above. Faculty participants did this by citing evidence from the video to 

back up their claims with agreement or eventual consensus from their faculty partners. Faculty 

participants were able to discuss (and observe) student involvement extensively during both 

iterations. Interestingly, all participants also noted during their pre-video interviews that student 

involvement would be one of the most important phenomena that they would be capturing and 

investigating in their own videos (PVI). 

4.2.2 Student Collaboration and Co-operation 

Student collaboration and co-operation were inherently present during many faculty 

discussions as some classroom interactions, due to the nature of the chosen learner-centred 

activity, required collaboration and co-operation on the part of the students. The discussion level 

varied from simple acknowledgement to more in-depth discussion of why and how students 

collaborated (also related to Section 4.2.5 Student Ways of Working). Below are relevant 

examples from transcribed data organized by participant pairs and order of iterations. 

During Iteration #1, AB while commenting on JJ’s video of a pair of students going 

through a simulation of a heart stroke patient, indicated that “they work together a lot…’I’ does 

seem to be the rescuer type” (I1 JJ/AB). JJ later confirmed “so we had a lot of really good 

interaction. ‘I’ and ‘A’ they really help each other…” (I1 JJ/AB). Later, as student ‘A’ was 

having difficulty in finding the pulse of the patient, JJ described what happens next as “so here 
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comes her partner (‘I’)…he’s going to try and help because she’s having problems finding a 

pulse…so he’s going to come and help her” (I1 JJ/AB). 

During Iteration #2, the collaboration and co-operation theme was identified yet again in 

JJ’s video clips during a similar simulation activity involving checking a patient’s pupils and 

observing the patient’s reaction. AB while viewing JJ’s clip, noted that the students were helpful 

to the patient and “they both (interacted)…well ‘I’ jumped from behind to see and to help. So 

they did interact quite a bit in that” (I2 JJ/AB). JJ added: 

Yeah, usually when an ambulance crew works together, one is the lead and other is the 

partner, and they usually change per patient…so I told them, one person can lead on this 

and we’ll change roles each time…we did two scenarios that day, and they (students) 

were both equally doing work…so they have a problem with letting one lead and letting 

one be the helper…they both want to help each other–which is nice because I mean in 

real life, you kind of do that anyway. In school, when evaluating students, we like one to 

lead, and one to kind of hang back just for evaluation purposes... (I2 JJ/AB) 

AB added and confirmed “but it’s not like that in the real world...when two partners work 

together they (should) work together equally” (I2 JJ/AB). 

During Iteration #2, JJ also noted and discussed collaboration in AB’s video of two pairs 

of students involved in a brainstorming activity at the whiteboard. Each pair of students was 

given a picture of a crash scene and were asked to brainstorm all the injuries that could have 

occurred and what equipment they (as paramedics) would bring to the given crash scene. Each 

pair was situated at a different section of the whiteboard and the video captured both groups 

writing at the board. JJ noted quite quickly that “Pair one (boy and girl) is speaking, but the boys 

(pair 2) are not….they’re doing their own thing…maybe they’re communicating, but not 
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verbally” to which AB responded “yeah, telepathically!” (I2 AB/JJ). After some time JJ noted 

about pair 2, that “after a few minutes, they do their own thing and then they compare” (I2 

AB/JJ). 

The School of I.T. pair of participants also addressed the issue of student collaboration. 

During Iteration #1, while SA showed a video of her students brainstorming a list of steps on the 

whiteboard for projects tasks, she mentioned that “this is a good example of how they co-operated 

well together and came to a conclusion amongst themselves” (I1 SA/RF). After some discussion 

with her peer, RF, she concluded that “I think it’s a really good example of them all working 

together because they are” and “there was a lot of collaboration and co-operation and for that I 

was happy” (I1 SA/RF). RF also agreed and noted “yeah, they definitely clued in on how to work 

together to come up with a solution” (I1 SA/RF). 

During Iteration #2, SA recorded a similar activity but this time removed herself from the 

group and from the classroom. About this clip, SA noted some contrasts to her clip from Iteration 

#1 about a student, ‘F’ who had not been active in the iteration #1 clip: 

The three of them basically had a conversation where I didn’t think the balance of power 

was very obvious and they came to a consensus on what they were going to write on the 

board. It was the best example of co-operative decision-making I thought and ‘F’ also 

joined the group” (I1 SA/RF). 

SA indicated that “well, I think they definitely learned from and benefited from interaction with 

each other. I think that was obvious. I don’t think they would have came up with this list 

separately (individually)” to which RF responded “they would (may) have gotten one or two” (I2 

SA/RF). 



 

69 

 

During Iteration #2, RF showed a clip of three of his students working collaboratively on 

completing a worksheet. SA observed student co-operative behavior and summarized that “’S’ 

looks like he doesn’t want to really work with them. When he grabs the worksheet, he’s not 

asking for their input…it is like he wants to do it himself and he hovers over the worksheet. ‘R’ 

doesn’t look over ‘S’’s shoulder but he’ll look over ‘H’’s shoulder” (I2 RF/SA). 

In summary, the theme of student collaboration and co-operation was prevalent and 

raised in discussions amongst the faculty participants in relation to the learner-centred activity of 

choice. Faculty participants cited evidence from the video when discussing this theme while 

agreeing on what took place (sense-making). 

4.2.3 Student Learning Moments (“Aha” Moments) 

The idea of an “aha” moment first came to light during the Group Training Session when 

co-creating the Video Analysis Framework. Evidence of ‘aha’ moments were viewed in the 

Group Training Session video played by the researcher for faculty participants to analyze. It was 

formally referred to and recommended by one of the participants to be included as Visible 

Success Signs in the Video Analysis Framework. Interestingly, it was a unanimous choice of 

participants when asked during the pre-video interviews of what they would like to be looking for 

or capturing in their own videos (PVI). Below are relevant examples from transcribed data that 

address this theme, organized by pairs of participants and order of iterations. 

During Iteration #1 for JJ and AB, JJ referenced the ‘aha’ moment with her students 

during the video capture of the patient simulation activity. JJ explained that in the video JJ is 

“explaining to them (students) now, what they would actually be seeing with him (patient), and 

they’re going to have an ‘aha’ moment where they kind of figure out what’s wrong with him (the 

patient)” (I1 JJ/AB). After some time, JJ reminds AB again that the students “are going to be 
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checking his (patient’s) pupils…we’re going to have an ‘aha’ moment here come up” (I1 JJ/AB). 

Upon viewing the clip and hearing the students express an understanding (similar to an out loud 

“oh! I get it”), AB concurred and indicated “we did hear the ‘aha’ moment” to which JJ concurred 

(I1 JJ/AB). 

During Iteration #1 for SA and RF, the pair looked for “aha” moments as well. During 

SA’s video clip of the group brainstorming activity for project tasks, SA noted that one such 

example was regarding student ‘R’, when after much struggle and forgetting the term that was 

required, she finally said out loud “we need to create the WBS!...and she couldn’t remember what 

it was…she eventually said Work Breakdown Structure and we said yes!” (I1 SA/RF). RF noted 

about visible success signs that “I think there were a couple...I think there were a couple of points 

where ‘R’ said oh yeah yeah, that makes sense” (I1 SA/RF). Upon completion of this clip, SA 

noted about a shy student, ‘A’, that “there were a couple of visible signs of success from A…” (I1 

SA/RF). 

This identification of the “aha” moment continued during Iteration #2 for the School of 

I.T. participants. SA noted that a female student, ‘H’, had “obvious signs of understanding” (I2 

RF/SA). RF also added that “I don’t know if ‘R’ did but the other two I think did” and continued 

“I think they showed it but it was hard to see ‘S’ because he was on a bad angle’ (I2 RF/SA). 

Upon completion of the clip and after some discussion, SA asked RF if he had noticed any visible 

signs of success, specifically when her students had come to a consensus as to what to write on 

the board, to which RF indicated “I didn’t see it” but did indicate there were or may have been 

verbal signs of success but not visible ones (I2 SA/RF). SA indicated at the end of her clip, that 

overall, the video clip showed a visibly and substantially positive learning experience: 
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I think taking the instructor out of the room, created a better learning experience for 

them…and then I came in after this was all over and went through it with them and asked 

them what they meant but, from my perspective, looking at the list they came up with, 

they did come up with a lot of good points. I think we all agreed at the end that there 

were a lot of lessons learned from the experience (student activity) and overall it was a 

very successful learning experience. From my perspective as the instructor, what they did 

here on this video was very positive. (I2 SA/RF) 

Interestingly, participants unanimously indicated during their pre-video interviews that 

the student learning moments (“aha” moments) would be one of the most important phenomena 

that they would be looking for and capturing in their own videos–the transcribed discussions 

show that this theme was discussed quite extensively (PVI I1 I2). As the examples above clearly 

indicate, faculty participants cited evidence from the video as they discussed and made sense of 

the video phenomena and were in agreement with the claims put forth. 

4.2.4 Student Balance of Power 

Although faculty participants referred to balance of power issues during the Video 

Analysis Framework co-creation in the Group Training Session, they did not refer to this 

phenomenon in its obvious literal and traditional meaning. In fact, whenever participants referred 

to balance of power, they were in reality speaking of “imbalance of power” as their discussion 

transcripts indicate. The balance of power discussion was predominantly noticed amongst 

students but did hint toward balance of power between students and teacher as well, specifically 

in the case of SA in the School of I.T. pair. Below are relevant examples from transcribed data 

that address this theme, organized by pairs of participants and sequenced by the iterations. 
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 Although JJ and AB looked for phenomena related to balance of power in AB’s Iteration 

#1 video, they did not see any evidence of it due to the nature of the activities chosen by AB and 

did hope to see it in Iteration #2 with more “group activities” (I1 AB/JJ). Similar was the case 

with RF’s video during Iteration #1 (teacher-led discussion) as SA joked “there was no evidence 

of a balance of power, other than maybe, you know, you (RF) had all the power…there was no 

evidence of a balance of power amongst the students” (I1 RF/SA). This comment indicated the 

teacher-centric approach to RF’s chosen ten-minute video clip. SA later described the 

phenomenon that led her to the conclusion that “no one student seemed like they were answering 

all the questions…when you threw out a question there, a lot of them seemed to answer” (I1 

RF/SA). 

There was substantial discussion of balance of power issues with SA and RF, in both 

iterations of SA’s clips. SA’s Iteration #1 clip showed a group of students brainstorming project 

tasks with SA present during the clip. SA’s Iteration #2 clip showed the same group of students in 

another brainstorming task with SA not present in the classroom (see Section 5.4–

Experimentation and Risk-Taking for more details). Upon completion of the Iteration #1 video 

presentation from SA, RF noted, “ ok…the first thing I marked down, really the only thing I 

marked down as I very quickly glanced through the list (the Video Analysis Framework) as I was 

watching it was the balance of power and the effect of working together” (I1 SA/RF). During this 

activity, a student ‘R’ seemed to be controlling the group which SA later confirmed “’R’ is a very 

powerful presence, like when I’m lecturing, she will cut me off and add in her thoughts, and it 

can be distracting when you’re teaching, so that balance of power is so visible here” (I1 SA/RF). 

Iteration #2 for SA was much the same but with SA removed from the group 

brainstorming activity. About a minute into SA’s video, SA paused the video and RF asked SA if 
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the most interesting idea from the video was “about the strong student controlling?” to which SA 

enthusiastically confirmed (I2 SA/RF). RF then stated as a matter of fact, “although you’re not 

there, she (‘R’) has replaced you” (I2 SA/RF). SA then confirmed this observation and detailed 

the interaction: 

She has! She has in this video! Just wait until you see it later. This happened completely 

naturally which I thought was interesting. ‘A’ (passive student from Iteration #1) went for 

the pen and decided that she was going to be the one writing and maybe that was a sense 

of her trying to get a little bit more control…she recognized the balance of power was so 

different (with teacher absent). ‘A’ actually stood up there very quickly with the pen 

when I gave them their task like she wanted that (to be the scribe). ‘R’ (overpowering 

student) sat down. Look at her! I mean she’s sitting down there now and she’s not 

involved. ‘G’ wasn’t involved at all last class but he was absent and sick a lot but it is 

going to be interesting because I think ‘A’ is very overpowered. (I2 SA/RF) 

As the video played, ‘R’ got out of her seat and took the marker from ‘A’ and began 

writing on the board which SA and RF acknowledge as “taking over” control (I2 SA/RF). SA 

noted further that “it is interesting that ‘G’ recognized that ‘A’ doesn’t have much power and ‘G’ 

now wants to write on the board. They (‘G’ and ‘R’) are not happy with letting ‘A’ do the work” 

(I2 SA/RF). RF also noted that on occasion, ‘G’ was interrupted by ‘R’, as SA noted “she cut him 

off and he couldn’t do anything” while RF observed that “’G’ looks let down that ‘R’ didn’t let 

him proceed any further” (I2 SA/RF). RF goes on to note an interesting consequential 

phenomenon that ‘G’ began to look for other students for information and confirmation (as 

opposed to only ‘R’). SA seemed to have an “aha” moment of her own when she realized that 

“they’re trying to involve the people that didn’t want to be filmed I’m assuming, but they’re not 
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all working together…there now seems to be separate groups working together….there are even 

mini balances of power!” (I2 SA/RF). Finally after some discussion, RF verbalized a conclusive 

realization that SA concurred with, which was “if you end up removing the instructor, the entire 

group went towards the most confident student” referring to ‘R’ (I2 SA/RF). 

In summary, the student imbalance of power issues were part and parcel of SA’s video 

discussion and was more prevalent when compared to other participant discussions. The evidence 

from the video was cited quite extensively and quite a bit of time was devoted to discussing this 

theme. Other participants indicated looking for this theme but did not identify it or discuss it 

extensively. 

4.2.5 Student Ways of Working 

Discussion of student ways of working varied across all participant discussions 

depending on the learning activity students were involved in. There was also overlap between this 

theme and student collaboration and co-operation (Section 4.2.2) and student personalities 

(Section 4.2.6) as quite a few instances of identifying student ways of working were inherently 

part of the above sections and discussions. Below are relevant examples from transcribed data 

that address this theme, organized by pairs of participants and sequenced by the iterations. 

During Iteration #1 for JJ’s clip involving a simulation activity, JJ provided some 

preamble to AB that highlighted her student’s (‘I’) way of working. The preamble involved an 

instance from the video where her female student was struggling with a patient simulation task 

and “so here comes her partner (‘I’)…he is going to try and help because she’s having problems 

finding a pulse…so he is going to come and help her” (I1 JJ/AB). About her students, JJ 

described “we did two scenarios that day, and they (students) were both equally doing work…so 

they have a problem with letting one lead and letting one be the helper…they both want to help 
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each other which is nice…because in real-life you kind of do that anyway” (I1 JJ/AB). AB also 

noted student ways of working with her students that were identified previously (see Section 

4.2.2). The following dialogue is about an activity that involved two pairs of students 

brainstorming possible injuries and type of equipment to take to a crash scene, given a picture of 

a crash scene: 

JJ: Pair #1 (boy and girl) is speaking, but the boys (pair #2) are not….they’re doing their 

own thing…maybe they’re communicating, but not verbally. 

AB: Yeah, telepathically! (I2 AB/JJ) 

After some time, JJ contrastingly noted that “so then after a few minutes they (pair #2) do 

their own thing and then they compare” (I2 AB/JJ). The following dialogue indicated further 

insights about the way pair #2 worked during this activity: 

AB: They are arguing about it. 

JJ: Oh are they? 

AB: I think so…just look at the way ‘JN’ is standing, and you can now hear his voice 

more…not arguing seriously but disagreeing….actually the two of them are disagreeing. 

(I2 AB/JJ) 

Regarding pair #1 (one female student ‘M’ and one male student ‘JM’) JJ asked for 

clarification from AB when asking “so is she (‘M’) teaching ‘JM’?” (I2 AB/JJ). AB responded “it 

is an interesting interaction…they (pair #1) actually had more of a conversation compared to pair 

#2” and “it was interesting how pair #1 did discuss right off the get-go and pair #2 did not” to 

which JJ agreed (I2 AB/JJ). JJ also noted that “pair #2 looks like they are having more fun” (I2 

AB/JJ). 
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During iteration #2, JJ showed a clip of a presentation that her female student ‘A’ was 

making to her male student ‘I’. The dialogue that followed addressed why ‘I’ had his head down, 

looking at the ground for the entire presentation (about 10 minutes while being the only audience 

member) to the presentation: 

JJ: He’s not really paying attention. ‘I’ had his head down. 

AB: Are his eyes open? 

JJ: Yeah. (laughing) 

JJ stops the video. 

JJ: He likes to help her…I just think that when he had his head down…he thinks she’s 

nervous so he doesn’t want to make her more nervous by looking at her…that’s kind of 

how I interpreted that. 

AB: Oh!? Ok! 

JJ: I don’t think he’s not paying attention to her, I think he doesn’t want her to be nervous. I 

don’t think it’s a rude thing, I think he’s trying to make her life easier. 

AB: Yeah, that sounds just like ‘I’. 

JJ: So he’s cheering her on…he doesn’t want her to be late…he doesn’t want her to get in 

trouble…yeah they help each other out. (I2 JJ/AB) 

For the School of I.T. pair SA and RF, student ways of working were also noticed and 

discussed. During Iteration #1 when discussing SA’s clip, RF noted that students are fearful of 

making mistakes as they “don’t want to be wrong, they don’t take risks, and simply do not want 

to spend the time making the mistakes and re-doing work” (I1 SA/RF). He noted that “students 

will think the same way (as industry employees)…I just spent five minutes doing this, I don’t 

want to go back and spend (another) five minutes doing this again” (I1 SA/RF). During Iteration 
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#2 of RF’s clip when conducting a group worksheet exercise, SA noted the way in which the 

students worked specifically when it came to being perceived, in that “they didn’t want to look 

like they didn’t know what they were doing. ‘R’ immediately went away from the sheet and ‘H’ 

and ‘S’ were going back and forth with it” (I2 RF/SA). 

During Iteration #2 of SA’s clip, SA noted that ‘R’ “seems like the only confident one in 

the room” and that other students gravitated towards her for decision-making and validation as 

evident from the following dialogue: 

SA: She’s the only one that when she says something she feels like she’s right. 

RF: Is that what they look for, confidence? They probably do. 

SA: Yeah…yeah….to solidify or agree on what they’re doing. (I2 SA/RF) 

A similar concept came to light when in the previous video during Iteration #1, student 

‘A’ “had her arms crossed and nothing else” according to RF and “just listening to what ‘R’ said” 

according to SA, but “when compared to the last video, when someone who was given control 

who hadn’t been given it before, (she) seems to be engaged a lot more” concluded RF (I2 

SA/RF). RF also noted that “if you end up removing the instructor, the entire group went towards 

the most confident student” (I2 SA/RF). 

In summary, student ways of working was a prevalent discussion theme amongst all 

participants although no participant had identified it as an important phenomenon that they would 

be looking for in their own videos, when asked during the pre-video interview (PVI). It is an 

inherent theme of many learner-centred activities and an obvious ingredient in any student-to-

student interactions that were being video recorded. As these examples clearly indicate, the 

evidence from the video was cited quite extensively and quite a bit of time was devoted to 

discussing this theme. 
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4.2.6 Student Personalities and Tendencies 

Student personalities were also an inherent theme throughout the discussions from both 

pairs of participants. When discussing video phenomena relating to students, faculty recalled and 

referenced their respective experiences with their students and opinions about these students. 

These opinions of students were based on a combination of student gender, student culture, 

student personalities, and student academic standing within the class. Faculty had contextual and 

specific knowledge of students having taught them for approximately two months prior to the 

video capture and these opinions were aired regularly during faculty discussions of their video 

clips. This inherent knowledge and opinion of students was an underlying ingredient in much of 

the faculty discourse at all levels of inferences (see section 4.3.3). This type of discussion (and 

presumed knowledge) was absent during the Group Training Session as faculty participants did 

not have any pre-contextual knowledge or experiences with any of the “students” in the video I 

presented (since the students in the Group Training Session video were in fact fellow faculty 

colleagues from the Teaching and Learning Centre). However, faculty participants did reference 

their knowledge of students (in general) and their own teaching experiences with their own 

students during the Group Training Session discussions (GTS). Below are relevant examples 

from transcribed data that address this theme (student personalities and tendencies), organized by 

pairs of participants and sequenced by the iterations. 

During Iteration #1, JJ commented about AB’s student ‘JN’ whom she had taught before 

in a previous semester that “‘JN’ was a procrastinator but once he started his task, he could 

produce” (I1 AB/JJ). During the same clip, AB commented that her “students always enjoyed 

video” (I1 AB/JJ). About the one female student in AB’s class, JJ noted that “’M’ is always very 

attentive” (I1 AB/JJ). During a clip where her students were individually completing a crossword, 
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AB discussed ‘JM’ and his struggles, noting that he “really struggles with English. It is not 

intelligence that has held him back…it has been English and comprehension” (I1 AB/JJ). In 

another clip shared by AB in which students were asked individually to make presentations, AB 

noted about ‘JM’ that “(that’s) funny because he doesn’t like going up to the whiteboard, and 

writing stuff on the whiteboard and presenting, but he really enjoyed this” (I1 AB/JJ). 

During JJ’s video presentations, discussion of her students’ personalities was also 

evident. JJ noted that both her students “really help each other…I know they study outside of 

class together…and they kind of cheer each other on” (I1 JJ/AB). About this pair of students, AB 

added that “they (students) work together a lot…’I’ does seem to be the rescuer type’ to which JJ 

confirmed “yeah, he really supports her” (I1 JJ/AB). AB inquired further “does it go both ways? 

Does ‘A’ rescue him (‘I’)?” to which JJ responded in the affirmative (I1 JJ/AB). In the same clip 

during a patient simulation scenario, while her female student ‘A’ is talking to a patient, JJ 

commented that “she gets nervous, and she laughs, and she kind of goes off on a tangent, so we 

have to refocus her a lot of times” (I1 JJ/AB). JJ also noted about ‘I’ that “he’s more receptive to 

criticism and they’re both always smiling in class” (I1 JJ/AB). 

Discussion of student personalities came up quite often during Iteration #2 for the Health 

Sciences pair of faculty participants as well. During AB’s clip, the reluctance of ‘JM’ to write on 

the board came up again when AB noted “…anybody who works with ‘JM’ usually does most of 

the writing on the board because he doesn’t like that” (I2 AB/JJ). About another student ‘JN’ 

(during the pair brainstorming activity for a crash scene), AB noted how ‘JN’ was independent 

and asked JJ if “he was like that in your class?” to which JJ responded “yeah…he likes to do his 

own thing” (I2 AB/JJ). During JJ’s clip of individual presentations to the class, JJ laughingly 

commented about her female student ‘A’ that “she’s more outgoing anyways…she’s not 
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shy…she doesn’t really care…she just gets up and does anything” (I2 JJ/AB). After some time 

and discussion of ‘A’s’ presentation, AB noted “but she’s smart enough, she can get away with 

minimal effort…she’s still nervous too…she’s got her nervous laugh” (I2 JJ/AB). Upon viewing 

another clip presented by JJ in which the students attended a morgue and listened to a 

presentation by the coroner, JJ noted about ‘A’ that “she does her nails a lot, but that does not 

mean that she’s not listening…I’ve noticed that” (I2 JJ/AB). 

Student personalities were a major theme of discussion for the School of I.T. participants 

as well. About a female student ‘A’, SA noted that her body language indicated that “she is a very 

unsure student” and that “she’s very passive…a very passive learner…she’s also struggling 

academically…” (I1 SA/RF). In comparing ‘R’ and ‘A’, SA provided more details: “R is a very 

powerful presence, like when I’m lecturing, she will cut me off and add in her thoughts…” and 

“she is a very good student, very involved, always first to volunteer for things and ‘A’ is very 

much struggling in this course…and right now she’s not passing” (I1 SA/RF). 

During RF’s Iteration #1 clip, RF noted that one of his students was ill and that he looked 

like he was not paying attention or bored but in fact “he’s often like that anyway, but that day it 

was particularly bad (due to his illness)” (I1 RF/SA). During Iteration #2, the discussion of 

student personalities continued in SA’s clips, when she began describing student ‘G’, when RF 

extended SA’s thoughts to many students: 

SA: I’ve noticed about ‘G’ in class (that) …he goes off in la-la land a lot. He’s a student that 

needs to be involved, otherwise he tunes out. If he’s just listening to me lecture or is on 

the peripheral of a group interaction, he doesn’t (get it). 

RF: A lot of students here are like that. 

SA: Giving them an active task helps a lot. (I2 SA/RF) 
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The above discussion alludes to RF’s and SA’s thoughts on teacher-centric instruction 

(lecture, student inactivity) versus learner-centric techniques that involve and engage students. It 

also indicates instructors’ notion that students need to be involved in the learning process. This is 

also brought up in a point RF made below. 

During RF’s Iteration #2 clip discussion, when noticing about his own students in his clip 

and realizing how distracted they were, RF made the following comment: 

Certain student personalities, once they get started on something, it is hard to bring them 

back in. They’re all really good students but I think part of the problem is that they’re not 

kept busy long enough because in the meantime, while this group is going through the 

worksheet, I’ve got another student who is not in the video who is lost about what’s 

happening” (I2 RF/SA). 

In summary, faculty knowledge of, and experience with, their respective students was 

clearly evident during video discussions, and shaped the way participants interpreted phenomena 

as well (see Levels of Inference 4.3.3). As these examples clearly indicate, the evidence from the 

video was cited quite extensively and quite a bit of time was devoted to discussing this theme. 

4.2.7 Interpretation–Seeing Through a Reflective Medium 

Reflection through peer discussion was the means by which the themes of Chapter 4.2 

(What did Participants See?) were manifest. Participants also spoke about their teaching, what 

they would do differently, and why. AB noted to JJ that while showing video she handed out a 

schedule to her students at the “wrong time” while students were working individually and 

admitted that although she directed the students not to look at it, she probably should not have 

handed out the schedule at that time and should have waited until later (I1 AB/JJ). When JJ 

presented her video of students diagnosing a simulated patient and taking significantly longer to 
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do so, JJ noted “I mean this really should take them five minutes…it probably went on for about 

thirty minutes…so we’ve got a lot of work to do…and we can see that from this video” (I1 

AB/JJ). 

The data in my study, like those in studies I reviewed, indicate that video was at play as a 

medium for private reflective practice, creating a “rich space for self-reflection” where teachers 

were able to see significant aspects of a lesson they missed while teaching, along with revisiting 

old findings and refining old claims (Berezovski & Sosa, 2010). Sherin indicated this notion very 

clearly, noting that viewing video provided teachers with a very different kind of experience, one 

in which the goal was reflection rather than action (Sherin, 2005). In another study, video as a 

reflective tool allowed participants to gain perspective and emotional distance regarding their 

own teaching (Sewall, 2009). During another similar study, one participant highlighted the 

inherent reflective aspect of video and indicated that the video “helped me because it gave me a 

chance to reflect before I brought it in to reflect” with another participant so it was a “double 

reflection” (Sewall, 2009, p. 27). Reflection (and double reflection) occurred in this study as well. 

Faculty participants were able, in preparation for a given iteration, to view and select their ten-

minute clip before eventual peer viewing and sharing where themes were identified for discussion 

and analysis. This idea of multiple opportunities to reflect was also indicated in another study 

where video-mediated analysis encouraged teachers to reflect more deeply on their teaching by 

providing the opportunity for a teacher to review a particular segment a number of times (Berg & 

Smith, 1996). 

The fact that participants of the study had an opportunity to reflect, both individually and 

with peers, was significant; given that opportunity, faculty participants declared their intentions to 

change or enhance their teaching. They also gave their reasons for the proposed changes. For 
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example, AB indicated that she would change the order of certain activities the following 

semester given the results of the video in Iteration #2 (crash victim bleeding). AB noted that “I 

think the next time I teach this class, I will do this (bleeding patient simulation)…this will be the 

first thing I do…the students will be very close to the beginning of the trauma section…I won’t 

wait…I’ll do it sooner because some of those bleeds they couldn’t stop right away and they were 

relaxed about the small ones” (I2 AB/JJ). In another example, RF and SA began to speak about 

their students managing software projects and the potential for a joint curriculum between a 

programming course and a project management course (I1 RF/SA). RF and SA both agreed it was 

a good idea and that they would speak about the possibility in a separate meeting (I1 RF/SA). RF 

also reflected about his own video in Iteration #2 where students were completing a worksheet, 

noting that “it was obviously not set up for students to participate with each other. I could have 

(instead) given each of them envelopes with the material and they could have competed over 

where things are supposed to go” (I1 RF/SA). In another such example, RF remarked after 

watching his video from Iteration #2, “I noticed when watching this video afterwards, that 

although it sounds like I’ve started, it is really difficult to get control of this particular group” (I2 

RF/SA). These examples point to faculty participants reflecting and subsequently declaring their 

intentions to change future teaching practices. 

In summary, reflection was catalyzed with the use of video as a semi-permanent and self-

sufficient medium by which faculty participants were able to see, observe, identify, remember, 

and discuss matters related to the dominant themes (Sections 4.2.1 to 4.2.6). Reflection was the 

means by which faculty participants were able to delve more deeply into what they observed. 

Video-mediated reflection led to intentions by faculty to change practice in specific ways for 

specific reasons. 
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4.3 How Did Participants Talk? 

This section details the way (or how) participants spoke during discussions rather than 

what they spoke about (content), which was discussed in the previous section (Section 4.2). This 

section represents the answers to the second research sub-question, “How did participants talk?” 

(i.e. What were the characteristics of faculty discourse?). This section is divided into two parts 

with each part concluding with an interpretation: 1) the characteristics and attributes of the 

discussions and 2) an account of the levels of inference that characterized the discussions. Part 

one is broken further into two parts, namely: 1) "movieness" and 2) peer respect, trust, and 

comfort. Part two is broken into three levels of inference, namely: 1) descriptive 2) interpretive 

and 3) analytical. 

4.3.1 Characteristics and Attributes of Discussion 

This section details the inherent characteristics and attributes of the discussions faculty 

were involved in. These characteristics include the intangible ingredients, underlying tone and 

mood, philosophical underpinnings, and spirit and nature of the conversations that came mostly 

from researcher notes and discussions (Iterations) data sources. 

4.3.1.1 “Movieness” 

During both iterations of peer-mediated video analysis, faculty video “presenters” often 

presented their video selections in an anticipatory, suspenseful, and entertaining fashion before 

and during the presentation of their videos–an illustration of a characteristic of dealing with the 

video that I have termed “movieness.” The movieness that I observed reminded me of common 

movie review websites or YouTubeTM videos analyzing and rating mainstream Hollywood 

movies. Since the viewers of the video presumed that the specific clips were chosen by the 

presenter for some reason expected to be of interest, there may have already been a feeling of 
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anticipation and/or curiosity to watch what the presenter had selected and to understand the 

reasons for the selection. Movieness was evident in various ways, including presenters verbally 

setting up the context of the video clip, exciting the viewer with a challenge or suspenseful tidbit 

before playing the clip, focusing the viewer on the video phenomenon about to come next, and 

asking the viewer to discover some phenomenon the video presenter had already seen or 

discovered (RN). All of the above resulted in bringing the viewer to a “viewing-climax” before 

viewing the video. Interestingly, this notion is similar to the “bridge-in” or hook that is taught 

during the Instructional Skill Workshop as an effective way to grab the attention of the students 

and get them interested. 

For example, during AB’s video presentation to JJ during Iteration #1, AB while 

searching for her first clip began by indicating “I don’t want to start with these (videos that were 

showing on the screen) actually, you know what? I’m not going to start with the individual 

ones…I’m going to start with the group ones” (RN/I1 AB/JJ). This immediately provided a sense 

of anticipation and curiosity (within me anyway–what was in those “individual” videos that AB 

chose not to begin with?), even though that may not have been AB’s intent. Another related 

example is when JJ during Iteration #1, prefaced her first clip before playing by indicating “this is 

the first time we (students) have actually done a scenario…we’ve done the theory behind it…so 

‘X’ (another colleague) is going to play (simulate) the patient…and this is the first time they’re 

going to do vital signs…’A’ has an ‘aha’ moment” (I1 JJ/AB). This brief introduction set up the 

context of the video but also provided some insight as to what to look for during the video 

(namely, the “aha” moment JJ referred to). It turned out that the “aha” moment was still a few 

minutes away from the beginning of the video and JJ later reminded AB that in the video JJ is 

“explaining to them (students) now, what they would actually be seeing with him (the patient), 
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and they’re going to have an ‘aha’ moment where they kind of figure out what’s wrong with him 

(‘X’–the patient)” (I1 JJ/AB). This caused me to concentrate as I anticipated and looked for the 

“aha” moment of which JJ reminded us again. 

Movieness was also evident during discussion among the School of the I.T. pair of 

participants. Before RF presented his video he offered an interesting preamble. He prefaced the 

clip by notifying SA that “I already know what a problem in the video is…although the students 

are doing things, there’s an awful lot of my time telling them what to do” (I1 RF/SA). This set the 

tone of the video and allowed the viewers to anticipate this specific phenomenon. It allowed the 

viewers to focus on and look for (or confirm or validate) what RF had claimed. 

During Iteration #2, the movieness phenomenon not only continued, but was more 

pronounced for both pairs of faculty participants. AB noted that she had two clips to show but 

before presenting her first clip to JJ, advised that of the four students in the clip, “I want you to 

focus on ‘JM’ (male student)” (I2 AB/JJ). After a few seconds of playing the clip (AB sharing a 

story about projectile vomit), AB retracted and began to play the second clip first, and the first 

clip second and so began to navigate to the clip she wanted to show instead of the one she 

initially started to show. JJ began to comment on the very short clip she had just seen anyway and 

noted that “’M’ looks excited” to which AB responded “wait…watch this segment…then we’re 

going to talk about it…and then watch the next segment” (I2 AB/JJ). JJ agreed and mentioned 

“well ‘M’ looks excited” to which AB noted “wait until you see the next clip” (I2 AB/JJ) as if to 

indicate something like “if you think ‘M’ looks excited, you haven’t seen anything yet.” After AB 

played the clip she actually wanted to play (clip showing all four students listening to AB lecture 

without any apparent emotion or excitement), she stopped it at a certain point, and the following 

reflective and investigative discussion took place: 
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AB: So what do you notice about ‘JM’? 

JJ: Really, is just lost. 

AB: Yeah, he was fine in the beginning…he seemed interested and I lost him somewhere 

there and I didn’t notice that until I reviewed this video because I was trying to find a 

segment that we could talk about and I said wow…what happened to ‘JM’? It is much the 

same in this video after that until we get to… (I2 AB/JJ). 

AB then forwarded to the next clip where she begins to tell a story about projectile vomit at a 

crash scene to her students. Upon completion of the second clip, AB asked JJ the same question 

she asked her at the end of the first clip: “so what did you notice about ‘JM’?” effectively 

inquiring from JJ how she compared the two clips, specifically with respect to ‘JM’ (I2 AB/JJ). 

After some brief discussion AB asked JJ “what do you notice about the others?” (I2 AB/JJ). 

Finally, before showing clip #4, AB prefaced it by saying, “See what you think of this clip,” 

offering yet another suspenseful preamble regarding the upcoming lab video clip (simulation of 

bleeding after an accident). 

During Iteration #2, RF and SA also continued the movieness type of discussions. While 

SA presented her clip for a few seconds (which showed her students brainstorming a list without 

SA present), SA paused the video at almost the exact same time RF was about to pause the video 

(in order to begin a discussion based on some key observed phenomenon in the video) and both 

were about to express the noticed phenomenon when SA asked RF to speak first. 

RF: Is it about the strong student controlling? 

SA: Yes! You will see that…I mean I watched this (before)…just wait…(there is more video 

of this to come). 

RF: Although you’re not there…she’s (R) replaced you! 
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SA: She has! She has in this video! Just wait until you see it later…. it is going to be 

interesting because I think ‘A’ (the other female student) is very overpowered. 

RF: Ok, keep going (playing). (I2 SA/RF) 

The above discussion alludes to the enthusiasm expressed by SA and RF when they both 

identified, without any preamble, the same phenomenon, thus validating their “review” and 

opinions. The interest was already peaked and both participants knew what to look for in the 

remainder of the video clip and both clearly wanted to view the rest of the video and were 

anticipating it. 

A very clear example of anticipation and suspense came about in RF’s video presentation 

as well. Before playing the video, RF gave a somewhat lengthy explanation as to what was to 

come: 

I let the group work on their own to discover the problems and then I’d help them 

through…so this clip is for one of the three sheets I give them in parts. You’ll see that 

there’s some very strange balance of power issues going on…it is quite amusing to 

watch. There’s a lot of funny interaction that I didn’t know actually went on with this 

particular group of students. In fact you’ll see, they’ll look and see that I’m gone and they 

will do something and say things and it is absolutely amazing with some of the things 

they will come up with in this video. So whether or not I stayed in the room or left 

(would be something interesting to investigate)…I’d almost be afraid to see what would 

happen if I left! (laughing) (I2 RF/SA) 

After a few seconds, while RF and SA are laughing at what they are observing in the video clip, 

RF laughingly informs SA that “there’s still almost four minutes of this left…trust me this is not 



 

89 

 

the end of it” indicating yet again anticipatory information. SA responded “this is good…I’m 

enjoying it!” indicating her high interest in the video (I2 RF/SA) 

Upon reflection, I too as the researcher in this study while observing faculty presenting 

and viewing video clips, found myself also affected by and caught up in the movieness. I also 

anticipated the video clips (in the examples given above) and felt the suspense and increased 

climax within myself before and during the videos. Movieness was an inherent way of talking for 

presenters of the video as they navigated through their clips and as they introduced and 

verbalized, in an anticipatory and climactic fashion, phenomena to come and/or for the viewer to 

focus on. 

4.3.1.2 Peer Respect, Trust, and Comfort 

Faculty discussions were based upon an already established comfort level (colleagues in 

the same department) and were based on a respectful and collegial dialogue. There was no 

instance of the discussions that could be characterized as disrespectful at any stage of the study. 

In fact, much of the discussions were highlighted by laughing and smiling while viewing video 

clips and also while laughing at some of the funny phenomena related to their students (RN). 

Also, the comfort level and trust amongst the faculty partners seemed very much to improve as 

iterations went on culminating with the exit interview, as evidenced by faculty body language and 

interview responses (RN). Perhaps this trust and comfort was the premise by which discussions 

were supportive and respectfully advisory in nature. Although referring to video of teachers’ 

teaching performances (as opposed to the study of interactions such as in my study), Eckart and 

Gibson (1993) advised very early that: 

We recommend that teams be formed to analyze performances. 
An atmosphere of trust must be established. Teaching peers who 
share a commitment to improving instruction can work together 
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to become more effective practitioners. Colleagues who offer 
objective evaluations, positive, criticism, and suggestions for 
improvement are indeed valuable. (p. 290) 

For example, during the creation of the Video Analysis Framework in the Group Training 

Session, although SA and AB had only just met and were from different departments, there was 

agreement on the identification of balance of power as a criterion for the Video Analysis 

Framework when SA initially recommended it: 

AB: I think you’re right because we want to know (when balance of power issues come up). 

You know you always have a stronger student and so you pair them up, and one does all 

the work, and you may not be as aware of that as you might be if you look back at the 

video and see. 

SA: I absolutely agree. (GTS) 

 Another example of respectful yet constructive feedback came during Iteration #1 for RF 

and SA. RF indicated to SA that he could not think of anything different to try out for his 

Iteration #2 (which was interactive but lecture-based and had RF speaking for the majority of the 

clip) to yield more positive results, but was open to suggestions: 

RF: I’ll certainly accept any input on this. 

SA: I think more student interaction. Trying to do an activity where there is more student 

interaction would be more interesting just as something different…just to see if you can 

foster an environment where they are collaborating maybe? Just to look at something 

different. 

RF: Ok, yeah. (I1 RF/SA) 

RF also began Iteration #1 with an admission (presumably after reflecting on and having 

watched his video clip before his presentation) that could be said to be possible only in a 
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respectful and comfortable relationship. SA also reflected on the same condition also present in 

her own video clip: 

RF: I already know what a problem in the video is…although the students are doing things, 

there’s an awful lot of my time telling them what to do. 

SA: I was disappointed at how much I spoke too. (I1 RF/SA) 

RF also had constructive feedback for SA during Iteration #1 when SA admitted that the 

interactive activity (group brainstorm) did not go as planned, as the students were not 

independent enough and relied too much on SA for validation and assurance of their ideas. RF 

suggested that a better method may have been to “perhaps give them the exercise of coming up 

with this list, then doing the same thing with the other groups (those not on camera), and that way 

you’re not in control of the class,” to which SA inquired, “to make more student interaction 

happen?,” to which RF confirmed (I1 SA/RF). 

This validation and agreement presumably strengthened the comfort and relationship 

between partners. There were numerous cases of laughing out loud by both pairs of participants 

as they reacted to video phenomena and noted funny instances involving students. For example, 

during the very first clip AB showed, both AB and JJ laughed while watching students looking 

over each other’s shoulder to find answers for the crossword they were assigned to work on 

individually with no help (I1 AB/JJ). During the simulated patient clip, AB and JJ laughed out 

loud when they realized that one of JJ’s student (‘I’) asked the patient if the patient was breathing 

(I1 JJ/AB). 

These inherently respectful ways of working were first evident during the Group Training 

Session when the full group worked together to analyze a clip and co-create the Video Analysis 

Framework. My research notes indicate positive and respectful dialogue taking place between 
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members of the two pairs throughout the session (RN). This behavior was also validated by the 

responses of faculty participants in the pre-video interview, when asked what they felt would be 

the benefits of working with their partner. The following responses were provided: 

AB: We have the same styles, but we have differences that I think are going to be important in 

picking out, when we start evaluating the things that we filmed and we get along and I 

have a great deal of respect for her. 

JJ: Her and I have an excellent working relationship...we just speak freely with each other, 

we have no hidden agendas or anything…we're friends, it'll be fine...yeah. 

RF: She's within the same department, so she'll understand the lessons up front without 

having to provide context. 

SA: Well I get to learn from him...I always like working (with) other people...I think there's a 

lot to be learned from team you know, group-working...I just look forward to seeing what 

I can learn from RF, about myself from RF, and vice versa. 

These responses indicate a humble approach to working together, and a willingness to 

learn from each other. It also alludes to a very respectful relationship before any video-capture 

has taken place. When participants were asked more specifically during the pre-video interviews, 

what they hoped to discover from working with their partner, the responses were also evident of a 

longing to learn based on respect, trust, and comfort: 

AB: Well, I hope I'm going to grow as an instructor. I hope I get to receive feedback, I believe 

she's comfortable enough to give me some good feedback so that's what I'm looking 

forward to, is to learning from her. 

JJ: Her teaching methods. I know she's got a lot more experience than I do...she's taught a lot 

in other parts of the world too, so just to see what she has to offer. 
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SA: Different methods to use in the classroom for engaging the learners and improving their 

success and understanding. (PVI) 

This notion of respect and learning (pre-video capture) was corroborated at the exit 

interview at the end of the study. Participants were asked to reflect on their experience, and 

specifically to think back on what they had discovered from working with each other. The 

responses indicated again, a humble and respectful relationship between the pairs, at least at par 

with the level before the study, if not greater in strength: 

AB: I actually picked up a lot from JJ’s style and started putting some of the stuff that she 

does in her class in my own class. We don’t really have time to go into each other’s 

classroom and it is always beneficial if you can go into another teacher’s classroom and 

video allows us to do that. I already knew she was very organized so just to see some of 

the things that she tried in her classroom, I would be willing to try. 

RF: Watching the video with SA let me validate what I saw. Safety in numbers–like the 

students do! 

SA: I actually got some good ideas from RF to do stuff. Like the worksheets, for example. I 

found it very helpful to see what RF does in the classroom and his approach to it. I 

thought that I picked up a couple of good ideas from doing the worksheet and the 

interactive activities RF did. That was pretty cool. (EI) 

In summary, all responses and/or discussions including the Group Training Session, the 

interviews (pre-video and exit), and the discussions during video iterations indicated a way of 

talking and support founded on professional respect, trust, and comfort. 
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4.3.2 Interpretation–Improved Professional Relationships 

Participants all noted upon exit from the study that they learned something and enjoyed 

the shared learning that took place (EI). Even with only four participants and a limited time to 

carry out the various parts, some aspects of a professional learning community emerged: 

improved professional relationships (camaraderie), dialogue, and sharing. 

First, the sharing of the class video in my study was intimate in nature. In combination 

with the discussions that followed, a strong relationship was catalyzed and sustained. Video as a 

medium allowed the four participants to be involved in a case study experience with some 

characteristics of a video club and some characteristics of a professional learning community. As 

Loucks-Horsley and Matsumoto (1999) point out, “too often professional development is not 

connected to teachers’ own teaching; nor do they have opportunities to build relationships with 

their colleagues by studying together” (p. 263). My study allowed teachers to study their own 

teaching and their own students and provided the much needed opportunity to build relationships 

as they investigated the video together. When teachers viewed the professional development 

experience as an instance where teachers could work together to examine practice and exchange 

ideas about teaching, increased collegiality became a valued part of the professional development 

experience (Mueller & Welch, 2006). 

Second, in my study, opening up participants’ classrooms for sharing, albeit of their own 

students’ behaviour (and not teacher tendencies or practices), and implementing a certain learning 

technique required courage, trust, and taking risks–ingredients very similar to a video club which 

offers reflection, focus, and community (Sherin, 2000). In an isolated professional activity such 

as teaching, my study provided access (as do video clubs) to other classrooms and the opportunity 

to hear and discuss a variety of perspectives about what was happening (Sherin, 2000). This 
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shared investigation necessarily brought peers together to work together in the video analysis 

leading to improved collegiality as both a byproduct and end-product of the study. Also, a major 

goal of this type of sharing was the idea of community learning versus individual learning. 

Through conversations and sharing of instructional techniques and video evidence of the 

implementation of these techniques, community learning may have taken place. As Shulman and 

Shulman (2004) state, teaching is evolving from individual learning to the context of community 

learning (Shulman & Shulman, 2004). Perhaps video cases can allow for community learning 

through common experiences via case viewing (Kurz et al., 2009). 

Third, the discussions that took place in my study were situated and deep in nature, with 

each iteration session being about an hour in length. This dedicated and relatively lengthy time 

allowed faculty participants to dwell on the video clips and discuss them in depth. The guidelines 

that were agreed upon also contributed to the seriousness of the study components; the 

intervention was much more than show-and-tell professional development. This opportunity for 

in-depth discussion in a professional development program, spread over several weeks with 

multiple stages, could have aided in the community building. This type of in-depth discussion 

was found in another related study by Berg and Smith (1996) in which teacher participants also 

discussed video case studies over several weeks: “Rather than talking briefly about classroom 

events in the hallway or in the teacher’s lunchroom, participants had an opportunity to engage in 

sustained thinking about teaching. They observed other teaching styles and exchanged 

instructional strategies. A new sense of community developed among the teachers” (Berg & 

Smith, 1996, p. 36) 

Finally, the guidelines on respect and trust that were established and modeled early by the 

researcher could have had an impact as well. Participants were already comfortable with each 
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other (as they worked in the same department) and were professional and collegial and respectful 

before the study began. The guidelines may have merely served to remind all participants of the 

underlying rules of trust, comfort, respect, and professionalism. 

4.3.3 Levels of Inference in Participants’ Video Analysis 

The post-video discussions among participants were at varying levels of inference. I have 

categorized these as three distinct but overlapping, related, and progressive levels: descriptive, 

interpretive, and analytical (see Table 5). The lines between the two higher levels are blurry; 

however, each level does have unique features. Each level is described in the sections below, and 

examples of each analysis from transcribed faculty discussions during video iterations are 

provided. Table 5 characterizes each type of analysis and its features: 
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Table 5:  Description of Levels of Inference 

Analysis Level Features of the Discourse Iterations

Level 1: Descriptive - describes observed phenomenon (little rigor or insight) 
literally with immediate validation from peer 

- does not lend itself to deeper analysis or debate 

- does not require attribution of theory 

- does not require any particular or further knowledge or 
insight of the students or the activity 

- no rewinding or pausing of video 

1, 2 

Level 2: Interpretive - attempts to interpret the observed video by providing a 
rationale and reason for the phenomenon while coming to 
a consensus (immediate validation absent–discussion led 
to validation) 

- faculty presenter (as opposed to faculty viewer) usually 
had some pre-contextual and specific knowledge about 
the context (students, activity, etc;) and leveraged this 
knowledge when offering insight and/or interpreting the 
video phenomenon. 

- no rewinding or pausing of video 

1, 2 

Level 3: Analytical - attempts to uncover deeper meaning of observed video 
and by attributing theories to account for the video 
evidence 

–connects to and revolved around teaching and learning 
issues or student issues 

- involves problem-solving on the part of the participants 
whereby discussions go through any combination of the 
following inquiry-based steps: puzzlement, 
discussion/problem-solving, discovery, new or improved 
awareness 

- consensus and validation occurs at end of discussion at 
times but not always (no immediate consensus or 
validation) 

- requires participants to pause and/or rewind and view 
the video piece at least once to review 

2 
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4.3.3.1 Level 1: Descriptive 

Description was the simplest form of post-video account carried out by faculty 

participants. At this level, participants described and/or verbalized the observed phenomenon in 

the video clip. In other words, participants merely stated what they observed as happening (in 

essence a literal description) and there was no disagreement with the stated observation. This took 

little rigor or insight, as any faculty viewer not associated with the study or with the students in 

the video could have carried out this type of account. Moreover, this type of account does not 

lend itself to debate or deeper analysis as it is obvious (to any faculty member who has taught 

these students) what is happening and why. A key feature of this type of account was that it did 

not require any particular or further knowledge or insight of the students or the activity. This type 

of account was more prevalent in Iteration #1 and significantly less prevalent in Iteration #2. 

Finally, many interpretive inferences were preceded by or connected with descriptive inferences 

as the following examples illustrate and as I note later. Descriptive inferences lent themselves to 

interpretive inferences. 

An example of a descriptive account was during Iteration #1 of AB’s clip in which her 

students worked individually on a crossword puzzle which was to be completed individually and 

without using the textbook (unless absolutely necessary). One of her students, ‘JM’, began 

looking in his textbook and also began looking over other students’ shoulders. AB provided a 

description of the situation by indicating that ‘JM’ was “looking at others and looking at his 

textbook” (descriptive inference) which was evidence that he “seemed to be struggling with the 

crossword (interpretive inference)” (I1 AB/JJ). After some time, all four students began looking 

at each other and looked away from their crosswords prompting JJ to describe (low-level 

interpretive) that “it looks like they’ve all accomplished what they could do individually and now 
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are looking to each other for some help” (I1 AB/JJ). Also, during AB’s clip of individual student 

presentations, she described her student’s (‘JM’) presentation (interpretive) in that he looked 

“quite interested in it I think” to which JJ responded “well he seems comfortable 

(interpretive)…he’s not fidgeting or playing with his glasses or scratching his face (descriptive)” 

(I1 AB/JJ). During JJ’s video of the simulated patient, both her students spent the majority of 

time smiling (descriptive) as they investigated what issues the patient was having. JJ noted that 

this simulation went well, by specifically describing (interpretively) that “I thought they did 

pretty well…and they liked it…I think that video shows they liked it” (I1 JJ/AB). 

The School of Information Technology pair also discussed phenomena in a descriptive 

manner. During Iteration #1 of SA’s presentation, the chosen clip showed one student ‘A’ with 

her arms crossed over her chest throughout the clip. RF (who had no knowledge of this student) 

indicated that “it was quite clear that that ‘A’ contributed a couple of times, but for the most part 

it was that stance (arms crossed over her chest) that was very telling” (I1 SA/RF). This type of 

account was also present during Iteration #2. 

During Iteration #2, there were fewer instances of mere description. One instance of this 

type of account for the School of Health Sciences pair, was during AB’s clip showing pairs of 

students brainstorming a crash scene where one pair of students did not speak to each other while 

the other pair did. JJ noted that “there’s not a lot of group discussion between them. Pair 1 is 

speaking but the boys (Pair 2) are not…they are doing their own thing…maybe they are 

communicating, but not verbally” (I2 AB/JJ). During the simulation activity for AB’s clip, JJ 

noted that all students were doing something and “its good because they are all participating 

…not sitting off to the sides yawning” (I2 AB/JJ). During SA’s presentation in Iteration #2, SA 

showed a clip of a student ‘G’ who was a member of the group brainstorming activity and 



 

100 

 

attempted to contribute to the group discussion (as indicated by his taking a marker in his hand). 

However, he was interrupted and cut-off by the strong student (‘R’) and thus could not contribute 

(I2 SA/RF). The above examples highlight the descriptive nature of participants’ discourse. In a 

number of cases, an initial description was the starting point for more extended discussion that 

moved to interpretation. The next section discusses interpretive discourse. 

4.3.3.2 Level 2: Interpretive 

Faculty sometimes went beyond description in their post-video discourse, interpreting the 

phenomena they observed. Such shared interpretation often led to reaching consensus on the 

meaning of what they observed. This type of account was highlighted by the fact that the faculty 

presenter (as opposed to faculty viewer) usually had some pre-contextual and specific knowledge 

about the students and leveraged this knowledge when offering insight and/or interpreting the 

video phenomena. This type of account usually involved addressing student thinking, student 

personalities, and/or student intentions and was present in both Iteration #1 and Iteration #2. 

Examples of such are provided below. 

Interpretation often followed description, which could have served to guide the 

discussion, add richness to it, and could have lent credibility to the discourse. An example of this 

was just presented in the previous section during SA’s presentation to RF in Iteration #1: 

description preceded interpretation regarding a very passive student (‘A’) and her body language 

(her arms were crossed) throughout the clip. SA shared (interpretively) with RF that she (‘A’) 

was “a very unsure student. Her body language indicated she seemed to be somewhat bored. She 

was not really enthusiastic” to which RF agreed (I1 SA/RF). SA continued to describe 

(interpretively) the “powerful” presence of another student ‘R’ when discussing how she would 

take over the group during the video clip and become the de-facto leader: “I found at one point 
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she (‘R’) was talking, and I had to actually speak over her…maybe she was looking for 

clarification? I find she goes off on ideas that may not be correct and in line with what we’re 

trying to teach and she is almost trying to teach the students” (I1 SA/RF). In this example, SA 

expresses implicit knowledge of her students ‘A’ and ‘R’ and her experiences with these students 

informs SA. SA hypothesizes about the possible reason for ‘R’’s behavior but also directly 

interprets ‘R’’s intentions from her behavior, as she also concludes about ‘A’ that she is unsure 

and unenthusiastic. 

Another example was during Iteration #1, when AB, while observing her own students 

watching a video, shared information about her students’ focus during their (students’) video-

watching to JJ. AB noted that ‘JN’ never sits upright, but he is leaning back in his chair as is 

customary for him, and he is focused on the video while ‘M’ who usually is leaning on her hand, 

is also leaning back in her chair and seems focused on the video and ‘JM’ is also not fidgeting or 

pulling out his phone so he looked focused as well (I1 AB/JJ). AB clarified further, that “it takes 

a while to get used to ‘M’’s posture…it’s not that she’s not paying attention…it’s just the way 

she pays attention. It is easy to tell when ‘JM’ and ‘JN’ are not paying attention. When I notice a 

bit of fidgeting, I kind of know that he (‘JM’) doesn’t really know the answer” (I1 AB/JJ). Here 

AB leveraged her knowledge of both ‘JN’ and ‘M’’s posture, which an outside observer could 

have interpreted as boredom and not paying attention. During AB’s other clip involving 

individual presentations, JJ noted about ‘M’ (who was not presenting and was in the audience) 

that “she’s bouncing her foot and she’s had enough” to which AB affirmed that ‘M’ started 

clapping early (before the presentation completely ended) and encouraged others to clap because 

she wanted the presentations to end and hence class to end (I1 AB/JJ). 
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During Iteration #2 of AB’s pair brainstorming activity, both pairs of students in the 

video ended up understanding and implementing the activity in a different way. AB offered 

insights and interpretation about the two student-pairs that were interpretive in nature: 

JJ: So then after a few minutes, they (Pair 2–‘JN’ and ‘MM’) do their own thing and then 

they compare. 

AB: Then they started talking a little bit…but Pair 1 (‘M’ and ‘JM’) have gotten the 

instructions right. 

JJ: Or did she (‘M’) understand and she’s the one doing the work? 

AB: Um…not sure…lets watch more and see. 

JJ: So is she (‘M’) teaching ‘JM’? (Pair 1) 

AB: It is an interesting interaction…they (Pair 1) actually had more of a conversation when 

compared to Pair 2. 

JJ: Pair 2 looks like they are having more fun. 

AB: They are arguing about it. 

JJ: Oh are they? 

AB: I think so…just look at the way ‘JN’ is standing, and you can now hear his voice 

more…not arguing seriously but disagreeing…actually the two of them are 

disagreeing…and anybody who works with ‘JM’ (Pair 1) usually does most of the 

writing on the board because he doesn’t like that. (I2 AB/JJ) 

This type of discourse required discussion and dialogue, highlighted with differing 

perspectives and perceptions, to eventually come to a consensus and in making sense of the issue 

of interest. AB indicated evidence of desire to move from a descriptive inference to an 

interpretive one (as indicated by AB: “lets watch more and see”). Gradually, the discussion 
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moved towards interpretation, while questioning served to move it forward (JJ: “oh are they?”), 

eventually concluding with a justification by AB in the final comment in the above discourse. AB 

leveraged knowledge of her students in the above example and was able to offer valuable insight 

into the dynamics of what occurred. Interpretation seemed to occur more as both partners became 

actively involved in the discussions, both seeming to be working towards sense-making. In some 

instances, both partners were active in discussion and reciprocation of thoughts and insights; 

whereas, in other cases, one partner would offer the dominant interpretation with agreement 

regarding the phenomena still a mutual goal (i.e., eventually partners would agree even though 

one was not as active). 

Interpretation, mixed with supporting description took place during JJ’s video clip of 

individual student presentations, specifically when comparing her students ‘I’ and ‘A’. The first 

clip was of ‘I’ who seemed shy and hesitant when carrying out an oral presentation with a 

monotone voice. AB commented that “he seems very uncomfortable and not confident…. he is 

looking down a lot…and he is shuffling his feet…but he seems interested…its probably that he’s 

in the front of the classroom so he seems uncomfortable…so he probably knows the information 

but he doesn’t have the confidence to present it” (I2 JJ/AB). JJ then showed a second clip, one in 

which her other student (female) ‘A’ gave a presentation. AB commented “so there’s quite a 

difference in presentation…she really seems comfortable enough to not be looking at her paper 

all the time…she is looking up and trying to explain things without reading off the paper” (I2 

JJ/AB). JJ noted that she also tried to get ‘I’ in camera view, as an audience to the presentation. 

The clip showed ‘I’ had his head down throughout the presentation, not looking at ‘A’ while she 

presented. The following discussion took place: 

JJ: He’s not really paying attention. 
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AB:  Are his eyes open? 

JJ: Yeah. He likes to help her…I just think that when he had his head down, he thinks she is 

nervous so he doesn’t want to make her more nervous by looking at her…that is kind of 

how I interpreted that. 

AB: Oh!? Ok! 

JJ: I don’t think he’s not paying attention to her, I think he doesn’t want her to be nervous. I 

don’t think it is a rude thing, I think he’s trying to make her life easier. 

AB: Yeah, that sounds like ‘I’. (I2 JJ/AB) 

Again, interpretation initially started with different perceptions on the part of the 

participant pair and required JJ to leverage her innate knowledge of her students to be able to 

make and offer interpretation where consensus was eventually reached. Interestingly, JJ even 

referred to her view as how she “interpreted that” particular phenomenon. 

During Iteration #2 for both SA and RF, similar instances of interpretation took place. 

This type of discourse was very obvious early in SA’s clip of group brainstorming where the 

issue of the strong student (‘R’) and the imbalance of power issue were highlighted both in the 

video and subsequent discussions. RF made a comment that sparked interpretation on the part of 

SA: 

RF: Although you’re not there, she (‘R’) has replaced you. 

SA: She has! She has in this video! Just wait until you see it later! This happened completely 

naturally which I thought was interesting…’A’ went for the pen and decided that she was 

going to be the one writing and maybe that was a sense of her trying to get more 

control…she recognized the balance of power was so different…she actually stood up 

there very quickly with the pen when I gave them their task like she wanted that 
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(responsibility)…’R’ sat down…and look at her…I mean she’s sitting down there now 

and she’s not involved…’G’ wasn’t involved at all last class but he was absent and sick a 

lot but it is going to be interesting because I think ‘A’ is very overpowered” (I2 SA/RF). 

They continued to play the video until a place where ‘R’ takes the marker from ‘A’ and begins 

writing on the board, at which point the participants discussed the clip again: 

SA: Again, (‘R’ is) taking over right? 

RF: Yeah. 

SA: It is interesting that ‘G’ recognized that ‘A’ doesn’t have much power and ‘G’ now wants 

to write on the board. They (‘G’ and ‘R’) are not happy with letting ‘A’ do the work. 

RF: G looks let down that ‘R’ didn’t let him proceed any further. 

SA: She (‘R’) cut him off and he couldn’t do anything. (I2 SA/RF) 

The above example shows interpretation occurring as SA and RF make sense of phenomena and 

attempt to identify student intentions and ways of working. 

During RF’s Iteration #2 video, RF posed a question to the group to which ‘H’ attempted 

an answer that ended up being wrong. RF did not indicate if the response was right or wrong, but 

asked ‘H’ if she was sure, and ‘S’ blurted out “wrong!” to ‘H’. The following conversation then 

took place between: 

SA: The question you asked ‘H’ and she answered, and then ‘S’ said wrong…was she right? 

RF: No, but I was going to cover the solution right away. 

SA: So she was wrong…but ‘S’ clearly understands the answer. 

RF: No…I think he was just making fun of her. 
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SA: Ok ok…gotcha….’S’ looks like he doesn’t want to really work with them. When he grabs 

the worksheet, he is not asking for their input...it is like he wants to do it himself and 

hovers over the worksheet. (I2 RF/SA) 

RF later commented that “although everyone wanted to chime in and do something, the two guys 

(‘R’ and ‘S’) were more eager to do the easy things…as if to say, yeah we’ll help out but we’ll do 

the stuff that we know we can do” to which SA responded “yeah, they didn’t want to look like 

they didn’t know what they were doing” (I2, RF/SA). 

In summary, participants attempted to interpret the observed phenomena while at times, 

providing a rationale and reason for the phenomena occurring while coming to a consensus. This 

type of analysis was highlighted by the fact that the faculty presenter (as opposed to faculty 

viewer) usually had some pre-contextual and specific knowledge about the students and leveraged 

this knowledge when offering insight and/or analyzing the video phenomena which usually 

addressed student personalities, student intentions, and/or student thinking. This type of discourse 

was present in both iterations. The next section details the deepest level of thought carried out by 

participants. 

4.3.3.3 Level 3: Analytical 

Discourse in Iteration #2 discussions went considerably beyond the description and 

interpretation found in Iteration #1. Analysis, in the form of attempts to uncover deeper meaning 

and to attribute theories to account for the video evidence, appeared only in Iteration #2. 

Moreover, the discussion that took place during this analysis was connected to and revolved 

around teaching and learning issues or student issues. It almost always involved a problem-

solving paradigm on the part of the participants whereby discussions went through any 
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combination of the following inquiry-based steps: puzzlement, discussion/problem-solving, 

discovery, and articulation of new or improved awareness. 

Another characteristic of this form of discourse was that it almost always required 

participants to pause and/or rewind and view the video piece at least once; whereas, rewinding 

video was not associated with descriptive and interpretive discourse. Presumably participants re-

focused in an attempt to figure out why certain phenomena occurred and attempted to make 

connections with other realms of the context (e.g., student culture, student-student relationships, 

student gender, student personality) to come to a common understanding through abductive 

reasoning. Abductive reasoning is the process of inferring a fact or notion as an explanation of a 

certain phenomenon. Essentially, abduction results in a hypothesis that explains an observation. 

Specific examples of this type of inference for each participant are outlined below. 

During JJ’s Iteration #2 clip, her student ‘I’ let out an awkwardly brief and loud laugh 

followed by a smile when seeing a picture of a tortured and dead maid while all other students 

were obviously in shock and in dismay. Faculty participants tried to understand why ‘I’ laughed, 

what his reaction said about ‘I’’s exposure to and reaction to such type of images. They also 

explored how ‘I’’s reaction would be viewed by other students and others given the profession 

(paramedic) ‘I’ was embarking on. Theories about ‘I’ that emerged in discussion of a similar 

incident in ‘I’’s personal life were discussed and the need to have a follow-up discussion with ‘I’ 

to find out why he reacted in this unorthodox way was agreed upon. Some key points of dialogue 

were the following: 

JJ: So they are interested…and when he (pathologist at morgue) shows the picture ‘A’ is 

quite shocked and I don’t know what ‘I’ is doing…the smile…I don’t know why he 
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smiled…if that was a nervous (smile) or (not). I have never seen anything like that 

reaction…because this may be his first time actually seeing something like that. 

JJ: It looks like a nervous reaction…he probably just doesn’t know how to react. 

AB: That’s clearly got to be nervousness? 

JJ: Yeah, because that was not funny. 

AB: It was like he was shocked…he just didn’t realize he was actually going to see real 

pictures like that. 

JJ: Clearly disturbed. (I2 JJ/AB) 

The faculty participant pair left this discussion still unsure as to why ‘I’ reacted this way 

and carried out a lengthy discussion as to investigate this further (offline and not part of the data). 

JJ and AB concluded that JJ would have a conversation with ‘I’ about his reaction to the photo to 

investigate this further and to find out if ‘I’ needed any further help or counseling. Both AB and 

JJ got far enough in their search for an explanation that they decided that the situation required 

further action, both to get more information that would lead to better understanding and to see 

whether there was a matter of concern about the student that could be addressed. 

Another example was during AB’s clip presentation and her new-found theory of the 

positive effects of story-telling. AB initially showed a clip where she was lecturing her students 

about inter-cranial pressure and she asked JJ to concentrate on one particular student, ‘JM’, who 

in the previous iteration was struggling with English comprehension and was repeating the 

course. The following conversation took place between JJ and AB upon completion of the clip: 

AB: So what do you notice about ‘JM’? 

JJ: Really, (he) is just lost. 
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AB: Yeah, he was fine in the beginning…he seemed interested and I lost him somewhere 

there and I didn’t notice that until I reviewed this video because I was trying to find a 

segment that we could talk about and I said wow…what happened to ‘JM’? It is much the 

same after that until we get to… 

AB then forwarded the clip to where she begins to tell a story about a car crash and a 

passenger vomiting due to inter-cranial pressure. The following discussion took place: 

AB: So what did you notice about ‘JM’? 

JJ: He’s a little bit more interested in barf! (laughing) 

AB: Yeah, yeah…I didn’t notice that before…how much of a difference! It was the story! 

JJ: Yeah, you brought it back to real-life…you related it to something. 

AB: The other three (students) were the same…you know how they are like…you’ve had 

them as students but ‘JM’ is the one repeating the class, and he was the one that I’m 

watching more closely and trying to appeal to him more…I do tell stories but I think I’ll 

probably tell more and have other people come in and talk about stories. (I2 AB/JJ) 

In this example, there was puzzlement, followed by discussion and a new awareness on the part 

of AB whereby she identified story-telling as an effective tool for ‘JM’. 

Another example is during SA and RF’s Iteration #2 discussion when balance of power 

issues with a student ‘A’ came up. In this example, faculty participants began to attribute 

phenomena to deeper issues of student characteristics and for theorizing why certain phenomena 

took place. For example, both RF and SA concluded that when SA removed herself from the class 

during Iteration #2, that ‘R’ (strong student) took over the class and “replaced” SA. Both RF and 

SA then began to theorize why students gravitated towards ‘R’ and whether it was due to her 

confidence or the fact that she knew more (even though possibly she did not have additional 
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knowledge). When discussing the passive student ‘A’ and her essentially being a scribe 

throughout the group brainstorm, RF and SA conclusively indicated that other members were 

happy with that role for ‘A’ but wondered whether she (‘A’) was happy with that role but could 

not conclusively decide: 

RF: Well, she’s (A) turned into a scribe. 

SA: Yeah, and they’re happy with that role for her. 

RF: Now the question is, is she (A) happy with that? 

SA: What do you think, visibly can you tell? 

RF: Not sure. (I2 SA/RF) 

Again, there was no consensus as the participant pair was still unsure after watching and 

discussing the video clip. Both RF and SA however did get far enough in their interpretation to 

recognize that they could not agree without further information. 

The analysis continued between RF and SA as they discussed the existence and traits of 

the strong student ‘R’ and how the group responded to her being present: 

RF: The question is if ‘R’ wasn’t there, would anything get done? 

SA: I wonder? 

RF: What would be the result of that? 

RF: It probably goes back to the cultural thing of before we go on, we make sure that 

everyone else agrees. 

SA: And ‘R’ seems like the only confident one in the room. She’s the only one that when she 

says something she feels like she’s right. 

RF: Is that what they look for, confidence? They probably do. 

SA:  Yeah…yeah…to solidify what or agree on what they’re doing. 
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RF and SA still continue this analysis and finally come to a conclusion at the end of the 

discussion: 

RF: The balance of power is that if you end up removing the instructor, the entire group went 

towards the most confident student (as proven) from the constant students looking 

towards ’R’ for validation to make sure that that was really what they wanted to write 

down. 

SA: And she (‘R’) really wanted that control I think. 

RF: Yes. (I2 SA/RF) 

The above example illustrates the need for sustained discussion to formulate a robust 

explanation or rationale for SA and RF during this particular review. During RF’s video 

presentation, there was a short analytical discussion that took place, specifically when discussing 

gender during immature discourse between a male and female student and the possible flirting 

that was going on: 

SA: These are first year students… mine were second-year students. They’re much more 

immature than my students. I would not have seen that type of flirting and maybe it is 

because they’re not used to interacting with genders you know? Maybe they’re not as 

comfortable or at the same level. 

RF: Yeah, maybe. 

SA: ‘R’ (male student) was mystified that ‘H’ (female student) was in the room. Would you 

agree that that’s flirting or is that just me putting my spin on it? Maybe it wasn’t flirting, I 

don’t know. I certainly thought it was. 

RF: They’re like this all the time. 

SA: It was odd. (laughing) 
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SA: But I think it was an example of very immature students. They’re not comfortable in 

working with the opposite gender. I think it’s a gender thing but it could be just an ‘H’ 

thing where she’s the love of his (‘R’) life or something or he (‘R’) has a crush on her. 

SA: And if it was another female the dynamic there wouldn’t have been. 

RF:  No if it would have been a different female I wouldn’t see that type of dynamic. It would 

have been an interesting thing if I had replaced ‘H’ with “AL’ (female student), that 

would be a completely different group dynamic. (I2 RF/SA) 

In summary, the analysis exemplified in this section extended interpretive discourse by 

attempting to uncover deeper meaning and almost always involved a problem-solving paradigm 

on the part of the participants whereby discussions went through some combination of the 

following inquiry-based steps: puzzlement, discussion/problem-solving, discovery, and 

articulation of new or improved awareness. Interestingly, AB noted during her exit interview that 

she “felt more analytical” as the iterations went on, and specifically in Iteration #2 (EI AB/JJ). 

4.3.4 Interpretation–Improved Awareness and Analysis 

Each faculty participant showed, throughout various parts of the study and at varying 

levels, an improvement in awareness and analysis. There are numerous examples of the 

improvement in awareness that have been indicated in Section 4.2 (What did Participants See?) 

namely SA becoming more aware of the balance of power issues, AB becoming more aware of 

the types of activities more conducive for her student ‘JM’, and JJ and RF becoming more aware 

of their own students’ gender-related interactions. All of the issues that were identified by faculty 

participants involved an increased awareness of their students in some capacity. There were also 

numerous examples of three distinct yet related levels of inference that showed up in the 

discourse (section 4.3.3–Levels of Inference in Participants’ Video Analysis) during the study. 
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Also, faculty participants reported remembering what they had talked about when they entered 

their classrooms after video analysis and corresponding discussion had occurred (EI), which is 

dealt with in Chapter 5-Conclusion. The literature attributes such improvements substantially to 

characteristics of the video medium in combination with peer collaboration. 

4.3.4.1 Improved Awareness 

The video medium and peer collaboration directly improved awareness on the part of 

faculty participants of classroom interactions. Since faculty participants were involved in 

exploration rather than evaluation of teaching (combined with reflection and peer conversations) 

they were able to become more aware of what was happening in the video. Sherin (2000) 

indicated this heightened awareness in her study’s participants as well, noting that since the 

purpose was to encourage reflection, focus, and community, video club members investigated (as 

opposed to evaluated) teaching. In essence, Sherin advised that teachers needed to set aside focus 

on what could have been done and instead look closely at what did happen (Sherin, 2000). This 

notion of looking back at what did happen and the associated increase in awareness, resonates 

with what participants of my study experienced. 

This new perspective on viewing videos can influence classroom instruction according to 

Sherin (2000) and as a result, teachers in her study reported that they not only became more 

aware of students’ ideas while watching the video, but also paid more attention to their students’ 

thinking during class time (Sherin, 2000). In discussing their experiences in the video club of 

Sherin’s 2005 study, all four teachers commented on the shift in focus towards attending to 

student thinking. In addition, the teachers indicated that they not only had become aware of their 

new focus on student thinking, they also recognized the value of this shift in terms of their 

teaching practices (Sherin, 2005). Although faculty participants in my study were not asked for 
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their specific perceptions of student thinking (in fairness, my study did not specifically focus on 

this aspect as the goal was to look at interactions in general), an interesting comment made by AB 

indicated that she “felt more analytical” during Iteration #2 (EI). Further study would be required 

(along with further iterations possibly and more explicit questions) to identify or explore specific 

topics within the study (e.g., student thinking as Sherin did). 

Faculty participants during my study also focused on certain key phenomena (self-

chosen) during Iteration #2 specifically, having gone through a more broad and general 

experience during Iteration #1 (whereby all items in the Video Analysis Framework were looked 

for). The focus in Iteration #2 on certain pre-determined phenomena to look for (from the Video 

Analysis Framework), could have contributed to the improved awareness. This was also found in 

Sherin’s (2005) study (conducted over several weeks), in which participants early on typically 

identified all of the events in the video segment as noteworthy, but, over time, became more 

discriminating in what they noticed as important (Sherin, 2005). Faculty participants in my study 

went through a similar discrimination from Iteration #1 to Iteration #2 in refining topics for 

observation and discussion (from the Video Analysis Framework). 

A heightened sense of which phenomena are most import is evidence of professional 

growth. For example, the balance of power issue for SA was a key concept of which SA became 

more aware throughout the study. AB discovered the value of telling more stories to help her 

struggling student. RF noted that although nothing new had emerged from an awareness 

perspective, it did validate and confirm a previous finding on RF’s part that more collaborative 

techniques could be implemented to involve all levels of students more fully. JJ did become more 

aware of her students’ personalities as did all faculty participants. All faculty participants learned 
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something about their own students and about their peer’s students (as discussed in Section 4.2 

What did Participants See?). 

4.3.4.2 Enhanced Analysis 

The variety of levels of inference as laid out in section 4.3.3 was evident in previous 

studies as well, although labeled differently. Because faculty were investigating rather than 

evaluating the teaching they saw (Gainsburg, 2009) and were using video as an effective 

analytical tool, faculty were able to take a certain “stance” (Sherin, 2000) regarding the 

phenomena. This “stance” (Sherin’s terminology) was descriptive, interpretive, or analytical 

(according to my classification system) and is similar to the classification systems indicated by 

Sherin (2009) and Koc et al. (2009). Sherin documented three levels of inference: descriptive, 

evaluative, and interpretive (Sherin, 2009) and Koc et al. indicated four categories of comments 

made regarding video feedback: confirmative, explanatory, appreciative, and informative (Koc et 

al., 2009). Sherin (2009) noted that these levels of inference could be explained by studying 

knowledge-based reasoning. Sherin proposed that the way a teacher reasons about what is noticed 

is based on his or her knowledge and understanding; that is, a teacher might reason about a 

particular event based on his or her knowledge of the subject matter, knowledge of the 

curriculum, or knowledge of students’ prior comments (Sherin, 2009). This is exactly what 

happened with faculty participants in my study: they engaged in varying levels of inference based 

on what occurred in their classroom and according to their knowledge and understanding of their 

students. All of my participants did draw on their specific knowledge of their students and their 

classroom dynamics in their discussions and in identifying what they saw (see Section 4.2. What 

Did Participants See?). In another study (Lee et al., 2009), participants reported that one benefit 
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of using video was that they learned to observe closely and analyze carefully, which seems to 

have happened in my study as well. 

Learning to observe closely and analyze carefully is significant since regardless of the 

level of inference employed by the participants, the end goal was related to sense-making. 

Interpretation and sense-making took place during video clubs, where teachers examined 

students’ comments and tried to make sense of what was said as they interpreted the lesson on 

video (Sherin, 2000). Faculty participants in my study, based on their knowledge and experience, 

attempted to analyze the video and come to some sort of agreed meaning regarding the 

phenomena viewed. The interpretive and analytical levels of inference, where problem-based 

conversations occurred, were beneficial to the participants. Problem-based conversations between 

teachers are integral to their learning and sense-making, particularly when these opportunities to 

share problems are focused and structured to account for complexity, include all voices, and are 

grounded in experience (Miller, 2009). Sherin noted analysis as a key component of a teachers’ 

noticing ability: 

Noticing involves making connections between specific 
classroom interactions and the broader concepts and principles of 
teaching and learning that they represent. Specifically, the idea is 
that noticing involves not only recognizing that “This is 
significant;” but also, considering “What is this a case of?”. In 
other words, it involves defining the broader issues that are 
represented in a given situation. For example, a teacher might 
identify an interaction as having to do with equity, or classroom 
norms, or discourse. (Sherin, 2005, p. 477) 

Faculty participants in my study were afforded an opportunity to develop this noticing 

ability through discussion and analysis of their own videos in combination with the Video 

Analysis Framework. Participants not only identified what was “significant,” but also considered 
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what the particular video clip phenomenon was a “case of,” as Sherin noted above (i.e. through 

the Video Analysis Framework). 

Another benefit of peer-supported analysis (both in Sherin’s work and as a result of my 

study) was an increased awareness of teacher explanations and peer collaboration. Miller (2009) 

claims that post-video analysis of phenomena whose causes are not immediately evident but 

which require discussion or collaboration (hallmarks of the interpretive or analytical level), leads 

to teachers becoming more: 

conscious of their own words and the evolving explanations and 
rationales they use to justify their teaching choices and how 
these choices impact student learning. Although the process of 
sense-making can lead to multiple and even conflicting 
interpretations among a group of teachers, conversations with 
peers provides a means for teachers to get these understandings 
out into the open, in a social space with colleagues, where they 
can be supported, challenged, and/or critiqued. (Miller, 2009, 
p. 146) 

Faculty participants in this study were able to discuss and directly reference supporting 

evidence from video clips that they had already viewed (in the case of the video presenter) in this 

social space with colleagues. They were able to reason and justify claims in collaboration with 

their colleagues. In some cases participants made claims (interpretations and explanations) 

without any discussion or disagreement, while at other times there was puzzlement or differences 

in viewpoints that needed collaborative work to address (see Section 4.3.3 Levels of Inference in 

Participants’ Video Analysis). 

Miller explains the eventual impact of evidence-based conversations on professional 

development and indicates that evidence-based conversation is a mechanism to approach the 

inevitable problems faced by teachers in the classrooms (Miller, 2009). The inference that goes 

on during situated reflection and discussion allows for a deeper analysis of teaching than would 
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occur without an intervention such as that in my study (Kurz et al., 2009). This was the major 

purpose of classifying the discourse according to levels of inference in the first place–to 

investigate if and to what extent (in level and quality) the level of inference was influenced by the 

intervention in my study. Based on the results, I surmise that these higher levels of inference 

would not have been reached if faculty had been left to their own devices or did not work 

collaboratively within the carefully designed structure (which includes flexibility) of my 

intervention. Another major benefit of the analysis is that teachers’ ability to identify, interpret, 

and analyze video was enhanced when lessons of their own or another’s teaching was viewed–

thus aiding teacher participants to become effective reflective practitioners (Sewall, 2009). 

Another finding in my study was that not only were there different (three identified) 

levels of inference, but the level of inference progressively increased from Iteration #1 to 

Iteration #2. AB noted in her exit interview, which summarizes this point succinctly, “I felt more 

analytical for Iteration #2 because I felt more confident in what I was looking for so I felt I could 

be more analytical with the video” (EI AB/JJ). SA also noted a similar notion during her exit 

interview alluding to the confidence and experience of having gone through Iteration #1: “I was 

more familiar with the process and I was more sure of what to expect…” (EI SA/RF). Clearly SA 

and AB attribute being more comfortable and more analytical with Iteration #2 due to the 

experience of having gone through Iteration #1. It is also probable that due to the novelty of the 

Iteration #1 experience, faculty participants attempted to discuss or address multiple items (not 

focused or particularly relevant to the clip) from the Video Analysis Framework. I noted that 

participants tried to go through the Video Analysis Framework exhaustively and/or made mention 

of looking to the Video Analysis Framework to discuss certain issues during Iteration #1 (RN). 

That is, faculty participants looked at the video clip through the lens of the Video Analysis 
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Framework during Iteration #1, whereas in Iteration #2, it seemed that they looked at the Video 

Analysis Framework through the lens of the clip. This seeming reversal could be indicative of 

increased faculty ownership of, and responsibility for, the process. During Iteration #2 faculty 

chose to focus on key aspects of the Video Analysis Framework to isolate for discussion (some of 

them already knowing what they would be looking for based on the experience of Iteration #1). 

This was alluded to during the exit interviews; one participant (EI) indicated that the Video 

Analysis Framework could have been optimized and/or consolidated. This could have factored 

into why description and interpretation were prevalent in Iteration #1 but interpretation and 

analysis were prevalent during Iteration #2 (i.e. with fewer and focused topics and the experience 

of Iteration #1, faculty participants could have been more primed to carry out deeper levels of 

inference). 

 It has been shown that the level of inference, as evident in reflective comments given by 

participants, is significantly more deep and broad when video is present compared with when 

video is absent (text) (Sewall, 2009). It has also been shown, as in my study, that the level of 

inference increased or was enhanced as further opportunities were provided to participants. For 

example, Sherin (2009) noted that in-depth discussions were not the norm in the initial meetings 

but by the end of the year, teachers had come to pay increased attention to student thinking as 

well as to engage in detailed analyses of student ideas (Sherin, 2009). Sherin also noted in another 

related study that teachers moved from an evaluative to an interpretive approach to the analysis of 

video and that their analyses became more evidence-based over time (Sherin, 2005). 

Interestingly, even when participants did carry out evaluative analysis, they started with 

comments that were more interpretive in nature, as per Sherin’s categorization of the three levels 

of analysis in her study (Sherin, 2005). Indeed, this result was also found in my study as outlined 
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in Section 4.3.3.2 where RF and SA have an interpretive discussion preceded by a more 

descriptive account. The fact that faculty participants of my study used increasingly higher levels 

of inference from Iteration #1 to Iteration #2, reveals that there were developments in the 

teachers’ knowledge-based reasoning. 

Although all faculty participants did not use the highest level of inference consistently, 

each faculty participant did increase in the level of inference from Iteration #1–a finding found in 

Sherin’s work as well (2009). Moreover, Sherin and van Es (2005) documented that as a result of 

watching video cases overtime, both pre-service and in-service teachers showed gains in their 

ability to discern and interpret the features of classroom teaching (Sherin & van Es, 2005). As 

noted earlier, a similar finding occurred when, in addition to promoting reflective commentary, 

overall what initially began as descriptive or explanatory commentary developed into deeper 

reflective commentary (Sewall, 2009). 

That teachers showed gains in their ability to discern and interpret the features of 

classroom teaching is significant because it suggests that participants are involved in sense-

making (Miller, 2009) and given time and further opportunities, there is at least the potential to 

further enhance their ability to notice and interpret. Moreover, “the ‘analytic mind-set’ that 

teachers use when watching video is available precisely because classroom interactions are 

examined without the constraints of instructions” (Sherin, 2009). 

4.4 What Strategies Were Helpful? 

The intervention that I studied had particular stages and strategies each designed to 

contribute improved understanding of classroom interactions. This section provides evidence to 

answer the third research sub-question: What strategies were helpful? (i.e., what strategies proved 

effective in generating relevant insights into teacher-student and student-student interactions?). 
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Most of the evidence comes from participant responses during interviews. This section is broken 

down into five sections: Early Establishment of Ways of Working and Limits, Iterations, Video 

Analysis Framework, Group Training Session–Video Analysis Review, and Group Training 

Session–Technical Review. Each section cites relevant examples from transcribed data that 

address the specific strategy and how it was perceived by individual participants along with 

references to the researcher notes. 

4.4.1 Early Establishment of Ways of Working and Limits 

I established some guidelines from the beginning (limiting discussion to student-student 

and teacher-student interactions and not to teacher tendencies; autonomy in selecting clips; video 

capture of learner-centred activities; limiting to a ten-minute clip; two-week window to capture 

video, etc;) and later modeled and/or re-iterated these when I led the discussions during the Group 

Training Session. Such ground rules were recommended by Sherin (2000) when attempting to 

start a video club in order to establish from the beginning a culture in which participants know the 

requirements and what to expect (Sherin, 2000). Other guidelines in my study were established 

autonomously by the group before any video was captured (providing a preamble to partners for 

the video about to be played; when to pause/stop and discuss) and also ad hoc during the 

iterations (how the Video Analysis Framework was referenced in the discussion) after video was 

collected–many of which were not formal guidelines but an established way of working 

conducive to the specific pair (created by the pair). For example, participants (presenter or 

viewer) could pause or replay the video whenever they wanted, there was more freedom to 

discuss whatever details they liked within the video clip, and discussion topics that were not 

directly related to the video but may have been jogged by the video clip were fair game. 
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The logistics of the study and associated stages and timelines were premised on a 

combination of practicalities and timing given the current semester and the teaching load of the 

faculty participants. For example, the two-week window to capture video, the selection of ten 

minutes of video for any presentation, the capture of a learner-centred activity of interactions 

given the size of the video camera capture area, and the hour or so required for the actual 

presentation time for both participants were all prescribed while keeping faculty and their 

teaching schedules in mind. These types of logistical issues and ground rules were also 

established during Sherin’s video club meetings whereby teachers generally met once a month for 

an hour, were given ample time to actually video record classes, watched a ten-minute clip from 

one teacher’s classroom with a preamble provided by the teacher, and videos selected were 

deemed interesting and worthy of explanation or interpretation by the teacher presenting (Sherin, 

2000). In another study, each participant recorded one of their classes and viewed the videotape 

on their own first, then presented a ten-to-fifteen minute clip to a group of five to six teachers, 

preceded by a context and a description of the problem(s) that surfaced for the presenting teacher 

after teaching the lesson and viewing the video (Miller, 2009). 

The requirement to take video of their own classrooms was based on the fundamental 

premise that learning from teaching (or learning from one’s own practice) was the most 

sustainable, useful, and autonomous way for professional development to occur (Windschitl et al., 

2011). Moreover, this learning took place in familiar, situated, and relevant environments (i.e., 

faculty classrooms). Situated professional development in relevant contexts is recognized as a 

critical component if teachers are to learn and apply new knowledge and teachers must be able to 

situate new knowledge and understanding in the specific context of classrooms (Mueller & 

Welch, 2006). The requirement to capture faculty participants’ own classroom interactions and 
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work together on discussing and analyzing them attempted to address both these issues. Perhaps 

the clearest explanation for requiring faculty participants to take video of their own classrooms 

can be summarized by Sherin: 

Noticing involves teachers using what they know about their 
specific teaching context to reason about a given situation. …as 
individuals gain expertise within a domain, they become more 
adept at making sense of situations that occur within that 
domain. For teachers, this means that noticing classroom 
interactions is tied to the particulars of the environment in which 
they teach. Thus, teachers’ ability to notice develops in terms of 
the subject matter and grade level they teach, in terms of the 
culture of the school environment and of their classrooms, and in 
terms of the social and cultural backgrounds of the students with 
whom they interact. (Sherin, 2005, p. 477) 

Another related requirement of Sherin’s study, as with mine, was the limiting of video 

and discussions to interactions (student-student or student-teacher) and avoiding discussion of 

teacher tendencies or teaching performance or teaching ability. Previous studies (Waimon & 

Ramseyer, 1970 and others) have been conducted that concentrated on teacher behavior and video 

feedback to evaluate teaching but my study intentionally went away from this focus. I required 

the focus to be on the students primarily and on the interactions that students were involved in, 

which are inherently part of many learner-centred activities–especially those of a group makeup. 

Gainsburg (2009) also required this in his study, whereby much of the footage depicted students 

(not the teacher–in part because in learner-centred teaching, teacher presentation constituted a 

small portion of the lesson). The viewing prompts focused the pre-service teachers to place 

students at the centre of their lesson planning, to realize the necessity of ongoing/informal 

assessment, and to recognize the pervasiveness of student misconceptions and the importance of 

uncovering and addressing them (Gainsburg, 2009). Moreover, the video capture of the 

interactions involved in learner-centred strategies are much less threatening (to the faculty 
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member) and are inherent in learner-centred teaching strategies–neither of which would exist if 

the teacher was the focus of the video. Eckart and Gibson (1993) summarized this point very well 

in discussing the sensitivity of assessing teaching practice (teacher tendencies): 

Analyzing a teaching performance is much like editing a piece of 
writing. Spelling, grammar, and sentence structure errors are 
readily apparent in writing. Likewise in teaching, distracting 
teaching behaviors and lack of teaching proficiency are 
immediately obvious. These errors are easier to correct if there is 
a willingness to change, a model to use, and a moderate degree 
of effort. (p. 290) 

Given the context of my study and the cultural environment of the study site, it was important to 

minimize any threats to faculty participation and to promote sustained involvement in the study. 

This was one major reason why teacher-centric analysis was not included. 

Moreover, when Sewall (2009) had supervisors and pre-service teachers analyze teacher 

tendencies, it was found that when teacher tendencies were reflected upon by supervisors, the 

responses seemed very personal and could have been interpreted or perceived as personal 

attacks–the feedback became an advisory or prescriptive type of discussion which was 

deficiency-based or fault-finding versus inquiry-based or investigative or exploratory (Sewall, 

2009). 

Another requirement that was continuously re-iterated and modeled by me was respectful 

discourse. Although the participants were very professional and respectful throughout the study, I 

had to ensure that it was established as a ground-rule and sustained throughout the study. Short of 

having a pre-defined protocol for providing feedback or having discussions during the iterations, I 

simply modeled (through verbalized comments and feedback) respectful discourse. Other studies 

have indicated carrying out a similar procedure, for example the consultancy protocol of the 

Critical Friends Group system, which is a way to engage in problem-based conversations with 
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each other based on inquiry, evidence-based analysis, and respectful and professional discourse 

(Miller, 2009; Windschitl et al., 2011). 

A central way of working throughout my study and during all stages was semi-

autonomy–a sort of balance between structure and freedom. In other words, there was a 

framework and a boundary to the study components that have been outlined above, but within the 

framework and boundaries was considerable autonomy for participants. The structured design of 

the study (clear stages in the study, the ten-minute clip length, the study of interactions) was not 

left to the participants to determine as these were mandated by the researcher and provided 

organization, focus, and limits. However, there was substantial autonomy both provided and 

emphasized throughout the study. Mueller and Welch (2006) write that any professional 

development should be based on participants’ interest and needs and one way to accomplish this 

is to allow participants freedom within established limits. I gave autonomy to each participant and 

each pair to select their own ten-minute video clips from any of the learner-centred activities they 

implemented. I also provided autonomy in the way faculty could discuss these clips given the 

Video Analysis Framework as a reference (which participants had co-created). 

Given this autonomy, faculty pairs negotiated, sometimes explicitly and sometimes 

implicitly, how they would work within their video presentations and discussions. For example, 

during the Group Training Session, all faculty participants agreed to reference the timestamp 

when discussing video phenomenon but during actual video discussions, did not reference the 

timestamp although it was displayed (GTS). This indicated the exercising of autonomy the 

participants carried out and I chose not to emphasize their previous agreement because it was 

obvious they were comfortable in working with video this way (not referencing the timestamp). 

Interestingly, some video presenters (as opposed to video viewers) had noted specific timestamps 
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where certain phenomena took place and indicated that in the discussions–which was the extent to 

which this guideline was followed. 

During other types of negotiated ways of working, each pair of participants differed in 

how they wanted to work, again exercising the autonomy given to them to decide this. For 

example, when discussing the need for a preamble or a context to the video to be discussed, there 

was early general agreement on the need for such a dialogue on the part of the presenter in order 

to give the video to be played some much-needed context (GTS). However, the Health Sciences 

pair indicated that they preferred to limit the preamble to the lesson topic, whereas the I.T. pair 

wanted more details such as lesson topic, the type of activity carried out, and the subject area 

(GTS). Another major example of this autonomy was the process by which the Video Analysis 

Framework  was created. Approximately half of the items in the Video Analysis Framework were 

suggested directly by the participants while the other half of the Video Analysis Framework was 

recommended by the researcher to be discussed by the participants (not mandated but suggested 

to discuss further and vote to include or not). All participants indicated satisfaction in the way the 

Video Analysis Framework was created along with the discussion that took place before the 

Video Analysis Framework was created (PVI). See Section 4.4.3 Video Analysis Framework for 

more details. 

During Iteration #1, I noticed that faculty participants were discussing video phenomena 

while the video kept playing (RN). This concerned me due to the possibility that faculty could 

potentially miss the viewing and subsequent discussion of currently played video phenomenon 

while they spoke. I also noted in Iteration #1, that faculty seemed to have selected and presented 

their ten-minute video clip without having seen it while having the Video Analysis Framework  

present as a reference (RN). All presenters looked at the Video Analysis Framework after their 
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respective Iteration #1 presentation. Given their body language and discussions (RN), it seemed 

to me that this was the first time they had made use of the Video Analysis Framework in 

combination with actually viewing the ten-minute clip. It also seemed (since we were using the 

15-inch laptop screen for viewing and thus participants were in close proximity to each other), 

that a wider screen would afford a better viewing experience for participants (and possibly allow 

for more phenomena to be observed and potentially discussed). Moreover, the discussions during 

Iteration #1 seemed (to me) to be very superficial and basic (primarily what I called “descriptive” 

as in Section 4.3.3.1). Due to these issues, I interjected with four distinct strategies as a stop-gap 

measure namely: 

1) that participants pause the video at discussion points (as opposed to letting the video play 

onward) and that participants feel free to rewind the video to carry out further analysis 

and/or to revisit or review phenomenon; 

2) that participants self-view the chosen ten minute video clip with the Video Analysis 

Framework by their side anytime before their presentation to their faculty partner; 

3) that I would ask the viewer (not the presenter) to indicate the most deep and impactful 

phenomenon they observed or discussed from their partner’s video during Iteration #2; 

4) that we would use a wider screen (39-inch wide). 

Interestingly, the first strategy was also employed by Sherin (2009) during her study 

whereby teachers asked the facilitator to pause the video when something of interest was found 

by the faculty participants (Sherin, 2009). Also during video clubs, it was not uncommon for a 

teacher to replay a segment of video so that he or she could more precisely discuss what a student 

had said (Sherin, 2005). In summarizing fifteen ways to use video, one identified way was the 
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idea of pausing and replaying and examining video to address particular features of teaching and 

learning (Berezovski & Sosa, 2010). Tan and Towndrow (2009) summarizes this idea concisely: 

Through the repeated examination of selected footage or by 
slowing it down or speeding it up, it is possible to notice aspects 
of events that would probably go unseen in real-time, sequential 
viewing. Thus, when used strategically, digital video has the 
potential to serve as an excellent source of material in support of 
evidence-based argumentation and instruction. 
(Tan & Towndrow, 2009, p. 63) 

The second strategy above was based on the premise that if participants watched the 

video beforehand (at least once with the Video Analysis Framework) then it could offer a rich 

viewing experience and potentially easier selection of the ten-minute clip. The possibility also 

existed that participants would find something interesting to present and hence even watch it 

again. People often view their movies repeatedly and this repetition could yield a deeper 

understanding of the teaching process (Berg & Smith, 1996). Regarding the third strategy above 

(ask viewer about the most deep and impactful phenomenon from the ten-minute clip just 

viewed), I found it interesting that Sherin’s other studies had used a similar approach; the 

facilitator would ask the audience, prompting and sometimes directed questions to foster and 

catalyze talk about, and elaboration on, the videos (Sherin, 2009, 2005). These questions, 

however, were asked with the importance and awareness that teachers should be provided space 

(autonomy) to discuss issues related to the video that they viewed as significant (Sherin, 2009). 

Some of these strategies proved helpful for video-supported reflective practice as was 

indicated through my own research notes, the richness and efficiency of the discussion that took 

place during Iteration #2, and the exit interview responses. In particular, the pausing and 

rewinding of the video and viewing the Video Analysis Framework before presenting videos 
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were improvements as per the participant responses. When faculty were asked about the 

usefulness of these strategies, the pairs differed in response quite extensively: 

School of I.T. (EI RF/SA): 

RF: Probably the pausing of the video (was useful). 

SA: Definitely. Definitely that was good. We didn’t need to take notes to remind us to talk 

about other things. So definitely the first one (pausing the video). 

RF: The others I’m not sure. I don’t think a bigger screen did anything better for me. 

SA: It (bigger screen) didn’t for me. I can’t remember what I said (when asked about the deep 

phenomenon), but the video conversation stands out in my mind and not the question you 

asked so no, I don’t think it was useful. 

RF:  Same. 

Health Sciences Group (EI AB/JJ): 

AB: The wide screen. It was much easier to see more. 

JJ: It is nice to pause it because then we’re not missing something if something happened 

right away after. 

AB: The question you asked was useful but I found I had to scramble to find something that 

was really deep because I couldn’t think of something that was really deep right then 

(immediately). 

JJ: It is all interesting and I think it is hard to pick just one thing. 

AB: Yes, it is all interesting and through doing all this video-taping, you really discovered and 

I really saw things that I would not have seen in the classroom. 

JJ: Yes. 
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In summary, both faculty pairs found the pausing of the video useful, along with 

referencing the Video Analysis Framework before presenting (as evident by their preambles to 

their videos and subsequent discussions). The I.T. pair did not find useful the wide screen nor the 

“deep phenomenon” question, whereas the Health Sciences faculty found the wide screen useful 

and only found the deep phenomenon question partially useful. 

4.4.1.1 Ownership and Autonomy as a Way of Working 

Participants could capture and discuss essentially anything they wanted, except for 

certain limitations put forth by me and/or agreed to during the guidelines discussion in the Group 

Training Session (GTS) and/or evolving ways of working that took place (see Section 4.4.1 for 

more details). As discussed in the Methodology chapter (Chapter 3) participants were given 

autonomy to figure out for themselves what the Video Analysis Framework  components would 

be. When this was completed, participants were given the autonomy to discuss and decide what 

components from the researcher-suggested list could also potentially be included. Participants 

were then given autonomy to choose any ten-minute clip within the framework and guidelines of 

learner-centred activities with an interaction focus (as opposed to a teacher focus). Participants 

were free to decide for themselves how they wanted to present their Iteration #1 clips (e.g., pause 

and discuss or wait until the clip played to discuss in general, reference the Video Analysis 

Framework in real-time or upon completion). For example, RF suggested that “we do it ad hoc 

and stop it as we go” when referring to discussion points during the video presentation (I1 

RF/SA). SA also suggested that although discussions could take place regarding the Video 

Analysis Framework components while the video was being played, that at the end of the video 

“we could go down through this list too, and then see if there is anything that triggers our 

memory” (I1 RF/SA). The Health Sciences pair basically let the video presenter (as opposed to 
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the video presentee) take control of the video pausing for discussion points. Also, JJ indicated 

that she kept the Video Analysis Framework in front of her and continuously glanced at the Video 

Analysis Framework as she observed AB’s clips and made her own notes on what she would be 

addressing. AB did not have the Video Analysis Framework in front of her while her or JJ’s video 

played (I1 AB/JJ). 

Another example is that timestamp referencing during discussion did not seem to be 

working for either pair and so they chose not to indicate timestamps for specific discussion points 

(RN). Participants were given the autonomy to choose whatever issues they wanted to focus on 

for Iteration #2, based on self-reflection, peer feedback, or discussed phenomena, or any 

combination of these. Again, participants were free to come up with the way they would like to 

work during Iteration #2 timelines as well, with the I.T. pair choosing to strictly stick to the two-

week window of video capture whereas the Health Sciences pair chose to capture the next video 

quickly and meet to present in a shorter time frame. This autonomy, combined with the 

authenticity and situated nature of the task (classroom videos of own students) could have led to 

the ownership felt by the participants during the study. Video cases themselves are just 

technology (Wong et al., 2006). It is up to the instructor to turn the technology into a meaningful, 

effective tool to guide curriculum because video cases are clearly being developed and used in 

teacher education as a way to support instruction (Kurz et al., 2009). Faculty participants felt safe 

enough to change the way they worked, focusing on issues and implementing protocols that were 

comfortable to them and presumably, at least from their perspective left them more efficient and 

optimal. 
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4.4.2 Iterations 

The concept and experience of iterations was very well-received by faculty participants. 

Each iteration had specific benefits for each faculty member with respect to what they saw (see 

Section 4.2) and how they benefited (see Chapter 5). The iterations provided an organization to 

the seemingly unstructured video discussion, which may have also served to notify faculty that it 

was simply not enough to watch, talk, and forget about the discussed topics. The iterations in 

combination with the Video Analysis Framework (see section 4.4.3) provided a structure for 

faculty, especially given their novice experience with analyzing video in the way expected in my 

study. 

The literature supports the use of incremental and multiple opportunities to implement 

lessons, carry out video capture, reflect on the video capture, and discuss and analyze the video 

content, along with building upon previously viewed and discussed phenomena. Learning to teach 

is developmental and far more than simply acquiring knowledge of the curriculum to be taught 

(Li, 2008). Specifically, the video clubs and related analysis components are recursive (Eckart & 

Gibson, 1993). Tan and Towndrow (2009) noted that the students’ learning can be understood as 

developmental using Kolb’s (1984) Experiential Learning Cycle where the stages of concrete 

experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active experimentation are 

mutually informing and iterative (Tan & Towndrow, 2009). Sherin, during her numerous video 

analysis studies required multiple meetings (her video club met monthly for 7 meetings) or 

iterations and even conducted her data analysis on the first and last iteration only, to investigate 

any change in knowledge or analysis that may have occurred (Sherin, 2009). In short, 

professional development needs to be regarded as a continuous cycle of learning, practice, and 

reflection with challenges (Mueller & Welch, 2006). 



 

133 

 

Iteration #1 provided participants a first experience with using video. This experience 

included both technical aspects of using video and the associated peer-supported discussion. The 

technical aspects included gaining a familiarity with actual video capture, viewing, downloading, 

selecting the ten-minute clip, and finally presenting their videos. This experience of going 

through a peer-supported discussion during Iteration #1 offered faculty an initial experience and 

practice in carrying out all the previously mentioned steps. 

During the exit interview, AB noted when asked about the evolution of analysis as she 

went from Group Training Session through the iterations, that “Honestly, we actually said, ‘what 

are we supposed to be looking for again?’ for the video training (indicating confusion or 

forgetting). When we left that meeting I thought I knew, but JJ and I talked and I thought, how 

would I know what I’m actually supposed to be looking for. Once we got started, the second time 

(Iteration #2) was easier. I would have actually liked to have even done it a third time if it was 

earlier in the semester because by then I felt I was better at it” (EI AB). 

 Faculty participants indicated that they felt more prepared for Iteration #2 due to the 

experience from Iteration #1. The lack of preparation in Iteration #1 could account for the 

superficiality of the discourse, which in turn, motivated me to introduce the “stop-gap” measure 

(see Section 4.4.1 Early Establishment of Ways of Working and Limits). The following responses 

were given by the participant pairs during the exit interview when asked whether there was any 

perceived change (analysis, ways of working) during the iterations: 

Health Sciences (EI AB/JJ): 

AB: I had more confidence in Iteration #2 because we had already gone through it once. I 

knew what to look for and I was better prepared. I did find the chunks that we were going 

to look at so it wasn’t just random so I was much better prepared for the second one. 
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JJ: I kind of felt better prepared for the first one, because I liked my video better for the 

Iteration #1. 

AB: I felt more analytical for Iteration #2 because I felt more confident in what I was looking 

for so I felt I could be more analytical with the video. I thought I knew what I was talking 

about that’s what I’m trying to say. 

JJ: I just stayed status quo (with respect to analysis) (laughing). 

School of I.T. (EI RF/SA): 

RF: For me not much change…maybe with more time to reflect on things perhaps–but given 

the time we did this in, I don’t think so. 

SA: And Iteration #2, I was more familiar with the process and I was surer of what to expect 

and we were looking for the same things in Iteration #2 that we were in Iteration #1. 

RF: Yeah we definitely looked for different things during Iteration #2. We knew we had the 

balance of power issue with Iteration #1 and so we were looking for that in Iteration #2. 

SA: We were probably able to look for more things since we knew that was going to be there 

for Iteration #2…look for other things and focus on other things. 

RF: We stopped the video more often. Does that change the discussion? Maybe, because we 

actually rewinded it a couple of times. 

SA: I thought there was more discussion in Iteration #2, because we were pausing the video. 

RF: For Iteration #2, at least when you’re watching the video, you know what’s coming as 

opposed to Iteration #1 where you’re trying to follow to see what’s actually happening or 

are unsure what to watch for because it’s the first time. 

As participants alluded to above, Iteration #2 offered faculty participants an opportunity 

to build upon the experience, confidence, and preparedness from Iteration #1, which manifested 
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itself in various ways. These ways included validating previously analyzed phenomenon (from 

Iteration #1), comparing and contrasting video phenomenon and analysis (with Iteration #1), and 

experimentation and risk-taking (both technical and instructional). Examples of the above are 

detailed in Chapter 5–Conclusion. 

Interestingly, participants unanimously responded during the exit interviews that they did 

not perceive a change for the following: in the way they described or explained phenomenon, in 

their level of inference, in their sense of understanding as they progressed through the iterations, 

in introducing new terms or language during discussion and analysis, and in their sense of 

accomplishment (EI AB/JJ RF/SA). This conclusion on the part of faculty could have been due to 

their perception that the ‘state’ of their capability at the end of the study was unchanged, but they 

may not have considered the evolution of such capabilities throughout the study. My analysis of 

faculty participants’ discourse provided evidence that the discussion involved higher levels of 

inference. Perhaps future research could investigate the impact of the differences in perspective 

between participants and researcher, and the impact on participants if they were aware of these 

differences. 

4.4.2.1 Opportunities for Risk-taking and Experimentation 

Participants in this study experimented and took risks during both iterations, but 

markedly so during Iteration #2. It was evident during Iteration #2 that all participants went out of 

their comfort zone and usual teaching practice and tried other activities based on any combination 

of the following: peer feedback, watching their peer’s video clip from Iteration #1, and from 

reflecting on and discussing their own Iteration #1 video. After identifying and discussing 

phenomena together, along with providing and receiving feedback, all four faculty participants 

explicitly verbalized intentions for specific activities for Iteration #2 (SA–removal of teacher to 
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study balance of power; AB–collaborative activities to promote group-work; JJ–activity to 

decipher learning styles amongst students; RF–activity to enhance student-to-student interaction 

and collaborative work). When deciding what to capture for Iteration #2, faculty participants 

either wanted to see what would happen (the anticipation) if they changed a teaching technique 

(AB and RF–more group-based learning activities for Iteration #2 with more student-student 

interaction) or circumstances (SA–removal of teacher to experiment with balance of power; JJ–

student partnership dynamics and learning style comparison in other activities). 

4.4.3 Video Analysis Framework 

The Video Analysis Framework was essentially a list of the phenomena that faculty 

participants felt potentially could be looked for, assessed, and discussed in the video clips of their 

students. The list was constructed semi-autonomously as described in Chapter 3 Methodology 

and displayed in Table 3 of Section 4.1. The Video Analysis Framework was a mutually agreed 

upon and collaboratively created common framework that served as a universal reference point 

and a general scaffold for discussions. Faculty unanimously felt that the Video Analysis 

Framework was very useful. Faculty responses from the Pre-video interviews (after Group Video 

Training Session but before carrying out their own video capture in Iteration #1) indicated both 

the process of creating the Video Analysis Framework and the content as a positive experience 

and constructive (PVI). 

When asked about the general method by which discussions took place before the Video 

Analysis Framework was co-created, participants unanimously indicated a satisfaction with the 

process (See Section 4.4.4–Group Training Session for more details). This satisfaction was also 

felt with the process of coming up with the Video Analysis Framework that followed the Video 

Analysis Training during the Group Training Session (Section 4.4.4). This satisfaction and related 
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discussions were corroborated by my own notes, in which participants discussed and came to a 

consensus in a respectful and enjoyable manner during the Video Analysis Framework creation 

(RN). To triangulate further, I asked each pair of participants, during the exit interview, to reflect 

on their perception of the process of coming up with the Video Analysis Framework: Was the 

process by which we agreed to the Video Analysis Framework helpful or could we have done it 

differently? (EI 2b) 

AB and JJ (EI 2b AB/JJ): 

JJ: It was fun. 

AB: We’re all different personalities so we think of different things. 

JJ: Yeah…it was appropriate. 

SA and RF (E1 2b SA/RF): 

SA: I thought the creation of the list was fine but I think the list itself needed to be massaged a 

bit, in terms of duplicates taken out. When we had the sheet in front of us, it would have 

been nice to have it organized differently because the long list was difficult to find certain 

things in it–this could have been improved. The brainstorming session where we came up 

with the list was good from my perspective. 

RF: Yeah. 

This was an interesting observation by SA and RF, since it was conveyed to all 

participants (during individual pre-video interviews, before any video capture took place) that the 

list could be amended by participants at any time during the study as they deemed fit. Moreover, 

in the spirit of autonomy and learner-centredness, I did not require nor suggest the Video 

Analysis Framework be paired down. In fact, I hoped that if the Video Analysis Framework 

needed to be refined, faculty would discover it and if it did not, then it was fine as it was. All 
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participants indicated confirmation of this amendment possibility (PVI) as is evident in their 

responses below. Again, in the spirit of autonomy (albeit within limitations), the methodology 

and process was meant to be ongoing and improvable, initiated and sustained by the faculty 

participants with support from me, the researcher. The following question alludes to this 

malleability. When asked if there were any items that could be added or removed from of the 

Video Analysis Framework during the pre-video interview, faculty participants responded in the 

following ways: 

AB: Wooh now that is a challenging question because there is quite a few things that did come 

out, and honestly I think that they're all relevant and I don't think I would change 

anything. I might feel differently after I've been working for a while but I think for now, 

this is a good list that covers many different levels of learning and...first stab at it–its 

good; I'm not seeing (anything I’d like to add or remove), I might, once we start 

evaluating doing our assessments of the video I might feel differently, but right now, 

today, no. 

JJ: No…I had a look at it, and it is everything we discussed and I think some things will be 

easier to pick out and discuss than others, but I think it is an excellent list. 

RF: No… because if there would be anything that I would have added, I would have said 

already...short of maybe looking at it again and saying oh, I think we forgot something. 

There's nothing specific to say that should be removed, although some things may be 

difficult to detect but that doesn't mean they should be removed...it could provide a bit of 

intangible measurements. 

SA: So what would I remove first...I don't think I'd remove any...I think some might be really 

difficult to assess depending on the clips that we get when we record but I definitely 
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wouldn't remove anything. What would I add? I don't know...it seems like a pretty 

complete list...is part of the project can we add something after the fact? like when RF 

and I look at the video and we see something obvious or something cool that happened in 

the video we can add to that right? (PVI) 

The responses above indicate an understanding that the list was certainly editable based on 

faculty needs and requirements. It also indicates the ownership and buy-in that has begun before 

any video capture has taken place. 

Participants were individually asked in the same interview, as to what they would be 

looking for in their videos, given their specific understanding of their students, subject, course 

schedule, classroom dynamics, and given the Video Analysis Framework the group had co-

created. The responses to this question are below: 

AB: Enthusiasm and how the learners engaged. Visible success signs and the motivation as 

well. Sense of responsibility, body language, critical thinking evidence...those are all 

things I'd be watching for. 

JJ: I'm going to want to see them being engaged. How they co-operate, their collaboration, 

how they're problem solving, the ‘aha’ moments–I really like those...their 

comprehension. Their engagement...those are the big things...and the critical thinking 

evidence, those would be the big things I'll be looking for. 

SA: Seeing how, or whether, the type of environment I create in the classroom is effective 

essentially...and looking for these visible signs of success, and making sure they 

understand the material or the topic that's being discussed…whether it is through an 

interaction with me or through an interaction between them. So that's going to be the 

thing that I look forward to. The next biggest thing is their enthusiasm, and I think that's 
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kind of easy to assess without analyzing, but sometimes...you can see when they're really 

enthusiastic but sometimes you think they are really bored and maybe you're 

optimistically hopeful that they are still enthusiastic about it. 

RF: Probably two things. First is the learner’s interest level with what's going on, especially 

when your attention is focused on maybe another group of learners or learner…as well as 

the aha type of moments–the visible signs of success. (PVI) 

The responses above not only indicate the usefulness of the Video Analysis Framework  

but show that participants had already begun thinking about what they would be looking for in 

their own classes with their own students using the Video Analysis Framework–which again 

shows its usefulness even though participants had not captured any video yet. 

The perceived usefulness of the Video Analysis Framework was not as unanimous once 

participants had actually captured their own videos however, as indicated in responses given 

during the exit interviews. Faculty indicated that although they still felt the Video Analysis 

Framework was very useful, it could have been improved, enhanced, refined, edited, customized, 

and organized better as the study went on (i.e., after Iteration #1 and before Iteration #2). When 

asked during the exit interview whether the Video Analysis Framework was useful as the 

iterations went on, the following responses were given by participants: 

Health Sciences (EI JJ/AB): 

JJ: Yeah. 

AB: Definitely the first time (Iteration #1) right? (asking JJ) 

JJ: Yeah. 

AB: It gave us a hint like a guide. 
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JJ: What to look for and I even kept it on my desk when I was reviewing the video that I did 

manage to get, I would just look for it when we did come for Iteration #2, the limited 

stuff that I did get, I would try to pre-prepare things that I was going to point out. 

School of I.T. (EI RF/SA): 

RF: Yeah I think it was useful because if you didn’t have that list of things to look at the end 

of the video, especially on the first iteration, we wouldn’t have had half as many things to 

talk about. 

SA: Yeah. I thought the list could have been pared down a bit though. It was a little bit too 

long and a lot of them were repetitive so if it was organized a bit differently I think it 

could have been more helpful…like if there were only like five main points for us to 

discuss, then we could have branched off. Some of them are a bit specific and didn’t 

apply. 

RF: But maybe you don’t find that until after you’ve seen a few more videos? I know that we 

saw one video during the video training session, but maybe we could watch our students 

(and that) could help in changing that list. 

SA: Yeah yeah...coming up with a list after the fact, after we watch the videos…coming up 

with more things to look for (laughing). 

RF: Or different things to look for, maybe even less things to look for. 

IB: So are you saying a refinement of the list happen after Iteration #1 or Iteration #2, or just 

generally after? 

RF: Well that list stayed static from the time we made it…after each video iteration we could 

have said this is going to be more difficult to track down than we thought. 
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SA: Yeah, or even to watch it twice and look for things we didn’t see on the first time and 

only look for certain things would be interesting. If we were only looking for one of the 

list items from the agreed framework for example rather than watching the video and 

whatever pops up into our mind–we’d be more focused. I think we didn’t get to analyze 

some things that were on the list because we just weren’t looking for them at the point 

when we were watching them. 

IB: Could you summarize that recommendation? 

SA: To have a smaller list or to watch the video twice, looking for key items rather than 

looking for fifteen to twenty items that we’re looking for all at the same time. If we were 

only looking for one or two or four or five at a single viewing iteration, it would have 

been simpler to find those points. There were things that happened in the video that were 

part of the framework, but we didn’t get to analyze because we weren’t looking for them 

at that point. (EI) 

SA also pointed out that “I thought the creation of the list was fine but I think the list 

itself needed to be massaged a bit, in terms of duplicates taken out. When we had the sheet in 

front of us, it would have been nice to have it organized differently because the long list was 

difficult to find certain things in it–this could have been improved.” (EI) 

This retrospective insight alludes to the Video Analysis Framework  being used by 

faculty as an end rather than a means to help focus the discourse. This perception could indicate 

that future steps in the study should serve more explicitly to create the belief that ownership of 

both the video-analysis process and of its improvement (one example of which could be the 

refinement of the Video Analysis Framework) should be considered. If more time had been 

allowed for the study (possibly with an Iteration #3), the enhancement of the Video Analysis 
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Framework along with clear communication and discussion of its evolving nature could have 

been part of the process. 

Nevertheless, it was interesting to hear this seemingly contradictory view (pre-video 

interview responses versus exit interview responses), which could be attributed to faculty 

participants’ initial inexperience with peer-supported video discussion. Interestingly, RF alluded 

to this very notion during the exit interview in conversation with SA as well (EI RF/SA). My 

research notes also indicated that the Video Analysis Framework was used during both Iteration 

#1 and Iteration #2, but was more pronounced and focused (not all items in the Video Analysis 

Framework were discussed or addressed as faculty participants were more selective) during 

Iteration #2 (RN), possibly due to my intervention (see section 4.4.1) and/or faculty finding for 

themselves the specifically relevant issues from the Video Analysis Framework to discuss in their 

respective video clips. Moreover, since the Video Analysis Framework was mutually-created, this 

may have influenced its increased use and the idea of ownership on the part of the participants as 

faculty gained more experience (see Chapter 5.5 Ownership and Autonomy). In summary, the 

Video Analysis Framework was perceived as useful by participants and also used extensively by 

participants during discussions. 

The literature is also congruent with faculty perceptions regarding the importance of the 

Video Analysis Framework (or some tool that serves a similar purpose). Although referring to 

taking video of teachers (which was not a goal of this study), Eckart and Gibson (1993) intimated 

that teachers could have benefited from using self-assessment tools to analyze their videotapes, 

such as rating scales, checklists, and frequency or type-of-behavior criteria. Teachers can use 

video to reflect on their own practice without intervention of a researcher or colleagues with the 
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caveat that the teacher has guidance so the reflection is directed and structured (Brophy, 2004). 

Sherin summarizes this nicely: 

Noticing involves identifying what is important in a teaching 
situation. The classroom is a complex environment with multiple 
interactions occurring at the same time. A teacher cannot 
possibly pay equal attention to all that is happening. Instead, 
teachers must be selective in determining where to focus their 
attention. In essence, teachers must be able to assess a situation 
and determine which interactions are particularly significant. 
(Sherin, 2005, p. 477) 

A common framework, language, and protocol was helpful for my study in the form of 

the Video Analysis Framework  and other studies have been shown to implement similar 

methods. Using video to help teachers learn to notice generally involves introducing teachers to 

specific frameworks for attending to instruction or directing teachers’ attention to particular 

features of classroom interactions (Sherin, 2009). 

One possible function of the Video Analysis Framework could be that it provides a much 

narrower view of what is happening in the classroom (Sherin, 2000) and thus can alert the 

inquiring eye as to what to notice in the video (Tan & Towndrow, 2009). For example, 

Windschitl et al. (2011) indicated that without guiding teacher conversations of student artifacts, 

participants often could lose the focus on student learning. Windschitl et al. also highlighted the 

importance of protocols that guide conversations and facilitate how collegial groups might talk 

together about inquiries into learning that advance ambitious pedagogy (Windschitl et al., 2011). 

The use and reinforcement of a common vocabulary that references certain types of learning, 

teaching, or ideas has also been emphasized as a secondary function of the tool for teacher 

discussion and professional development (Curry, 2008). 

In another study, viewing the videotape in conjunction with the list of important 

pedagogical traits gave both participants and researchers a framework for analyzing the lesson. 
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Confirming prior research findings (Borko et al., 2008; Brophy, 2004; Rich & Hannafin, 2009b) 

structured reflective analysis of participants’ own videotaped lessons proved to be an effective 

learning environment for practicing mathematics teachers (Berezovski & Sosa, 2010). 

Sherin (2000) indicated that one key issue for developing a video club was choosing 

between particular foci versus addressing a variety of issues. My study began with the latter, but 

participants did begin to focus on those Video Analysis Framework concepts that were interesting 

and relevant to them as the study went into Iteration #2. For example, Sherin used such criteria as 

classroom discourse, student conception, teacher questioning, teacher’s role, student thinking, and 

others (Sherin, 2000, 2005). The key issue is that the items studied be dependent on the interests 

of the video club members (Sherin, 2000). Another Video Analysis Framework-like structure 

included four generic criteria such as pedagogy, climate, musical thinking, and management to 

help teachers look at videos of their music students (Berg & Smith, 1996). 

Other ways that a Video Analysis Framework-like structure was used in written 

reflections indicated having pre-determined categories of comments for video phenomenon with 

new categories of comments added to guide teachers in writing their reflections of video (So et 

al., 2009). One reason identified during another study requiring written reflection of video was 

that the high sustainability rate and entirely on-topic contribution of participants was possibly due 

to the anchored structure of the forum where an anchor was a topic that students found worthy of 

discussion (Koc et al., 2009). In conclusion, a Video Analysis Framework-like structure to anchor 

and guide faculty when analyzing video has been used before, and was found to be an imperative 

part of this study. Faculty perceived its worth and used it extensively throughout the study. 
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4.4.4 Group Training Session–Video Analysis Review 

Faculty reported that the Group Training Session was a valuable and important step, 

specifically viewing and practically experiencing a model analysis of a learner-centred activity 

which was the precursor to the creation of the Video Analysis Framework (EI). Faculty also 

reported that this step allowed them to see what was expected and what the final result of a video 

clip would be (EI). This focused pedagogical review perhaps could have had added value, 

especially for the participants of this study, who did not have any formal pedagogical background 

(not formally trained in pedagogy beyond the Instructional Skills Workshop–see Section 4.1 for 

faculty profiles) since it provided a review of learner-centred activities and a practical example of 

analyzing a specific learner-centred activity. 

After the Group Training Session and during the pre-video interview (interview before 

taking any class videos), the following question was asked to each individual participant: Now 

thinking back to the video training session, how did you feel about the way in which the group 

worked together during the analysis–specifically, was there a way the group could have worked 

in a more optimal manner, when analyzing the video? 

The response to this question is indicated below (PVI): 

AB: I don't think so. I think the environment was good for us. It was a small group, so I can't 

think of anything you could have changed to make it better than what it was. I thought it 

was effective. 

JJ: Yeah it was good....I think we were a little shy...we don't really know each other so we 

weren't speaking as freely as if we were all buddies, but, so it was a bit of a protected 

conversation maybe...but the conversations that AB and I have won't be like that...it will 

be more open. I think we achieved the goal of what the session was about, and I think it 
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was a positive meeting, positive training session. We could all see the video very clearly 

and yeah it was fine. 

RF: No not particularly...whether or not a group works well together probably depends on the 

people you've put into the group...and in some ways it is almost like the luck of the draw 

whether or not you get a good group that's going to work together or a bad one. I mean it 

was a reasonable group...could it be more? I'm not sure...could it be different? Not sure. 

SA: No, I thought everyone was (fine)...you know with a smaller group, with only 4 people, 

it's kind of easy to have easy conversations. I think everyone's point of view was really 

well-respected and a lot of good ideas came from the discussion and everyone was able to 

have a voice that was heard. I mean with such a small group, simple can be effective, so I 

think that there was nothing really that could have been improved with our conversation. 

The above responses indicate a general pleasure in the way the analysis was carried out and how 

the participants worked given the relatively small number of participants. This discussion set the 

tone and was the precursor to the Video Analysis Framework co-creation. 

Moreover, this Group Training Session allowed participants a first experience with 

collaborative video analysis (all participants involved with no Video Analysis Framework yet 

created), and allowed me as the researcher to gauge the level of understanding, discussion, and 

analysis of the participants engaged in what for them was a novel experience. In other words, it 

forced participants into an authentic learning situation with little or no theoretical background (an 

example of a learner-centred activity) of video analysis with an interactions focus. 

Upon completion of this analysis and during the pre-video interview, participants were 

individually asked a question designed to discover what conclusions participants had made, based 
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on their own analysis and collaborative discussions with the group of the model video. The 

following responses were given (PVI): 

AB: I found that they (students) were very enthusiastic, they bought into what they were 

learning, so they participated a great deal and really, ‘R’ (the instructor) was a facilitator 

in that…so I enjoyed watching it actually, I wanted to join the class (laughing). 

JJ: They were engaged…they were interested…the interaction with the instructor was 

good...there were participatory activities…they were understanding…there was a lot of 

repetition to make sure they were understanding...they seemed to be enjoying 

themselves…a lot of smiling, and they were very aware of the camera. 

SA: Well there was a lot of different things...we just looked at one video between 2 students, 

and both students respond differently to different things...that's probably one of the most 

obvious things…and different students interact differently in terms of their interaction 

with the instructor versus their interaction with each other…that is probably the most 

obvious thing that's different. 

RF: It made it very clear that when the individual students were engaged in the learning 

activity or simply sitting on the sideline watching another student being engaged (PVI). 

These responses indicate that the Group Training Session was perceived as a useful first step for 

these participants and provided a first exposure and experience with viewing and analyzing 

classroom video of interactions. Participants had already begun referring to some components of 

the Video Analysis Framework during these responses and all showed signs of having analyzed 

the video while identifying various points of interest (PVI). 
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4.4.5 Group Training Session–Technical Review 

All faculty members felt they were comfortable in using the FlipTM cameras, specifically 

in capturing, viewing, downloading, editing, and presenting their videos after the training session 

as per responses from pre-video interview (PVI). The easy-to-use camera was very well-received 

by participants and was perhaps the most important reason why faculty felt very comfortable in 

the technical aspects of the video. My research notes also corroborated and showed faculty using 

the camera with no difficulty during faculty discussions in both iterations (RN). 

When observing the video presentations, I and participants realized that camera angles 

and audio could have been slightly improved. Interestingly, quality sound with small groups was 

identified as an important factor in aiding the analysis (Berg & Smith, 1996). Participants began 

experimenting with camera angles during Iteration #2 and intentionally searched for video that 

had good audio and/or a view (RN). 

All participants were very fluent in use of the camera and required no technical support 

during the study. 

4.5 Summary of Findings and Interpretations 

The fundamental research question investigated was: What impact does peer-supported 

video analysis of classroom interactions have on teachers’ understanding of those interactions? I 

developed four sub-questions related to aspects of the intervention–what it led participants to 

notice, how they interacted with each other, how particular details of the intervention led to new 

insights and peer interaction, and the overall benefit of the intervention in generating new 

understanding. Each of these is described below along with a summary of the results found. 

1. What did faculty participants see? (i.e. What aspects of classroom interactions did faculty 

notice and discuss?) 
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Faculty participants saw and discussed many phenomena related to students. Specifically, 

they focused on student involvement (engagement, participation, interest, & enthusiasm), student 

collaboration and co-operation, student learning moments, student balance of power, student 

ways of working, and student personalities and tendencies. Faculty participants provided a variety 

of evidence from their own classroom videos when discussing these topics. 

2. How did faculty participants talk? (i.e. What were the characteristics of faculty discourse?) 

Faculty participants’ discourse (especially those of the video presenter) were 

characterized by a movieness, a way of talking that served to heighten the anticipation and 

entertainment value of the video clip for the audience. Discourse was also characterized by 

respect, trust, and comfort throughout the iterations. I created a classification scheme for faculty 

participants’ discourse and discussion based on levels of inference. This classification system was 

based on the following progressing levels: 1. Descriptive–simple accounts of what happened; 2. 

Interpretive–discussing the significance of what happened and bringing meaning to it; and 3. 

Analytical–developing an explanation and framing in terms of theory. As faculty participants 

moved from Iteration #1 to Iteration #2, higher levels of inference were evident in participants’ 

discussion. The highest level of inference (Analytical) was evident only in Iteration #2. 

3. What strategies were helpful? (i.e. What strategies proved effective in generating relevant 

insights into teacher-student and student-student interactions?) 

The usefulness of some strategies and steps in generating rich insights and discussion 

were: early establishment of ways of working (ground rules, guiding principles), iterations (two 

iterations to carry out video capture and discussions), collaboratively generated Video Analysis 

Framework, and an initial Group Training Session (for technical training and a group video 

analysis). 
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4. How did the approach taken help participants see and understand? 

This sub-question addresses the overall impact on faculty participants of explicit 

methodological steps taken in the study. The impact is assessed in relation to key aspects of 

reflection, analysis, perspectives, experimentation, ways of working, and faculty-relationships. 

Some key benefits that have already been identified were reflective practice through video 

analysis, improved awareness of students and strategies, enhanced inferential ability, improved 

professional relationships amongst faculty participants, and opportunities for safe 

experimentation. The next chapter details the response to this sub-question in a broader sense 

while also answering the fundamental research question: What impact does peer-supported video 

analysis of classroom interactions have on teachers’ understanding of those interactions?
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Chapter 5 

Conclusion: How Did the Approach Taken Help Participants See and 

Understand? 

This chapter consolidates the findings and interpretations from Chapter 4 (Findings and 

Interpretations) by doing two things in connecting with the literature that informed the study: 1) 

explaining the phenomena observed and 2) examining their significance for professional 

development. This chapter is organized according to six beneficial aspects of the work of the 

participants: 1) reflection and reflective practice; 2) improved awareness and analysis; 3) multiple 

perspectives and problem solving; 4) experimentation and risk-taking; 5) ownership and 

autonomy; and 6) improved professional relationship and sharing. The last section of this chapter 

presents three limitations of the study together with suggestions for addressing them in 

subsequent research. The thesis concludes with an indication of sustainability; the Teaching and 

Learning Centre is currently examining ways to build on the results of study. 

5.1 Reflection and Reflective Practice 

Participants reflected throughout the study at various stages, primarily due to the nature 

of watching video of their own students in combination with subsequent peer-supported video-

analysis and discussion. The reflection was embedded in the viewing and discussion. Reflection 

on the video was stimulated at two specific junctures during each round: 1) when participants 

viewed their own videos to find the ten-minute clips they would share with their peer and 2) when 

actually presenting their ten-minute clip to their peer and discussing it with them. Participants 

were also asked to reflect during both the pre-video interview and exit interviews when asked 

questions that required them to examine their experiences (viewing, group work). 
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As indicated in Chapter 4.2 (What Did Participants See?), faculty participants reflected 

on student involvement, collaboration and co-operation, learning moments, balance of power, 

ways of working, and personalities and tendencies as seen during various learner-centred 

techniques. Participants had some idea of what topics they would be reflecting on and looking for 

before capturing the videos since the Video Analysis Framework had already been created by 

them. Reflection and reflective practice are key ingredients in Schon’s work, specifically the 

ideas of “reflection-in-action” (ability to reflect while taking action that guides the immediate and 

subsequent action one takes or thinking on one’s feet) and “reflection-on-action” (critically 

reflecting upon the experience after the fact) for developing professionally and pedagogically 

(Schon, 1987). Both types of reflection should be developed and enhanced throughout the 

professional career (Sewall, 2009) and video clearly offers strong support for developing 

“reflection-on-action.” The fact that participants of the study had an opportunity to reflect, both 

individually and with peers, was significant as an ingredient of professional development and 

teaching expertise (as detailed in Section 4.2.7 Interpretation–Seeing Through a Reflective 

Medium). In my study, faculty participants reported that in classes held after the video analysis, 

they had a heightened understanding and awareness of what they had previously analyzed and 

discussed. This increased understanding and awareness had the potential to enhance reflection-in-

action. 

Watching and reflecting on video both individually and with peers have been identified 

as a valuable activity for teachers with the potential to foster teacher learning (Sherin, 2009). 

Examples of the learning that faculty participants in my study experienced are: identifying 

narrative as an effective teaching technique (for AB), investigating balance of power dynamics 

and the requisite characteristics in leaders that students gravitated toward (for SA), student gender 
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dynamics and relationships (for JJ), and realization that some students need to be engaged more 

in the learning (for RF). Further examples are discussed in Section 4.2 (What did Participants 

See?), Section 4.3.3 (Levels of Inference in Participants’ Video), and the next Section (Improved 

Awareness, Analysis, and Memory in Section 5.2). 

Kurtz et al. (2009) showed that interpretation of video of classes in session (with those 

classes in action, as in my study) enhances critical reflection that enables beginning teachers to 

prepare for the many diverse contexts that they would potentially encounter (Kurz et al., 2009). 

Moreover, a connection between viewing video and possible growth of reflective capability or 

cognitive capability was shown in another study, in which participants through the review of 

video, “were found to demonstrate a tendency to be willing to consider new evidence, search for 

alternative explanations, view situations from multiple perspectives, and judge the adequacy of a 

decision using supportive evidence” (Li, 2008, p. 255). My data contain many examples of such 

thought by faculty participants, particularly in thought that I classified as interpretive and 

analytical (see Section 4.3.3 and 4.3.4) where judgements were delayed, alternative perspectives 

were considered, and a general disposition to consider further video evidence was present. The 

enhancement of reflective and cognitive capability in my study was exemplified by behaviours 

and discussions related to evidence-based inquiry, discourse, and judgement–all skills in line with 

professional development. 

Reflective practice is a hallmark of good teaching practice and a skill that all educators 

should have. The various stages of my study required participants to reflect, often stimulated 

simply by watching video. Analysis of video has been shown to be an authentic reflective tool 

(especially given that the video is of participants’ own implementation of their own learner-

centred activities with their own students). The fact that video was a (potentially) permanent 
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container of phenomena, and the fact that the clip could be played over and over again, provided 

an avenue for continuous reflection for participants. Not only did faculty participants have an 

opportunity to reflect, but as a direct result of this reflection, faculty participants also decided to 

change their teaching in ways they felt would improve student learning. All of these points speak 

to a self-sustaining, self-paced, and semi-permanent mechanism to reflect–an important 

ingredient in professional development. 

5.2 Improved Awareness, Analysis, and Memory 

As reported in Section 4.3.4 (Improved Awareness and Analysis), by the end of the 

intervention, faculty participants showed and reported both a heightened sense of awareness of 

discussed classroom phenomena and in increased proclivity to analysis of those phenomena. 

Faculty participants responded during the exit interviews that when they went back into their 

classrooms (EI), they remembered the phenomena that they had viewed and discussed during my 

study. These memories and the associated gain in knowledge of classroom interactions might then 

have led to improved teaching practice leading to enhanced student learning. 

The potential benefit of the intervention stems in part from the fact that it was classroom 

based. When evidence gathered in the teachers’ own classroom (authentic assessment) is the basis 

for staff development training, the skills learned in these sessions are more apt to be transferred 

back into the classroom (Eckart & Gibson, 1993). This authenticity could have also played an 

important role in faculty owning their videos (and the content therein) and thus having more 

connection to them (in learning as well). This is discussed more in Section 5.5 (Ownership and 

Autonomy). 

The potential benefit also stems from the power of video to mediate reflection. The video 

medium is an effective lens into the rich intricacies of classroom dynamics, which are difficult to 
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focus on while teaching. Video affords (as Sherin (2000) has suggested) separation from being in 

the teaching moment and thus not having to deal with the plethora of inputs, possibilities, and 

factors that come into play. Video also has immediacy and a singular ability to focus attention on 

its subject (Meisel, 1998). Moreover, 

Video brings alive the heightened emotionality of conflict or 
other human interaction (large or small) that is so instructive 
when isolated for observation. It can be used to illustrate a 
technique (“active listening”, decision-making styles, strategic 
planning meetings, etc); as well as show things that need visual 
appreciation to understand. It can create maximum impact of an 
issue. (Meisel, 1998, p. 251) 

Furthermore, short-term information recall has been shown to be enhanced through the 

use of video as an instructional medium (So et al., 2009), which should benefit subsequent 

discussion. In summary, viewing video in combination with discussion of the particular issue of 

focus increases the salience for participants of key phenomena. 

The potential impact of heightened awareness, analysis and memory on the classroom is 

substantial and its potential was observed in my study. If certain phenomena (for example, 

balance of power or a more effective learning strategy for a certain student as was found by SA 

and AB, respectively) are discussed, viewed, and remembered in future class occasions, then all 

sorts of steps (e.g., curriculum design, resource preparation, lesson planning to include effective 

activities, consideration of classroom layout, design of student group dynamics), informed by 

such analysis can positively impact the classroom and student learning. 

Although my study did not directly measure classroom impact, my participants did 

indicate their intentions to change their practice based on improved understanding: AB intended 

to start with narratives earlier in the semester, RF and SA would pay more attention to 

characteristics of leaders that students depended upon in group dynamics, RF and SA planned to 
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investigate possible cross-curricular strategies for future semesters. Sherin (2000) also suggested 

that the new perspective on viewing videos (that is, to investigate in preference to evaluate, and to 

focus on what did happen in preference to focusing on what could have happened) can benefit 

classroom instruction. This new perspective on viewing videos was purposely built into the 

design of my study, specifically with the ground rules (which guided investigation in preference 

to evaluation) and the Video Analysis Framework (which guided the “what did happen”). 

It seems that shift in perspective of Sherin’s participants also occurred for my participants 

as they reported taking memories and knowledge of discussed phenomenon into their classes. 

Teachers in Sherin’s study also reported that they not only became more aware of students’ ideas 

while watching the video, but also paid more attention to their students’ thinking during in-class 

instruction. During this class instruction they found themselves better equipped to interpret 

students’ ideas that came up, were more comfortable in making pedagogical decisions on the 

basis of students’ comments, focused on understanding what was happening in their classes and 

used this information to decide how to proceed pedagogically (Sherin, 2000). In my study, 

participants were not explicitly asked if they felt better equipped in any of these ways. The 

general notion that discussed phenomena were remembered in their classes could imply the above 

took place for my participants as well. However, this is speculative and would require a further 

study to investigate faculty perceptions more deeply. My study was meant to investigate in 

general the impact of video-supported analysis on understanding of classroom interactions (and 

not necessarily on understanding of student thinking as in Sherin’s study). 

Finally, Sherin (2005) suggested that video-based experiences can prompt teachers to 

identify significant interactions that occur in the moment of instruction (in class), particularly 

those related to innovative student ideas that arise in class. This concept relates directly to the 
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essence of “reflection-in-action” (Schon, 1983) and ultimately professional development 

(improving student learning) since faculty participants perceived the potential benefit was not 

limited to the stages of the study, but in fact came to permeate their respective classrooms. 

Participants in my study also perceived and indicated in a general sense that some discussion 

topics were brought into the classroom, on some level. A further study, possibly involving further 

iterations and focused topics (e.g., student thinking) could allow for investigation of the impact of 

video-based experiences on reflection-in-action. 

5.3 Shifting Perspectives and Problem Solving 

The analysis that took place during both iterations revealed, at times, differing 

perspectives within a problem-solving paradigm as participants tried to make sense of 

phenomena. Some examples of these types of exchanges were noted in Section 4.3.3 Levels of 

Inference in Participants’ Video Analysis. Some analysis indicated similar perspectives initially 

(by both participants) and then an evolution of perspective through discussion, inquiry, and sense-

making into an enhanced perspective. There were clear instances of difference of interpretation 

initially, along with a delay of premature judgements and a movement towards problematization 

as faculty participants investigated rather than exercised value judgements. Having multiple and 

shifting viewpoints is beneficial as it allows for seeing things that may have been missed, gives 

each viewer an individual voice and perception, and, given a professional rapport, allows for 

collaborative sense-making and problem-solving. Moreover, the complementary combination of 

the faculty presenter’s perspective (with inside knowledge and experience of his or her own 

students) with the presentee’s (faculty member viewing the video) perspective (with no inside 

knowledge of students and an “outsider’s” perspective) was valuable for discussing video. 
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Situations where multiple viewpoints come to the forefront have been shown to be 

helpful when participants are able to draw on the insight of a capable colleague to test their 

theories and their more insular and disciplinary perspectives (Miller, 2009). Moreover with the 

specific use of video, the viewer is offered multiple layers of perspective in the classroom 

environment and demonstrates how a variety of simultaneous events affect teachers’ instructional 

decisions (Kurz et al., 2009). Since my study had a core requirement to avoid discussing teacher 

tendencies (which could include teachers’ instructional decisions), I was not specifically 

observing participants’ instructional decisions. However, the “multiple layers of perspective” to 

which Kurz et al. (2009) refer were indeed present with faculty participants when it came to 

understanding interactions, as is evident from their discussions as outlined in Section 4.3.3 Levels 

of Inference in Participants’ Video Analysis. That is, the very same phenomena were interpreted 

and re-interpreted differently by faculty pairs during and after discussion and analysis. One such 

example is during JJ’s clip where her student ‘I’ is looking down throughout a presentation 

carried out by a fellow student ‘A’ (JJ interpreted this as a strategy to not make ‘A’ nervous, 

whereas AB thought ‘I’ may have been sleeping or being inattentive). Other examples have been 

discussed in Section 4.3.3 (Levels of Inference in Participants’ Video) and Section 4.3.4 

(Interpretation–Improved Awareness and Analysis). 

A major benefit of the videos of classroom interactions in my study was that teachers 

were able to view the videos quite often before presenting to their peers, thus not having to rely 

on memory. Instead they had the opportunity to view the video multiple times if they wished 

(faculty participants reported viewing their videos before their presentations during the 

iterations), and were able to examine what took place from different individual (self) perspectives 
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at each viewing, even in the absence of and in preparation for their peer’s viewing–a finding 

similar to a finding of Sherin’s study (Sherin, 2005). 

Sharing of perspectives as in my study is an important activity in a collaborative learning 

community. Through the process of iterations faculty participants were able to share not only 

self-selected videos, but thoughts, perspectives, and insights through discourse and video 

evidence. These processes were critical to establish and support a small but viable teacher 

learning community. Multiple lenses for understanding and constructing good teaching practices 

are offered by exploring various teaching examples and are an ingredient of a collaborative 

learning community (So et al., 2009). 

The notion of multiple perspectives in this study is consistent with other findings, namely 

that through reviewing video clips, teachers were found to demonstrate a tendency to be willing 

to consider new evidence, search for alternative explanations, view situations from multiple 

perspectives, and judge the adequacy of a decision using supportive evidence indicating a growth 

of reflective or cognitive ability (Li, 2008). Moreover, viewing video evidence and subsequently 

having evidence-based discussions, allowed teachers the opportunity to offer different 

interpretations of the same event, providing a context for in-depth discussion and debate among 

the group–such discourse is thought to be an important component of a successful teacher 

learning community (Sherin, 2005). All of this occurred with faculty in my study as outlined in 

earlier sections and hence points to the significance of the process. 

Problem solving was an approach participants took to make sense of video phenomena 

during iterations (see Section 4.3.3 Levels of Inference in Participants’ Video), as participants 

approached certain type of phenomena as problems to be solved (and thus made sense of). The 

type of problems that required problem-solving approaches (involving puzzlement, interpretation, 



 

161 

 

inquiry, discussion, analysis and making sense) had to do with interpreting phenomena viewed on 

the video (and not problems of teaching identified in the video). A very clear example, was the 

unorthodox student reaction (laugh and smile) in JJ’s clip during Iteration #2 when seeing a 

picture of a tortured dead maid. Another example was figuring out the reasons why a student had 

replaced SA as the teacher and what students looked for in leaders for confirmation of ideas. 

Problem solving has been identified in the literature as a key component of successful 

professional development activities. Miller (2009) described professional development and 

problem solving as: 

Professional Development depends on how adult learning is 
framed; prescription is replaced by joint work, problem posing, 
and problem solving. Participants pose real world problems with 
each other, support these conversations by sharing evidence of 
student learning, and work concertedly to resolve their problems. 
(Miller, 2009, p. 146) 

This study indirectly and unintentionally provided a problem-solving medium and culture 

when it came to some of the more difficult-to-decipher phenomena (those that required 

interpretation or analysis). According to Mueller and Welch (2006), effective professional 

development involves experimentation, problem-solving, and inquiry, all of which seem to have 

occurred with the use of video in my study: 

Professional Development must challenge teachers to 
investigate, experiment, consult, and consider outcomes to take a 
stance of critique and inquiry toward practice. Overall teachers 
must use an inquiry and problem solving paradigm that results in 
their constructing new knowledge rather than a training 
paradigm that results in their consuming knowledge.  
(Mueller & Welch, 2006, p. 145) 

5.4 Experimentation and Risk-Taking 

Having entered into my study with ideas from my own teaching experience and my 

knowledge of my study’s site and students, I have adopted certain ideas and a particular 
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philosophy about teaching. One of these ideas is the notion of risk-taking as a mechanism for 

professional development and learning. The significance of experimentation and risk-taking in 

my view is that the courage to carry this out in the classroom is a hallmark of teachers who 

continually “push the envelope” to better their knowledge and practice. Good teaching involves 

having students take risks and learn from both successes and failures; similarly, good professional 

development involves having teachers take risks and learn from their successes and failures. The 

act of faculty taking risks indicates that they are confident, inquisitive, and open to new 

interpretations of classroom interactions. 

From what I observed and inferred about faculty’s experimentation in my study, faculty 

showed curiosity, a boldness, a commitment to an inquiry-based approach using evidence, and a 

commitment to experimentation. Two examples of deliberately leaving students to work on their 

own are of particular interest. SA during Iteration #2 left the classroom to investigate the balance 

of power while having the teacher absent–a bold step indeed. RF left a group to work on a 

collaborative handout to work with another group and let the students work on the task on their 

own. 

The other two participants also reported on innovations. JJ brought in a fellow colleague 

to carry out two simulations with students while AB investigated a variety of techniques. Some of 

these instances were mutually agreed upon (between faculty participants) before they were 

captured and so were planned and intentional. Experimentation by faculty showed curiosity and a 

willingness to enhance outcomes. Moreover, the fact that faculty participants were comfortable in 

taking risks and presenting to their peers points to the strong relationship between the partners. 

The greatest risk participants took was moving away from the risk-free approach (default, 

tried and tested) of teacher-centred teaching (i.e., lecturing). This mode of teaching requires no 
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risk since the faculty member is the knowledge repository and simply conveys (or dumps) the 

knowledge to the students and has essentially (in their mind anyway) covered the curriculum 

material and the lesson objectives. The fact that faculty moved away from the traditional lecture 

approach was a risk in itself. 

Participants also risked the possibilities that the experimentation would lead to a 

diminished learning experience for the students (due to the novelty of the learner-centred 

technique for either student or faculty, or lack of preparation), that students in the class would 

perceive the faculty member to not be “teaching” as they usually did (i.e., lecturing), and that 

participants would lose credibility in the eyes of the fellow faculty member (if the technique were 

not successful or students were shown to have a diminished learning experience). 

Moreover, to open up the classroom to a peer (via video) has in it an element of risk due 

to the common notion (at least in my setting) that a teacher’s classroom is the teacher’s sanctuary 

where there is teacher control and privacy. The risk of giving up this control (inherent in some 

learner-centred techniques, such as when students investigate the curriculum and/or teach their 

peers) and privacy (other faculty seeing what was done in class) can be substantial for faculty 

participants–this compounded by the fact that students have experienced (throughout their short 

educational lives) and so expect a teacher-centred approach as a measure of being a “good 

teacher.” 

My study allowed faculty participants to take the above risks due primarily to the focus 

of discussions on video of classroom interactions–a more objective and less personal focus in 

comparison to a focus on teacher tendencies, teaching strategies, or teacher personalities. This 

was further cemented by the existence of the co-produced Video Analysis Framework which 
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offered an objective, documented, and collaborative piece of work that guided faculty in their 

investigation and discussion of video (again, to stay within the agreed boundaries of interactions). 

The other important factor impacting risk-taking was that all faculty participants had 

completed the Instructional Skills Workshop and so were at least exposed to, and very much in 

favour of, learner-centred techniques. More importantly there was a “trenches” mentality and 

spirit to the study (in addition to all participants being Instructional Skills Workshop graduates), 

whereby a collaborative partnership existed and was enhanced throughout the study (see Chapter 

5.6 Improved Professional Relationship and Sharing). In other words, the investigation of 

interactions during a learner-centred technique implementation (not evaluation of teacher 

technique or teacher tendencies) seemed very much to be a joint investigation of something 

(interactions) not personally tied to or connected with individual faculty members. This helped 

faculty take risks. 

The other notion as already pointed out was the new way of looking at video as Sherin 

pointed out: investigation in preference to evaluation, and what did happen in preference to what 

could have happened (Sherin & van Es, 2009). An opportunity to re-envision teaching problems 

through the eyes of knowledgeable colleagues may be particularly helpful for prospective 

teachers, who are in need of a “testing ground” to safely experiment with new ideas, theories, and 

practice (Miller, 2009, p. 146). The strong relationship helped faculty in taking smart and safe 

risks in my study. 

Through professional collaboration teachers can enjoy the procedural and socio-

emotional support they need when they take risks to implement new methods (Li, 2008). In one 

study, when participants used video and subsequent discussions on analyzed video phenomena 

took place, they demonstrated an ability to generalize beyond a particular problem and draw 
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broader lessons for their future teaching (Miller, 2009). This result existed in my study as well 

and has already been identified for my study’s participants as they took discussed phenomena to 

their respective classes and intended to do things differently in future teaching opportunities. 

5.5 Ownership and Autonomy 

Faculty participants in my study worked in a way characterized by ownership (e.g. of 

videos, of the process, of the discussion, of changing or enhancing the process or the Video 

Analysis Framework where they could) and in a way indicative of autonomy (e.g. selection of 

learner-centred technique to be recorded, selection of phenomena to be video recorded, selection 

of ten-minute clip to share, in ways to discuss ten-minute clip, in ways to change the timelines). 

Examples of these have already been cited in Section 4.4.1.1 (Ownership and Autonomy as a 

Way of Working). 

In my view, ownership was directly related to the authenticity of the video artifacts (e.g., 

video taken by self, video of own classroom, video of own implemented learner-centred 

technique, video of own students, video reviewed by self). Videos were captured by faculty 

participants, for faculty participants and not professionally produced by non-faculty experts in 

video. This fact made it very relevant and authentic to faculty participants (so faculty could not 

dismiss video as impertinent or foreign or irrelevant). 

Autonomy was a characteristic way of working and a cultural norm I wanted faculty 

participants to fully embrace during the course of my study. In order to do this, I had to balance 

this autonomy within the framework or guidelines of the study (structure) and allow faculty, in 

the spirit of learner-centredness, to refine and enhance processes and protocols as they seemed fit 

as they gained more experience. Results of this study, specifically in the way faculty participants 
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worked (see Section 4.4.1 and 4.4.1.1.) and reflected on the intervention (exit interviews) indicate 

that faculty participants did establish their own autonomous way of working. 

In fact, it seems that a gradual release of autonomy was provided (although unintentional 

from my perspective) as faculty participants moved to Iteration #2. As faculty participants gained 

more experience and comfort, they exercised increased autonomy (e.g., AB and JJ shortened 

timeframe for discussion and video capture, RF and SA focusing on specific topics from the 

Video Analysis Framework for Iteration #2). Again, this is significant because the specific videos 

captured and presented by faculty during this study were meaningful to them. That is, the material 

both viewed and discussed were relevant and personal–they were not videos of experts or 

classroom situations that were professionally made by other training or teaching experts. 

Similar protocols have existed where teachers recorded video lessons that required 

participants to engage in a rethinking of effective teaching whereby teachers had the ownership of 

planning for teaching and learning (Li, 2008). As Li (2008) further noted, activities that are 

problem-based, allowing the legitimizing of teachers’ findings and sharing those findings with 

others who may have similar concerns and interests in improving teaching effectiveness, are at 

the heart of teacher empowerment (Li, 2008). The fact that faculty participants believed that they 

had a voice, and were able to shape and influence the protocols and requirements of the learning, 

can be said to have increased their involvement and commitment. 

Increased ownership usually translates to increased buy-in and a heavier stake in the 

activity. In another study where self-recorded video lessons were used (Sewall, 2009), the video 

presenter perceived himself or herself as the “owner” of and therefore the “expert” for that video 

artifact. The video presenter, in this case the novice teacher, was given the opportunity to voice 

his or her thoughts as they came to him or her while watching a videotaped segment, allowing the 
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presentee (in this case, the supervisor) to understand the novice teacher’s pedagogical knowledge, 

skills, and abilities as well as the thinking behind them in a natural and non-threatening manner 

(Sewall, 2009). This was also the case in my study, where the presenters of the video were 

owners of the videos and led the initial discussion during the video sharing. Moreover, the 

presenters had innate knowledge of the students in their own videos having taught their students 

for over a month. New ways in which faculty can take responsibility for themselves and for each 

other in the process of studying and improving teaching have been recommended (Berg & Smith, 

1996); using video as a medium in the way it was used in my study seemed to have offered 

participants one way to do this. 

5.6 Improved Professional Relationships and Sharing 

The opportunity during my study to strengthen peer relationships (especially within 

faculty participants’ own departments) was a great benefit. This is especially important in my 

study setting, where opportunities to collaborate were few and a busy teaching semester meant 

little time for intentional and active professional development. College professional development 

events were infrequent, centrally planned and controlled, and one-off with very little follow-up. 

Ideas introduced in these events were implemented only by a few energetic and motivated 

individuals who took initiative. 

Although my participants did not form a full-fledged professional learning community, 

the concept of conversations was present in my study, which provided a means for teachers to 

modify their practice over time by reflecting on the exchanges they have with their colleagues. 

This reflective and social exploration produced local knowledge of student learning and teaching 

practice, and offered teachers mutual support of each other’s professional growth (Miller, 2009). 
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Community building in professional development is paramount for sustainability and 

long-term benefits. Through strong relationships enhanced within my study, faculty participants 

were able to build upon the rapport (presumably established through their departments) and 

understand each other better. This is also inline with the spirit and goals of learner-centred 

teaching, in which student collaboration, communication, and co-operation are embedded. By 

working together, faculty participants in my study were able to enhance trust (via sharing), 

investigate video through a common ground (Video Analysis Framework) and understand each 

other’s classroom dynamics and students better. 

For example, knowing that certain students from a particular faculty member’s class had 

various types of personalities or ways of working that the students enjoyed, was key information 

that helped the collaborative interpretation of what was seen on the video. The strong relationship 

paved the way for collaborative interpretation. I expect that had respect, trust, and strong rapport 

been absent from my study, this would have had a negative impact on the collaborative 

interpretation that did take place. Opportunities for teachers to build strong professional 

relationships with colleagues are especially welcome given the lack of opportunity for colleagues 

to view each other’s teaching. As previously noted, professional development opportunities rarely 

offer a mechanism for building professional relationships, whereas my study like others I 

examined (Hea-Jin, 2007; Mueller & Welch, 2006; Sherin, 2005) did successfully enhance such 

relationships. The sharing of instructional activities (rather than mere discussions with 

colleagues) that took place was also invaluable as this type of opportunity is also very scarce for 

similar reasons given above. 

The potential for this relationship building is high as it can lead to further learning 

opportunities in the future for the participant pairs. For example, both participant pairs intended to 
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carry out more collaborative projects (both video related and non-video related) in the future. 

Moreover, they also spoke to other colleagues interested in using video in their classrooms. 

5.7 Future Studies and Sustainability 

This study was carefully embedded in the literature, informed by and contributing to it. 

This case study combines aspects of a video club (Sherin & van Es, 2009) and a community of 

learners (Curry, 2008; Loertscher, 2005; Miller, 2009; Smylie, 1996) and potentially a 

community of practice (Brown & Campione, 1996; Goodenough, 2004; Laferriere et al., 2006; 

Shulman & Shulman, 2004). The results of this study can be looked upon as a seed for further 

research studies, especially within a similar context (2nd language adult learner/students, learner-

centred approach to teaching, focus on understanding interactions among students and between 

faculty and students, and permission for video recording of students during normal class sessions, 

context-sensitive scaffolding of video analysis). 

The scaffolding was designed to match the context. Faculty participants were provided 

with supports such as resources (video camera/tripod, researcher, tech support, video of 

interactions, laptop), a compelling task (analyze video in Group Training Session with little-to-no 

experience, analyze own classrooms videos individually and with a peer during Iteration #1 and 

Iteration #2), templates (Video Analysis Framework co-created by faculty) and guides (ways of 

working, etiquette, exclusion of teacher tendency discussion, focus on interaction discussion). 

These supports were necessary for this study given the cultural milieu of the study site, the 

professional experience of faculty participants, and the unique student participants. 

 My study had limitations, all of which could be addressed in subsequent studies. First, 

the study involved only four participants in a unique setting, which limits generalizing the 

benefits to a wider audience. A further study would have to be carried out that included a larger 
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set of faculty pairs to investigate the potential impact on faculty within the college site, let alone 

other colleges. 

Second, the use of video in the Middle Eastern culture is still largely unacceptable 

especially for female students and their families. Any future studies that use video of students 

would have to find a more satisfactorily way to address the concerns of female students and their 

families who perceive negative consequences of video recording; e.g., negative impact on 

receiving suitable marriage proposals if potential grooms realized their brides had been seen by 

other men, implying unchasteness. Hence, an important issue is ensuring comfort and privacy of 

female students, along with guaranteeing that such video will not be viewed by other men, 

especially those of the same Qatari culture. There have been developments in this area from a 

wider cultural perspective with an international film festival starting in 2011 but change of this 

sort is still slow. A detailed and clear communications plan with students and their families 

(especially fathers) is probably required and is being investigated. 

Third, it was obvious from the data (faculty participant responses upon exit, usage) that 

the Video Analysis Framework was useful but could have been improved. Its first formulation 

and structure seemed to work well according to faculty participants. As they gained more 

experience in its utilization, they reported that both the way it was organized and its content could 

be refined. Future studies would have to consider a communication strategy with faculty 

participants that underscored that the Video Analysis Framework could be amended (content, 

structure, format) at any time by the participants. Although faculty participants reported knowing 

they could do this upon beginning the study, they did not amend the Video Analysis Framework 

(possibly due to lack of time or urgency or initiative) throughout the study and reported upon exit 

that the Video Analysis Framework should be and could have been improved. Moreover, future 
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studies could look at giving more time, and possibly a third iteration, to faculty participants to 

allow them dedicated time (an explicit methodological step) to refine the Video Analysis 

Framework, as they saw fit at each iteration. This could enable a transitioning and progression of 

understanding, analysis, and discussion and could also improve potential buy-in, autonomy, and 

faculty participant satisfaction. 

The intent of the study was to investigate the impact of peer-supported video analysis of 

interactions and was designed to balance both structure or rules and an emergent or open design. 

In other words, I wanted to provide just enough of a framework so that faculty participants could 

have the freedom to experiment within this framework. This approach is consistent with the early 

stages in Design-Based Research (Cobb, P., Confrey, J., diSessa, A., Lehrer, R., & Schauble, L., 

2003). This research paradigm would therefore be appropriate in studies with progressive 

refinement through additional iterations, increased participation of teachers in shaping the 

intervention, expansion to other settings, and development of guiding principles that apply across 

settings. 

Currently at the study site and approximately a year later, there is wider interest in using 

video as a medium for sustainable and authentic professional learning. The Teaching and 

Learning Centre is looking at the results of this study as part of creating a comprehensive 

continuous learning strategy for faculty and is working with the Human Resources department to 

do the same for non-teaching staff. Moreover, some faculty have experimented with using video 

technology in different ways (e.g., recording individual student’s performances and presentations 

throughout a semester and assessing growth and enhancement of skills over time, using video 

cameras to record audio only of female student language and presentation). It would thus appear 

that the study has proven to have had immediate benefit, both with respect to expanding the 
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intervention to increase instructor understanding of classroom interactions and in stimulating 

innovative use of video to improve other aspects of teaching and learning. 
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Appendix B 

Letter of Information–Instructor Participant 

January (date), 2010 
The Impact of Peer-Supported Video Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor 

Understanding of Those Interactions 

LETTER OF INFORMATION–INSTRUCTOR PARTICIPANTS 

 

Dear CNA-Q faculty: 

 

I invite you to participate in my M.Ed. thesis research, “The Impact of Peer-Supported Video 

Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor Understanding of Those Interactions.” The 

research is supervised by Professor William Egnatoff. This study was granted clearance by the 

General Research Ethics Board at Queen’s University for compliance with the TCPS: Ethical 

Conduct of Research Involving Humans, and Queen’s policies. 

 

This research investigates how peer-supported video analysis of teacher-student and student-

student interactions in the classroom impacts teacher understanding of that interaction. The work 

extends to your classroom the discussion of teaching that you did with your colleagues in the 

Instructional Skills Workshop. You would be asked to videotape part of two class sessions and to 

discuss those with a colleague who would be your partner for this professional development 

activity. 

 

I am asking your permission to use data on all aspects of your participation. I would like to make 

video recordings and field notes in all sessions in which you participate, to interview you before 

and after the intervention, and to examine notes that you make as part of your participation. These 

data will help give me your perspective on how the program is developing and your sense of the 

impact of the study. When I am interviewing you, I will remind you that you do not have to do 

the interview, can stop at any time during it, and do not need to answer any questions that you 

would rather not answer. The study will take approximately 2 1/2 months to complete during the 
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Fall 2009 semester and you will be working in pairs amongst faculty. Participation in the study 

requires about 15 hours as follows: 

 

Week 1: Attending a two-hour video-recorded Video Training Session with fellow participants 

Week 2: Attending a half-hour video-recorded interview conducted by me 

Week 3 and 4: Iteration #1–Videotaping one of your classes; selecting about 10-minutes from it 

showing teacher-student and student-student dialogue of interest to you (about two hours in total) 

Week 5: Video-recorded meeting with self-selected partner for video analysis and discussion, 

with researcher present (up to three hours) 

Weeks 6-8: Iteration #2 as in Weeks 3-5) 

Week 9: One-hour video-recorded exit interviews with researcher and self-selected partner. 

 

I do not foresee any risks in your participation in this research. Your participation is entirely 

voluntary. You are not obliged to answer any questions you find objectionable, and in any 

reporting about the research, your identity will not be revealed. You are free to withdraw from the 

study without reasons at any point, and you may request removal of all or part of the data I have 

gathered from you. If you choose to withdraw from participation in the research, there would be 

no effect on your current standing or employment at the college. 

 

This research may result in public talks about the program and publications of various types, 

including journal articles, professional publications, newsletters, books, and materials for other 

related research. Your name will not be attached to any form of the data that I gather. If the 

research data are made available to other researchers for secondary analysis, your identity will 

never be disclosed and the other researchers will be required to abide by the same ethical 

restrictions that apply to me as the researcher. Data will be kept in a secure location on my 

personal laptop for up to five years after the study begins and then deleted. The only other person 

who will have access to my research data will be my thesis supervisor, Dr. William Egnatoff. He 

will be required to abide by the same ethical restrictions that apply to me as the researcher. 

Should you have further questions or concern, you can reach Dr. Egnatoff at 613-533-6000 ext. 

77290 or egnatoff@queensu.ca. 
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Any questions about study participation may be directed to Irfan Baig at Building 12, Office 

12.2.45a or (974) 495-2786 or 1ib1@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may be 

directed to the chair of the General Research Ethics Board Education Research Ethics Board at 

613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

If you are willing to participate in this research, please sign and return the attached Consent Form 

and Video Consent Form to me in my office in Building 12 (office: 12.2.45a). This consent form 

is not to be returned to your instructor. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 

me at (974) 495-2786 (office). 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Irfan Baig, M.Ed. candidate 

Faculty of Education 

Queen’s University 
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Appendix C 

Letter of Information–Student Participant 

January (date), 2010 
The Impact of Peer-Supported Video Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor 

Understanding of Those Interactions 

LETTER OF INFORMATION–STUDENT PARTICIPANTS 

 

Dear CNA-Q student: 

 

I invite you to participate in my M.Ed. thesis research, “The Impact of Peer-Supported Video 

Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor Understanding of Those Interactions.” The 

research is supervised by Professor William Egnatoff. This study was granted clearance by the 

General Research Ethics Board at Queen’s University for compliance with the TCPS: Ethical 

Conduct of Research Involving Humans, and Queen’s policies. 

 

This research investigates how peer-supported video analysis of teacher-student and student-

student interactions in the classroom impacts teacher understanding of that interaction. The work 

extends to your classroom the discussion of teaching that your instructors carried out in the 

Instructional Skills Workshop training–a special training meant to increase learner-centred 

activity. You would be asked to be videotaped as part of two normally-scheduled class sessions 

during a class with your instructor (name of instructor). A portion of this video (about 10 

minutes) would then be viewed and discussed by your instructor with another instructor (name of 

instructor’s partner) who would be your instructor’s partner for this professional development 

activity. As the researcher, I would be able to view all the video that was captured (not just the 10 

minutes). 

 

Because the program involves research, I am asking your permission to use video as described 

above that might include you. I would like to be able to view the video recordings your instructor 

would make in all class sessions in which you participate. I would not be analyzing the video but 

only viewing it along with your instructor and your instructor’s partner, who will also be a faculty 
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member. You will be informed of the identity of your instructor and your instructor’s partner 

before any video is taken. These data will help give me get a better perspective on how the 

program is developing and to get an understanding of the context when your instructor will 

analyze the video. If you do not wish to be in the videotape, you may sit in an area of the 

classroom out of view of the camera. You do not need to justify or give reason for not being 

videotaped. Furthermore, your instructor will not know that you have made this decision. The 

study will take approximately 2 classes to complete during the Fall 2009 semester and you will be 

working with other students in your class as normal. Participation in the study requires: 

 

Week 1: Attending a video-recorded classroom session with fellow students 

Time Required: 60 minutes of regular class time 

 

Week 2: Attending a video-recorded classroom session with fellow students 

Time Required: 60 minutes of regular class time 

 

Total Time Required: 120 minutes (about 2 hours of regular class time) 

 

I do not foresee any risks in your participation in this research. Your participation is entirely 

voluntary. As mentioned above, you are not obliged to participate in any video capture. Not 

participating would have no effect on your current standing in this class, your current marks, your 

current standing with your instructor, or your status at the college. The researcher would be the 

only person that you would need to inform about your decision not to participate, and that 

decision would be kept confidential. You are free to withdraw from the study without reasons at 

any point, and you may request removal of all or part of the data I have gathered from you. If you 

choose to withdraw from participation in the research, there would be no effect on your current 

standing in this class, your current marks, your current standing with your instructor, or your 

status at the college. 

 

This research may result in public talks about the program and publications of various types, 

including journal articles, professional publications, newsletters, books, and materials for other 

related research. Your name will not be attached to any form of the data that I gather. The video 
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you are in will be played during the study and analysis by me, your instructor, and your 

instructor’s partner. In addition, if you and other students give permission, portions of the video 

may be played in public talks such as workshops for instructors and conferences or colloquia. 

Data will be kept only by me (not your instructor or your instructor’s partner), in a secure location 

on my personal laptop for up to five years and will then be destroyed. 

 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Irfan Baig at Building 12, Office 

12.2.45a or (974) 495-2786 or 1ib1@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may be 

directed to the chair of the General Research Ethics Board Education Research Ethics Board at 

613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

If you are willing to participate in this research, please sign and return the attached Consent Form 

and Video Consent Form to me in my office in Building 12 (office: 12.2.45a). This consent form 

is not to be returned to your instructor. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 

me at (974) 495-2786 (office). 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Irfan Baig, M.Ed. candidate 

Faculty of Education 

Queen’s University 
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Appendix D 

Consent Form–Instructor 

January (date), 2010 
The Impact of Peer-Supported Video Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor 

Understanding of Those Interactions 

CONSENT FORM: Faculty 

 

I have read and retained a copy of the letter of information concerning the “The Impact of Peer-

Supported Video Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor Understanding of Those 

Interactions” study and all questions have been sufficiently answered. I am aware of the purpose 

of this study, namely to study the impact of peer-supported video analysis of classroom 

interactions on instructor understanding of those interactions. I am aware of the procedures of this 

study, in that all individual interviews and group discussions will be video-recorded, and that I 

am to capture video from my classroom as well. I have been informed about all the sorts of data 

that will be gathered involving my participation. I am aware that the total time required by me 

will be approximately 15 hours. In addition, I understand that the public use of any video in 

which I appear will be done strictly according to the permission I have given on the separate 

video consent forms. 

I understand that my identity will remain confidential to the extent possible. I understand that all 

public reports generated from this research will protect my identity through the use of a 

pseudonym. I understand that this research follows the principles of confidentiality, anonymity, 

and other ethical guidelines as established by Queen’s University. I have been notified that 

participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw at any point during the study and I may request 

the removal of all or part of data gathered about my participation without any consequences to 

me. I have also been told the steps that will be taken to ensure confidentiality of all information. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Irfan Baig at Building 12, Office 

12.2.45a or (974) 495-2786 or 1ib1@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may be 

directed to the chair of the General Research Ethics Board Education Research Ethics Board at 

613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
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Please sign one copy of this Consent Form indicating your agreement to participate and 

return to Irfan Baig. Retain the second copy for your records. 

 

Participant’s Name:   

 

Signature of Participant:   

 

Date:   

Please write your e-mail or postal address at the bottom of this sheet if you wish to receive a copy 

of the results of this study. 
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Appendix E 

Video Consent Form–Instructor 

Consent Form: Faculty 
For The Use of Video in “The Impact of Peer-Supported Video Analysis of Classroom 

Interactions on Instructor Understanding of Those Interactions” Sessions 

Name   

Please fill out either Section A or Section B 

 

Section A 

 

I agree to allow Irfan Baig to use the video of my participation for one or more of the following 

purposes (please sign all permitted): 

 

1) Demonstration in Workshops for Instructors Signature:   

  

2) Demonstration at a Conference or 

Colloquium 

Signature: 

 

 

 Date: 

 

OR 

Section B 

 

I prefer not to have the videos of me shown in workshops or at conferences or reproduced in any 

form. 

 Signature: 

 Date: 
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Appendix F 

Consent Form–Student 

January (date), 2010 
The Impact of Peer-Supported Video Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor 

Understanding of Those Interactions 

CONSENT FORM: Student 

 

I have read and retained a copy of the letter of information concerning the “The Impact of Peer-

Supported Video Analysis of Classroom Interactions on Instructor Understanding of Those 

Interactions” study and all questions have been sufficiently answered. I am aware of the purpose 

of this study, namely to study the impact of peer-supported video analysis of classroom 

interactions on instructor understanding of those interactions. I am aware of the procedures of this 

study, in that two class sessions that I am in will be video-recorded. I have been informed about 

all the sorts of data that will be gathered involving my participation. I am aware that the total time 

required by me will be approximately 120 minutes or 2 hours of regular class time. In addition, I 

understand that the public use of any video in which I appear will be done strictly according to 

the permission I have given on the separate video consent forms. 

I understand that my identity will remain confidential. I understand that all public reports 
generated from this research will protect my identity. I understand that this research follows the 
principles of confidentiality, anonymity, and other ethical guidelines as established by Queen’s 
University. I have been notified that participation is voluntary and that I need not be included in 
the videotaping, without any consequences to me. I have also been told the steps that will be 
taken to ensure confidentiality of all information. 

Any questions about study participation may be directed to Irfan Baig at Building 12, Office 
12.2.45a or (974) 495-2786 or 1ib1@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may be 
directed to the chair of the General Research Ethics Board Education Research Ethics Board at 
613-533-6081 or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

Please sign one copy of this Consent Form indicating your consent to participate and return 

to Irfan Baig. Retain the second copy for your records. 

 

Participant’s Name:   
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Signature of Participant:   

 

Date:   

Please write your e-mail or postal address at the bottom of this sheet if you wish to receive a copy 

of the results of this study 
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Appendix G 

Video Consent Form–Student 

Consent Form: Student 
For The Use of Video in “The Impact of Peer-Supported Video Analysis of Classroom 

Interactions on Instructor Understanding of Those Interactions” Sessions 

Name   

Please fill out either Section A or Section B 

 

Section A 

 

I agree to allow Irfan Baig to use the video of my participation for one or more of the following 

purposes (please sign all permitted): 

 

1) Demonstration in Workshops for Instructors Signature:   

  

2) Demonstration at a Conference or 

Colloquium 

Signature: 

 

 Date: 

 

OR 

Section B 

 

I prefer not to have the videos of me shown in workshops or at conferences or reproduced in any 

form. 

 Signature: 

 

 Date: 
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Appendix H 

Pre-Video Interview Questions 

The interview with participants will be a semi-structured interview using questions such 

as the following: 

1. How would you rate your comfort level in capturing, storing, editing, and presenting a video? 

2. How would you assess your technical skills with respect to video capture, video editing, and 
video presentation to your peer as required for this study? Is there any support or specific 
expertise you’d like more training in? 

3. In what ways do you feel working with your chosen partner will be beneficial? What issues do 
you foresee will come up when working with your chosen partner? 

4. How did you feel about the way in which the group worked together during video analysis? 
Was there a way the group could have worked in a more optimal manner, when analyzing the 
videos? 

5. If you could add or remove any items from the framework established by the group during the 
Video Training Session, what would it or they be and why? 

6. What do you think will be the most important features or aspects you’ll be looking for in the 
video of your classroom? 

7. What do you hope to gain or discover from the video capture of your students? From working 
with your chosen partner? 

8. What did the video tell you about the students? About the interaction? 

9. What issues do you foresee in working with your partner and/or in working with video? 

10. Was there anything surprising or something you had not considered when analyzing the 
video? (as opposed to if you had not seen the video) 

11. Is there anything else that you might share that you feel would be of interest? 
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Appendix I 

Exit Interview Questions 

The interview with participants will be a semi-structured interview: 

1. Before the study, I asked you what you what you hoped to discover from: 1) the capture of 
your students and 2) working with each other. Having gone through the study, what did you 
discover from: a) the video of your and your partners students b) from working with each other? 

2. Was the agreed Video Analysis Framework developed in the Video Training Session helpful as 
you analyzed and discussed video? If so, how? If not, how could we have done things differently? 
Was the process by which we agreed to it helpful or could we have done it differently? (how we 
watched a video, brainstormed ideas, I suggested some criterion) 

3. What specific benefits did you see through working with peers in video analysis as opposed to 
analyzing video on your own? 

4. a) How do you feel your sense of understanding of any aspect or interaction, evolved as we 
moved from analysis during video training to your own classroom video analysis? 

b) How do you feel your analysis changed, if at all, as we moved from analyzing in video training 
to classroom video analysis iteration 1 and then to iteration 2? Did what you observe change, or 
did what you look for change? Did the discussion as you progressed change? 

c) Did your feeling of accomplishment change as you progressed? 

5. What would you say was a fundamental change from video training analysis to the video 
analysis iteration 1? Was there any change noticed in your analysis from iteration 1 to iteration 2? 

6. Could you explain any particular reasons for why you chose your particular 10-minutes of 
excerpts from the class session video during iteration #1? (what stood out for you?) Iteration #2? 
Did you notice any change in the reasoning for your choice as you went from iteration #1 to 
iteration #2? 

7. Did you notice a change in the way you described and explained things as you moved from 
iteration #1 to iteration #2? Were you developing new ways of talking about what was going on 
you think? Were there particular terms that you introduced? Did they stick in your mind as you 
continued to teach? In hindsight, what ways of talking about interactions was helpful to you? 

8. For video iteration #2, I suggested three things: 

a) that you pause the video at points of discussion then continue playing (as opposed to watching 
the complete video and discussing all phenomenon at the end) 



 

196 

 

b) I asked the viewer of the video to identify the most deep and impactful phenomenon from their 
partners video. 

c) We used a wider flat screen for a better viewing experience. 

Were any of these strategies useful to you? If so, how? If not, please explain. 

9. How do you feel your understanding of teacher-student interactions has changed after this 
study, and how do you feel it will affect your own personal beliefs and/or teaching methods? 

10. How do you feel your understanding of student-student interactions has changed after this 
study, and how do you feel it will affect your own personal beliefs and/or teaching methods? 

11. Having gone through the study, if you had a way to use video for any sort of professional 
development, how would you use it? In what ways do you plan to continue use of video to 
develop professionally? 

12. What requirements do you feel would be needed in order to continue any video-based 
professional development for faculty here? (any changes to the current structure, any additions) 

13. Is there anything else that you might share that you feel would be of interest? 
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