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Abstract We provide actionable strategies that teachers can
follow when implementing asynchronous video communica-
tion and feedback in their own courses. These strategies are
based on our own research over many years in the use of
asynchronous video in online teaching, as well as our review
of the literature, and are provided to foster greater discussion
on the pedagogical strategies surrounding the use of video in
online teaching.
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No longer merely a projection, online learning is now a reality
for higher education institutions and their students. According
to Allen et al. (2016), more than 28% of all undergraduate
students in the United States took at least one online course
in fall of 2014, and 14% of all higher education students took
all of their courses online. Most of these courses are delivered
primarily asynchronously, allowing greater access to students
who require a high level of flexibility (Parsad and Lewis 2008).

However, we cannot feel settled as instructional designers
about the outcomes we are seeing from this explosion of on-
line learning. Student satisfaction remains uneven (Young and
Duncan 2014), and student attrition is still frustratingly high
(Freidhoff 2016). Even more worrisome is that this attrition
does not appear to be due to an inability to learn or a lack of
knowledge, but simply a lack of student persistence (Hart
2012). Students also often report feeling disconnected and

isolated in online learning experiences (Palloff and Pratt
2007), and even find attempts at online collaborative learning
to be a Bfrustrating^ experience (Capdeferro and Romero
2012). Much of the problem resides with how instructors
teach online, as Boling et al. (2012) found in their qualitative
study of six online instructors that an emphasis on text-based
content and lecture Bled to a disconnect between students,
teachers, and course content and goals^ (p. 118). By improv-
ing their interactions with students, online instructors may be
able to decrease student isolation and frustration while also
increasing student satisfaction and persistence.

Theories about social presence provide a lens for examin-
ing the quality of online interactions. Social presence was
originally defined as Bthe degree of salience of the other per-
son in the interaction^ (Short et al. 1976). Short et al. (1976)
originally viewed social presence as an objective attribute of
the communication medium—the more communication cues
that could be conveyed the higher the social presence.
However, Gunawardena (1995; 1997) later argued that the
ability of the medium to convey communication cues was
not enough and that social presence was ultimately the result
of communication behavior that allowed others to perceive
them as real people.

In the well known Communities of Inquiry (CoI) frame-
work, social presence is defined as the ability to project one’s
self socially and emotionally into the learning community
(Rourke et al. 1999). An important contribution of the CoI
framework was that it explained how social presence could
impact students’ satisfaction (Bulu 2012) and abilities to mas-
ter the course content in courses that have a high degree of
interaction, promoting discourse-based learning (Kim et al.
2011). Instructor social presence appears to be especially im-
portant. For example, Swan and Shih (2005) surveyed 51
students from four online graduate courses about their percep-
tions of the social presence of peers and instructors,
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satisfaction and perceived learning, and their perceptions of
interactions within the course. Through ANOVA analysis and
qualitative analysis of students with the highest and lowest
perceptions of social presence, they found instructor social
presence to be more influential in determining student satis-
faction than peer social presence.

Kim et al. (2011) found that two factors were significant
predictors of both social presence and student satisfaction:
media integration and instructors’ teaching quality. These fac-
tors are not surprising considering the foundational links be-
tween media and social presence (Short et al. 1976), and yet
they are often overlooked. One potential technology that may
marry these two factors of media and pedagogy together ef-
fectively in online teaching is video. Video in general has the
capability of providing more immediacy and social presence
(Draft and Lengel 1986; Short et al. 1976), and video commu-
nication tools are now becoming easier to use and implement.
In addition, the use of video in assessment can provide higher
quality feedback to students and improve their engagement
(Crook et al. 2012). Because asynchronous video technologies
specifically answer the need for flexibility that leads many
students to online learning (Allen et al. 2013), in this paper
we review the key strategies, backed by research, for using
asynchronous video communication to improve instructor so-
cial presence. In doing so, we will not focus on instructional
videos created for whole group instruction. Rather we will
focus on direct video communication with specific students.
This can include project feedback, discussion board com-
ments, class announcements, and any other communication
that would be unique to a specific student or course section.

Asynchronous Video in Online Learning

Asynchronous video has many affordances that can benefit
online learning. Video can show both nonverbal as well as
verbal communication (Draft and Lengel 1986; Short et al.
1976), and improve instructor immediacy (Barrow 2012;
Griffiths and Graham 2009a; Henderson and Phillips 2015).
When the video is transmitted asynchronously, it can over-
come slower internet speeds that could hamper synchronous
communication (Griffiths and Graham 2009a) and maintain
the convenience of asynchronous online learning (Griffiths
and Graham 2009b). Flexibility between exchanges also af-
fords participants the opportunity to craft more meaningful
and reflective comments (Graham 2006). The nature of video
recordings also allows the recipient to watch the comment
multiple times if needed (Moore and Filling 2012).

Recorded student communication and assessment feedback
are not new. Early research described instructors who audio
recorded feedback messages and then mailed the cassette
tapes to students (Kirschner et al. 1991). When the internet
was still relatively new, Inglis (1998) showed that video

feedback comments could be sent via email using dial-up
connections but the process was complicated and the mes-
sages were limited. Thankfully, current digital video technol-
ogies and webcams have evolved in conjunction with high-
speed internet connections to the point of making the techno-
logical hurdle much lower. Consequently, students and
teachers can easily create video messages by just clicking a
button and talking (Silva 2012; Wood et al. 2011).

Some learning management systems have further stream-
lined the process of using video, particularly for assessment
purposes, by providing video-enabled discussion boards and
gradebooks. These tools, along with other video tools, have
simplified the ability to use video for feedback and assessment,
leading to improved student self-assessment (Hawkins et al.
2012), reflection (Leijen et al. 2009), engagement (Crook
et al. 2012), and improved performance (Boyer et al. 2009).

As video technologies have improved, there have been a
few recent studies into the effectiveness of using asynchro-
nous video, specifically, in online learning. Students in
Moore and Filling’s (2012) research explained that video feed-
back allowed students to refer back to the comment while
revising their work, but it remained conversational and felt
similar to face-to-face discussions. Indeed a student in a study
by Khurana and Boling (2010) remarked, BHearing each
other's voices helped a lot too. Then when I read their posts,
I could hear their voices, so to speak^ (p. 1816). Adding facial
cues to voice can only amplify this benefit.

Hew and Cheung (2013) also found that discussion board
activities using audio recorded messages added a level of
authenticity and social presence difficult to achieve in text.
However, these benefits come at a cost. For example, Harrison
(2015) usedmodified grounded theorymethods to analyze state-
ments from 116 online students. He found many positive effects
but also noted some drawbacks including technical challenges
due to accessing the video on the university’s hosting service,
time and skill challenges related to producing the videos, and a
decrease in perceived effectiveness when videos reached 20min
in length—or even 10 min for some students.

In addition, while it is true that video comments can be
more conversational and humanizing, the nature of video
makes it time consuming to edit, forcing students and instruc-
tors to rerecord their videos when they wish to amend their
comments or when they feel uncomfortable with mistakes (a
discomfort that can ease with practice) (Barrow 2012; Harper
et al. 2012). For example, Hew and Cheung (2013) found that
students preferred text comments because it was more effi-
cient to read and they had more control to edit comments
prior to posting. McCarthy (2015) explained that in larger
course sections providing feedback Bcan be a highly repetitive
process^ (p. 154) and instructors have reported that at times
their video feedback comments contained similar statements
and they would have preferred to have been able to copy and
paste the text comments (Borup et al. 2015). Some students
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have also discovered that video comments can take longer to
watch than the time it takes to skim text (Cuthrell et al. 2009;
Rodway-Dyer et al. 2011).

Similarly, instructors have reported that technological chal-
lenges can at times make creating and sharing videos and
audio files more time consuming than if they were to commu-
nicate via text (Hew and Cheung 2013). Furthermore, some
students have explained that when project revisions are nec-
essary, it can be more time consuming to refer back to specific
comments in the video recordings than it is to refer back to text
comments (Harper et al. 2012). Lastly, the same authenticity
that allows students to know that instructors valued their work
can also convey instructors’ frustration and disappointment
even when instructors do not wish to convey those emotions.

Purpose of this Article

When referring to text-based computer-mediated communica-
tion (CMC), Gunawardena and Zittle (1997) explained,

[Instructors] who have a lesser-developed ability to pro-
ject their personality will need to learn to adapt to the
CMCmedium by developing skills that create a sense of
social presence.… It is these skills and techniques, rath-
er than the medium that will ultimately impact students’
perceptions of interaction and social presence, which
will influence their satisfaction (p. 23-24).

Similarly, instructors who are effective at conveying their
social presence via text may lack the skills and ability to
effectively communicate via asynchronous video. Although
researchers have identified potential benefits and drawbacks to
asynchronous video communication, more research is needed
that provides practical, usable strategies for utilizing video in
online instruction inways that maximizes the benefits and limits
the drawbacks. In all the research, implications for practice is
often lacking. As Harrison (2015) remarked about video lec-
tures (but we feel the sentiment applies with other uses of video
in instruction as well), communicating effectively in asynchro-
nous video has proven challenging and demanded more
Bpedagogical understanding than we possessed^ (p. 185).

The purpose of this article is to meet this need of providing
greater pedagogical understanding to those seeking to use vid-
eo, particularly asynchronous video, in their online teaching.
Our goal is to provide actionable strategies that teachers can
follow when implementing asynchronous video communica-
tion and feedback in their own courses. These strategies are
derived from our research and experience using asynchronous
video for many years, as well as additional insights from the
research literature, and thus we will refer to several of our
previous research studies where data supports the strategies
we recommend here. We begin by summarizing our

background and data, and then providing these practical strat-
egies for instructors.

Our Context and Teaching Background

Two of the authors began researching asynchronous video in
our own courses in 2011, and have published findings related
to how video can improve online social presence (Borup et al.
2012), effect the quality of instructor feedback (Borup et al.
2015; Harrison and West 2014; Borup et al. 2014), and
strengthen students’ sense of community (Harrison and West
2014; Borup et al. 2014).

In these research studies, interviews were conducted with
students and instructors who experienced the use of asynchro-
nous video feedback in undergraduate technology integration
courses for preservice teachers. During those interviews, some
questions were asked about pedagogical strategies for improv-
ing the use of video. That data had not been explored in pre-
vious articles, and constitutes the bulk of our discussion in this
paper. In addition, we reviewed various scholarly databases
for published articles related to the use of video in online
teaching. We searched these articles for specific tips and strat-
egies derived from the research findings. We then combined
our findings from our own data with these insights from the
literature to present tips and strategies for other online teachers
interested in using video. Lastly, two experienced instructors
outside of our departments with experience providing video
feedback reviewed our findings and provided additional sug-
gestions that we integrated into the final article.

Strategies for Best use of Video

In this portion of our paper, we share our findings and insights
according to three categories: (1) how to make video instruc-
tion more efficient; (2) how to use video to make teaching and
learning more engaging; and (3) how to use video to make
teaching and learning more effective.

Improving Efficiency

Feedback videos are best when they are prompt, providing
quick feedback to students. It is also helpful to maintain con-
tinuous dialogue with students with short, regular videos
(Borup et al. 2013). Although one instructor in our study rec-
ommended getting feedback within a week, Getzlaf et al.
(2009) found that students vary in what they consider to be
prompt, but that it is important they know what timeline to
expect from their instructor for both receiving the feedback
and being able to implement it into their work. One student in
Getzlaf’s study noted that an expedient response to an assign-
ment gave her Bample time to use the information . . . in a
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meaningful way^ (p. 13). She went further on this point, not-
ing that prompt feedback gave her time to Bprocess it and use
it to prepare for another assignment^ (p. 13). However, it can
be challenging to provide students with video feedback quick-
ly, and in this section we will share some strategies to make
the process more efficient.

Write Out Ideas FirstOne of the negatives of using video, as
reported by instructors in our studies, is that it can be ineffi-
cient if you are not prepared and end up rambling or talking
around the main points instead of addressing them directly.
We have found that quickly jotting out ideas, such as the major
pieces of feedback you want to share with a student, before
turning on the camera can reduce re-recording. As Chris from
our research said, BFigure out what you want to say first be-
fore you jump in^ or as Dylan commented, Bhave a paper in
front (of you).^ Conversely, Harper et al. (2012) recommend-
ed that instructors record their video feedback as they review
the project for the first time, capturing their first impressions.
We have also found it helpful to provide feedback via
screencast recordings, pausing during the recording to collect
thoughts about the project.

Provide Summary Notes for Students These notes, often in
bullet-point form, of the things you want to say in the video can
often be pasted into a text field in most video programs as a
summary of the main ideas. For example, we provide video
feedback in Canvas, but often still provide the summary as text.
This way students get the rich description via video as well as
the text comments for easy reference. This is also helpful for
instructors when students resubmit work as a record/reminder
of the original feedback which is easily accessible.

Avoid re-Recording Videos Recording video feedback or
instruction can quickly become burdensome if you hold your-
self to a standard of perfection. We found that small errors in a
recording were not a good enough reason to spend time re-
recording.

Keep It Short Keep videos under 10 min (Harrison 2015;
Moore and Filling 2012), or as short as possible to communi-
cate what is needed. To do this, it is helpful to teach the most
important concepts first, so that if needed the video can be cut
from the end. In addition, using shorter videos rather than one
longer video seems to improve student engagement. As
Thomson et al. (2014) said, BBecause viewer abandonment
rates are also far higher for online video than other media,
getting to the point quickly is crucial. Therefore, the most im-
portant concepts should be presented first if possible^ (p. 75).

Combine Whole Group and Personalized Feedback
Instructors found that providing video feedback to each stu-
dent individually required them to repeat similar feedback

comments for multiple students. This repetition reduced the
efficiency of the process and some instructors wished that
video had the same functionality of text that allowed them to
copy and paste comments for multiple students. While video
does not easily allow for copying and pasting comments, one
instructor recommended that teachers first survey submitted
work and identify common issues or successes and then create
a single video feedback comment that instructors could share
with the entire course as a way to supplement the personalized
feedback that focused on issues and success that were more
unique to each individual. Personalized feedback could also
be made available to other students in the course when it does
not contain grade or rubric specifics similar to instructor feed-
back provided in an art studio setting.

Understand your Technological Limitations Some of the
biggest efficiency destroyers with video come from working
with large files, and an inaccurate assessment of the comput-
ing power and bandwidth for those creating or using the
videos. For example, some university hosting services do
not provide compression like Youtube/Vimeo that adapts for
the end-user, among other video support issues (Harrison
2015).We found in our own experience that the learning man-
agement system was often clunky in handling video posts,
often timing out before posting, which created frustrating bar-
riers. Similarly, Beckstrom (2016) found in his evaluation of
the use of video to give feedback to special education students
that the biggest hurdle was a lack of bandwidth for teachers in
their schools to be able to upload video. To overcome these
issues, many instructors have used more robust technologies
outside of their learning management systems, such as Jing or
Youtube. However, instructors should be aware of govern-
ment regulations surrounding student data privacy, and strive
to maintain this privacy with anything related to student as-
sessment. Similarly, when recording their screen, instructors
should ensure that their gradebook is closed to avoid accident-
ly showing other students’ grades when switching applica-
tions and having to rerecord the feedback.

When bandwidth is inadequate, instructors may save time
by creating their recordings and then uploading the videos to a
hosting service when they can gain access to a stronger
Internet connection. We also recommend that instructors take
the time to test their equipment prior to creating video feed-
back comments to avoid having to rerecord comments.

Improving Personability

Embrace Imperfection The most frequently mentioned tip
from the instructors in our research was to not be afraid of
imperfect videos that showcased the instructor as a living,
breathing human. Sometimes, in an effort to produce clean
videos, the videos can become almost sterile, which we found
could decrease engagement and the sense of social presence.
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Rourke et al. (2007) explained that social presence can be
improved through various methods such as humor, self-dis-
closure, emotions, and even informal language that serves no
other purpose than social functions. The instructors we
interviewed agreed. Jon advised, BDon’t worry about if it isn’t
a polished video^ and Dylan from our study advised Bbe okay
with flubs.^ James added, BIt is okay if the students see that
you mess up because it makes you more human.^ Hughes’
(2008) explained that students expect professionalism—not
perfection—and that mistakes allow Bstudents to see [us] as
more human and it [helps] students’ confidence levels to see
even their professor makes mistakes^ (p. 4).

Students in our research tended to agree, and often felt that
small errors made the instructors seem more human. In one
situation, an instructor was embarrassed that his toddler
jumped onto his lap while recording a video because he be-
lieved it was too unprofessional. But in reality, one student we
interviewed commented specifically on this incident and how
much she liked seeing her instructor as a real person in his
home. She reported, Bsometimes you can see their family
making faces in the background and it's really funny."
Recently, a viral video showed a father conducting a video
interview with BBC while being interrupted by his children,
and even that seemed to frustrate the father. Our research, and
the positive response from BBC viewers who enjoyed the
interruption by the children, indicates that the father would
have been better served acknowledging the interruption with-
out embarrassment as part of the humanity we all share.

Be Authentic and Personable In our research we found great
value in instructors learning to be authentic and personable in
their videos—or being Btrue to yourself^ as Gina told us. For
example, we found occasional tangents—despite the negative
effect on efficiency—can be helpful in making the instructor
seem more real (Borup et al. 2013). Garrison et al. (1999)
argued that self-disclosure, or Bsharing of feelings, attitudes,
experiences, and interests^ (p. 100) is important in establish-
ing social presence in a course and Bencourages others to be
more forthcoming and to reciprocate, with the outcome being
increased trust, support, and a sense of belonging^ (p. 100).
One key way to do this is through humor or Btalk with a
smile^ as Benjamin in our study said, and Bbe really
expressive.^ Being authentic also means making sure students
can really see, hear, and connect with you. Justin advised to
Bshare things about [your]self^ and Bhighlight things we have
in common.^ Another instructor advised using the student’s
name early in the video to make it personable.

Thomson et al. (2014) added that videos should be present-
ed with authenticity by being conversational and detailed, and
suggested projecting your personality Bthrough that inani-
mate, intimidating, unresponsive piece of glass^ (p. 74) in-
stead of just speaking to the camera. One example in our field
is the instructional design videos created by Lloyd Rieber at

the University of Georgia. In this series, Rieber begins each
instructional video providing an overview of the lesson while
sitting on a bench on his farm next to his cow. Without words,
Rieber powerfully projects some of his personal hobbies, in-
terests, and personalities into the video, making it seem more
personable and human. Similarly, when providing video feed-
back, instructors can improve student engagement by visually
self-disclosing their personal interests. When recording in-
doors, the technical strategy that several teachers in our study
mentioned was the need to have good lighting and audio, as
dark or noisy rooms may create the wrong impression about
the person speaking and diminishes the ability to hear and read
non-verbal communication.

Similarly, Benjamin from our research said he found it
useful to visualize the students, Bright in front of me while I
was giving them the feedback.^ This takes practice as, BIt is
very rare indeed for anybody to spontaneously demonstrate a
natural affinity for presenting to camera without some kind of
specific experience, professional development and/or
coaching^ (Thomson et al. 2014, p. 74) so instructors should
not worry too much if it feels uncomfortable at first.

Improving Effectiveness

Use a Variety of Methods Do not use video communication
for everything. Video is best in providing cognitive, nurturing,
and experiential value (Thomson et al. 2014) and is more
effective when it does not constitute the whole experience.
In general, it is good practice to use video whenmore personal
support is needed because it is easier for instructors to convey
their emotions (Borup et al. 2015). However, when
interviewing students and instructors we found that video also
conveyed negative emotions, such as frustration, even when
the instructor did not wish to convey them. As a result, when
instructors have negative emotions regarding a project, it is
best to provide feedback via text or wait to record the video
feedback at a time when those feelings have subsided.
Instructors in our study also found that students naturally con-
veyed positive and negative emotions regarding course pro-
jects and requirements when they created videos. As a result,
instructors may assign video reflections and assessments
when it is important to assess both students’ cognitive and
affective engagement in the course.

We found some evidence (Borup et al. 2015) that text may
be more effective when giving feedback that is minor, specif-
ic, and straightforward, and particularly useful for smaller as-
signments, but that video feedback is useful for more complex
feedback and overall comments, a thought echoed by
Henderson and Phillips (2015).

Not only do instructors need to decide between text and
video communication, they need to decide what type of
video communication they should use. As stated previously,
webcam recordings contain helpful visual cues, and
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students reported that seeing their instructor’s face and en-
vironment helped them see them as a real person. However,
webcam recordings typically do not show students’ work,
making it somewhat difficult for students to know the exact
portion of their work to which the instructor is referring.
For instance a student interview participant who received
video feedback in Henderson and Phillips (2015) research
stated:

I think this feedback was far more comprehensive than
any written feedback that I have received [to date]. In
saying that though, I did, at times, find it difficult to
follow what section of the piece [the lecturer] was refer-
ring to, even though he made references to page num-
bers and sections. (p. 62)

One strategy that three of the instructors we interviewed
used was to provide feedback using screencast videos to pro-
vide more contextual cues to their comments. For instance,
instructors in our research commonly required students to cre-
ate an instructional video. Using a screencast, instructors
could contextualize their comments to specific portions of
the video and even play portions of the video so that students
could better visualize how their project could be improved.
Screencasts also allow instructors to more easily model strat-
egies for improvement. For instance, one instructor who used
video feedback in his game design course used screencasts to
model specific ways that students could improve their
animations.

Screencasting tools typically allow instructors to combine a
recording of the screen with webcam recordings showing the
teacher talking. This can particularly be useful when you also
show the webcam in the screencast, allowing students to con-
tinue to connect to you as a person, while you utilize the
screencast tools of mouse circles and text typing to show spe-
cific areas of improvement in the project. However, displaying
two screens—one showing the instructor talking and one
showing the student’s project—can make it more difficult to
focus on the content. Perhaps a more effective approach could
be to start and end the feedback showing only a video of the
instructor talking and then showing only the instructor’s
screen when they are providing specific feedback comments.
The need to include a webcam video of the instructor is likely
the highest at the start of the semester and could wane once
students have developed a connection with the instructor and
have become familiar with his/her facial expressions.
Although not all screencasting tools allow instructors to com-
bine webcam video with screen recordings, one instructor we
interviewed created a workaround for this limitation by man-
ually clicking and dragging a webcam video feed into the area
of the screen that he was recording as a screencast, and then
dragging it out of the recorded area when he wanted to focus
on specific aspects of students’ projects.

Consider your Audience We have found that students re-
spond to online learning in very different ways based on their
cultural and personal backgrounds and that it is good practice
to use Bdifferent kinds of learning experiences for differing
student needs^ (Swan and Shih 2005, p. 131). This is espe-
cially true when instructors ask students to create and receive
video messages. In our research examining video discussion
board activities, for example, we found differences between
how introverts and extroverts participate in and perceive on-
line communication (Borup et al. 2013). In addition, there are
differences in students and instructors that are good writers
versus good orators, and between those who are more expres-
sive non-verbally than others (Thomas 2017).

Because of these differences, some students may feel more
comfortable communicating and receiving feedback via vid-
eo, while others may do better via text. Thus, instructors who
wish to assess students using video communication should
spend some time understanding student skill sets and being
sure they know how to use the communication tool. They
might use the technology that students prefer, at least initially,
but could then change the technological medium later as stu-
dents grow more comfortable with the course and the
instructor-student relationship (Velasquez et al. 2013).
Instructors could also provide examples of effective responses
for students (Borup et al. 2013).

Timing for Videos vs. Text In synthesizing the findings from
our research, we believe the best time for video use would be
at the beginning of the semester to help establish presence
with students. Synchronous video could potentially be most
effective for establishing this early social presence and rela-
tionship. In addition, we found (Borup et al. 2015) that the
videos should be positive and encouraging particularly at the
beginning of the semester when students feel the most inse-
cure. However, video can be effective at any part of the se-
mester when students need extra affective support, perhaps
because of a lack of confidence, because the feedback is par-
ticularly critical, or because of a unique need to show students
you care and want them to succeed.

Khurana and Boling (2010) added the suggestion of invit-
ing students to make introductory videos at the beginning of a
course to then enhance the text-based communication in the
future. One student commented, BHearing each other's voices
helped a lot too. Then when I read their posts, I could hear
their voices, so to speak^ (p. 1816). These uses of video are
likely particularly important in fully online courses instead of
blended ones, where students would not have any other face to
face contact with instructors (Palloff and Pratt 2007).

In addition, when the goal is to provide feedback on writ-
ing, Harper et al. (2012) recommended making all the correc-
tions in the text first and then use the video to explain the edits;
and showing the original document side-by-side with the
corrected document while explaining the differences in the
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video. Instructors can also choose to provide students with
personal text feedback and then provide a single video com-
ment to the class to highlight general impressions and trends
across all projects.

Conclusion

As we have studied the use of video in education over
several years, we have been surprised that there are actually
few articles discussing practical strategies, based on re-
search, for implementing video effectively into online and
blended settings—particularly in regards to using video for
discussion/feedback rather than presentation. In this paper,
we have attempted to start a discussion in this space by
sharing strategies and instructional principles from our own
research as well as the literature we could find. In summary,
we believe that video discussions/feedback can be imple-
mented into online settings most effectively by following
these strategies:

Make video use more efficient for instructors as well as
students by:

& Writing out ideas first.
& Providing summary notes for students.
& Avoiding re-recording videos.
& Keeping videos short.
& Communicating feedback in a timely manner.
& Understanding yours and your students’ technological

limitations—especially when requiring them to create
videos.

Make videos personable by:

& Projecting your personality, even if it means leaving im-
perfections in the video.

& Being positive and conversational, sharing humor, expres-
sion, voice inflection, hand gestures, and compliments/
praise.

& Implementing various strategies to help envision students
are there in front of you as you record.

Make videos effective teaching tools by:

& Using screencast videos to contextualize your comments
when giving assessment feedback and webcam videos to
establish social presence.

& Keeping it short and concise.
& Being aware of setting, background, lighting, and audio

quality.
& Giving timely feedback to students based on assessments

of their work.

& Using video mostly for overall feedback, communicating
particularly critical feedback, and early in the semester to
establish social presence.

The Need for Continued Research

Despite some recent interest in studying video strategies in
online settings, the literature in this area is still sparse. In
particular, we found that most of the research currently done
relies on students’ perceptions, and that more research is need-
ed that looks at course and learning outcomes, as well as
effects of video on various kinds of social, cognitive, and
teacher presence in online courses. In addition, emerging tools
such as EdPuzzle allow for different pedagogical and assess-
ment strategies with video that should be explored through
research.

As scholars, we hope that as we study these topics, we will
continue to not only expand the theoretical knowledge base,
but also the practitioner knowledge base by communicating
these strategies directly to practitioners, in an effort tomeet the
growing demand for improved professional development of
online instructors.
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