DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 215 332 ' CS 006 643

AUTHOR Gardner, C.. H.; And Others :

TITLE Comparing Videotapes and Written Narrative Records of
Second Grade Reading Classes: Selecting Methods for
Particular Observational Goals. '

INSTITUTION °  Texas Univ., Austin. Research and Development Center
for Teacher Education.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, DC,

REPORT NO RDCTE-5087

PUB DATE . Mar 82 .

NOTE l6p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (New York,
.NY, March 19-23, 1982),.

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO1. Plus Postage. ,
DESCRIPTORS *Classroom Observation Techniques; *Classroom
Research; Comparative Analysis; *Data Collection;
Grade 2; *Narration; Observation; Primary Education;
Reading Instruction; Reading Research; Research
. Methodology; Student Behavior; Teacher Behavior;
- ) *Videotape Recordings

ABSTRACT ’ - :
The classroom behaviors recorded during three second
grade reading lessons provide suitable evidence for comparing the
relative merits of using narrative observations versus videotapes as
data collection technigues. The comparative analysis illustrates the
detail and precision of videotape. Primarily, videotape gives a true
picture of linear time, while narrative observation creates the
impressions. of time "densities," when time seems to speed up or slow
down depending on the pace of events arnd their description. The
videotape also records the exact sequences of verbal and nonverbal
events, which classrcom observers cannot always do. In contrast to
videotape recordings, the narrative observer will always have a wider
angle of vision than the video camera, viewing a number of events at °
the same time while recording one particul-r event. The experienced
narrative observer also brings to the classroom a sense of 'history"
and context that the camera does not have. The observer can usually
evaluate intensity and saliency at the ‘time of the event better than
a videotape can show later, and is better able to focus on particular
students without losing view of the class as a whole. (RL)

g

**********************************************************************t

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. - *
***************************************************ﬁ*******************




ED215332

~

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EQUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER 1ERICY
+1hm dosutenl bas been  opeoduced as

Byt 00 Thee o tngn OF O1GaNATON
Ol 11

Moot Lhae Jos bpoe Lann made Lo SPIOVE
reproducty o Quatty

*O Poany o v ot fx ot ST ¥ Thrs dOd
DT 0 H6T Bes 0952y Pepresent oificat NIE
Positaun of POt ey

Coqpariﬁg Videotapes and Written Narrative

Records of Second Grade Reading Classes:

Selecting Methods for Particular Observationzal Goals

C.H. Gardner, R.0. Clements & M. Rodriquez

* Research and Develﬁpment Center
for Teacher Education

The University of Texas at Austin

Report No. 5087

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

C.H. Gangner

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

3
0
3
7
t')\‘1
CR]

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]

This study was supported in part by:Contracts and Grants for the National
Institute of Education to The Research and Development Center for T=acher
Education,. The University of Texas at Austin.
do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National Institute
of Education and no official endorsement by that office should be inferred.

The opinions expressed herein

~




13

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Comparing Videotapes and Written Narrative
"Records of Second Grade Reading Classes:

Some Preliminary Findings -

C.H. Gardner, R.0. Clements &.M. Rodriquez

During the school yezar 1978-79, the Dimensions of Classroom Instruction
Project of the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at The

University of Texas conducted a study of nine second grade reading classes

in three small town schools. The purposes of this study were (1) to compare
three observation methods: videotaping, narrative observation, and a

quantitative observation technique; and (2) to carry out a substantive

study of reading instxuction/learning at the second grade level. The purpose

of this report is to describe a preliminary comparison of three of the written

narrativ?s‘bf one of the observers‘who carried out the classroom observations
with the videotapes made in the same classrooms at the same time.

The narrative observers visited their respective classrooms twice
& month for six months to observe the reading instruction period, usually
11/2 to 2 hours. During fcur of these periods, videotapes w%re glso made,
using two manually operated cameras, 4 to 6 microphones, and a switcher/mixer
console at a remote location. The videotapes are 60 to 90 minutes long,
depending on the length of the total period. Camera operators and observers

had received basically the same instructions before going into the field

___regarding their focus of attention, to insure, insofar as possible, that -

they would be "looking at" the same things. They were instructed to focus
on the teacher and the reading group, but to try to convey a sense of the
activities of the rest of the class wheneve; possible.

The comparison was made by the simple procedure of watching a videotape

with the observer's narrative at hand, starting, stopping, and replaying the

3
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tape, and assessing the agreement or nonagreement of each event as seen by

-

the camera and/or described by the observer.
Of course, some unavoidable disagreements about events will be attributable
to the different locations in the room of the observer and the cameras (although

their different locations also frequently allow the two records to enhance each

other). Of more interest to us in this comparison, however, are the differences
that are attributable to the nature of the method itself. ~As Decker (1975)

points out, "The narrow angle of vision of the camera léns, as compared with

~

the human eye, has an important'influence on the cinematographic recording of
any event.. It immediately focuses the attention on a smaller field of
vision..»" and "...the minutiae of the event can be fully analyzed from such

a film." While this intensity and narrowness of focus has its obvious

.

advantages, we must compare it at times with the wider perspective of the

human observer ‘to be sure that, as Decker (1975) puts it, matter that is
b

excluded by the camera's narrow visiod is truly "irrelevant."
i

{ . .
Comparing videotapes with narrative descriptions of the same classroom

also permits us to examine the possibjilities and difficulties of Erickson's '
: i

(1978) suggestions regarding "instan# replay" as a "'folk' means of demonstrating
validity and reliabjlity in description.”" Two of the inherent difficulties

in narrative description that Erickson identifies--the "speed of relevant

"cimultaneity of relevant action''--are of special interest

A
when viewing videotaped events and reading a narrative description of them.

action' and the

In some cases, contrary to Decker's (1975) assertion, it is the video camera
that provides the wider view and allows us to judge whether events omitted
in the narrative because®’of the problems of speed and simultaneity are

indeed "irrevelant."
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Teacher 05

The comparisons which follow are ndt intended to be exhaustive, nor '

»

are they intended to evaluate the relative quality of information recorded
by each method. Mainly because of the limitations imposed by other parameters

of the research project which collected these data, these comparisons at this

o

¥
point can only suggest some areas of particular interest when conducting more
~? .

"
-

rigorous comparisons in the future.

Clearly, the more simultaneous means of observing a classroom we employ,
the richer the information we obtain. But where observation is limited to
one method, we must be fully aware of its merits and weaknesses. Comparisons

such as the one that follows can contribute to that awareness. °*

Comparing Narratives and Videotapes of Three :Classrooms

a

’ L

Videotaping in Teacher 05's classroom began at 8:52, when the observer

had already been in the room about half an hour. The scene opens with the

camera focused on Teacher 05, who is standing in front of the room looking

L]

at the class. She admonishes Jimmy, whom we can't see. The observer's

.narrative tells us, however, what he was doing ("showing off, saying

something about his leg'). The videotape and narrative agree on the

interchange between them, except that the observer catches a bit of "backtalk"

.

from Jimmy that is inaudible on the videotape. In this small scene the two
methods are particularly complementary, providing. a fuller picture than
either one alone. As for. what is lost by each, the video doesn't show

Jimmy's behavior, which is probably not a preat loss in view of the mildness

3
S

of the teacher's reproach. The information conveyed by the narrative account
of Jimmy's backtalk (inaudible on video) may be of more interest, however;
the teacher says he should bé "reading" to which he responds, ''that's

working."
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. Q
For the next few minutes the observer and camera simply follow the g

teacher's movements, upon which they substantially agree.

s

After the teacher sits down alone in the reading area, the camera
continues to focus on her while the observer looks around the room. The

narrative .tells us what students are doing (reading and handwriting) and

‘their demeanor (''serious, business-like," "knit their brows," "very cool,"

"moves lips"). The camera finally pans the class slowly and confirms thésée

déscriptors.

“he camera returns to the teacher, then pans the students again, and

P T——

look at the Learning Center assignment chart behind the t@acher, and walk back
L

off-camera. The narrative tells us that she collects her crayons and goes

to the Create Center, which we do not see on video. The next sentence of

narrative tells us that Jerry looks at the Ceater chart and goes to the
Listening Center, although 1 1/4 minutes actually elapse on video between — — —

W

the two students' trips to the chart (video doesn't show his going «&o the
Center). The viden picture then becomes a split image, with the teacher.
sitting at her seat in the otherwise empty reading area. and a slice of the

classroom showing five students at three tables working. This shot,

although reasonably informative, is esthetically appalling, and is soon

abandoned for a full-screen view of the students, still working quietly.

The scene cuts to the teacher, and Teresa comes up to her. The period

from Harmony's visit to tﬁe charq until Teresa comes to tge teacher, .
about 4 1/2 minutgs, is covered in 14 lines of narrative, which include

the observation that Jimmy is "goofing off," which the camera fails to

pick up. The narrative also tells us tﬁat students at'Table‘3 are beginning

to move and talk. This is apparent on the videotape only Irom an increascd

noise level. . 7

b .
- 23




The narrative quotes the teacher almost verbatim in her response to

Teresa's question (which neither video nor observer hear). The camera and

<

observer agree on the next few events (visits to the teacher by two students
to ask questions). The teacher then stands and asks for the attention of
two of her reading groups. The narrative does not tell us that she asks

the groups three times to put their pencils down and is distracted by

~ "(apparently) someone at the door For a second. (The teacher's manner on
video during this change of activity is somewhat distracteq in general--as
. if’"pencils down" were a ritual expression that had more to do with the
teacher making a mental transition from contemplating her lesson to the
" actual teaching of it than with students not gttending.) " The narrative
tells us that the teacher has words on the goard with "ex" prefix; the
camera focuses on the words and, of course, we can read them. The narrative
incorrectly names the first student'called on to read a word from the boarﬂ.
———-—— -A-list—of students folldwé in correct order, as they.read each word, and
the narrative tells us that the "teacher calls'on students with hands
raised, asks for meaning. Tries to Eonstrue their answers as correct, but
expands if inadequate." This is an excelleqt narrative summary of the
process characterized by this typical series of teacher responses from the
video: ‘'what does explore mean?...all right, a tri%, but what else?...do
you look for something?...Yes, "'search,' that's another good one." The .

narrative summary of these specific events provides an example of what

Erickson (1978) calls "languages of descriprion at the level of primary -
data collection which make contact with the theories of action that are
. being used in moment to moment decision-making by patticipants in the

events we observe and describe." As illustrated here, use of such languages
i . 0
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of description avoids the pitfalls of speed and simultaneity of relevant

action without damaging '"descriptive va%jdity" (Erickson, 1978).

Altﬁough the remainder of the videotape-nafrative comparison follows
the patterns described above, a few more salient events from Teacher'OS's
classroom will be compared just to illustrate the richness of this approach.

In a few moments éhe teacher tells the students to open-their workbooks.
As the teacher passes his desk the narrative tells us she tzkes Chad's
pencil--"Do you have another? This is tco small." The observer was behind
Chad and either failed to see or.omitted what the camera shows us. The
teacher took 9;other (longer) pencil from Chad's zipper case, put it in
fropt of him, and threw the stub in the trash. The narrative observer
could not see Chad's expression of disgruntlement, nor hear him say, as
. ;ecorded on video, "I liked that ome."

Throughout the‘narrativg Jared received considerable attention from
the observer. He is seaéed at a desk separate from the three, tables,
athough he is a m;mbgr of one of the thcee reading groupsl Interactions
betwgen him and the teacher are a}ways ﬁescribed in the narrativé in some
detail, although he is usually off—cameraqbecause of his isolation. At N
one point (on a differant tape) we do see and hear a lengthy affective
inter;ctiou between them--but when he returns to his seat the camera stays
on the teacher. Onl;bfrom the observer can we follow up on Jared: “Forehead
on hand,  brows knit, stares at his paper and fiddles with pencil." Four
minutes pass before observer writes, "Jared has started writing." This
time the student's frustration is, not seen on the wvideotape, in contrast

»

to Chad's reactions which the camera could see but the observer could not.

3
It should be pointed out that in the Chad incident the difference

’

-
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between observer and camera is that of physical position, whereas in Jared's
case the observer has chosen to focus on Jared for reasons that are not

available or apparent to the camera operators.

+*

Teacher 03

The camera is panning the classroom when Teacher 03, seated at the .

- L}

reading table, Ealls the reading group to come back with their reading

books. Narrative: '"They [students] race. Teacher [says]: 'slow dowp.'

»

This is captured perfectly by the camera, which tracks the students as they

.

clamber out of their desks and rush to the reading area. The narrative

" lists the students' names in the order in which they sit in the semicircle.

The narrative then tells us that "Téacher asks same questions as [with
previous group] before." Since both groups are doing the same exercise,
this should be legitimate shorthand for the narrative writer to use.

Refercing back in the narrative, however, we find "Teacher questions about

.

story--what happened." This is true; although terse, and neglects to mention
that the teacher goes around the circle with he;.eyes questioning students

in turn. Video and narrative agree that "Students giggle, speak out," and
that Betty interrupts teacher briefly. The narrative then tells us that

the teacher is going down the row with her question%, which continue after

N [}

Betty's interruption. The narrative doesn't mention an event we see on
7

camera: Teacher reaches over and touches or restrains a student at the
2

end of the semicircle nearest to the camera.(the observer is.on the other
side of the room). The camera and narrative agree that the discussion
ends with student comments, laughing, and teacher smiling, and that the

teacher has the students open their books to page 185. The narrative

here omits some student comments and 4 teacher "Shh.':

v -

=
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We see the teacher initiate the next activity by calling on Ted to

"read the first word," which the narrative also records. The narrative
succinctly sumo p the flow of the lesson by observing that the students
in turn "read 'their' word without further verbal instruction." Two e&ents
interrupt the lesson in rapid succession and the narrative totally onit
the first: we see the teacher look over at the student nearest the walj\)
and tell him not to touch "that microphone“ and to move his chair up~ (This
is“one of the few times in these tapes when the teacher's awvareness of the
video-audio equipment is manifest.) Immediateiy after this, we see the group .
and teacher respond to some music/noise from off-camera by looking toward the
other side of the room, laughing, teacher s;iling. The twachers tells someone
to "go turn that thing down, she probably doesn't know its..." The students
continue to laugh rather noisily. The narrative aconomically describes
this event, and then the teacher's reaction: "Teacher has another student
tell her to adjust it, ignores ruckus. Continues with words."

A bit of nice (or fortuitous) camera work follows which allows us to
verify the observer's next reference to an individual student. Up to now
the camera has focused on thé teacher, with the backs of three students'
heads in the foréground. As the teacher asks the group in generai, "what
would T be if you were my nephew," the camera swings from her to the students
in the semicircle who were hitherto off-camera, and whose faces and profiles
are towards the camera. Just as the narrative tells us "Jed answers right,
seems pleased with himself," we see him answer, "aunt" and grin triumphantly
around at his classmates. It may be that the camera sperator was cued by
the semi-personal nature of the question to anticipate more-than-ordinary
animation from the group, and chose to shift focus from the teacher to the
students whose faces would be visible as they answered. (It should be
| . -

(

N &
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u

needless to point out that this kind of anticipatory camera work illustrates

-the advantage of manned rather than static or remote-controlled cameras, and

also, more importantly, will result in a more complete, moye interesting, and
more esthetically satisfying video record of the classroom Lsee Gardner,
Miller & Clements, 1980 ].) ’

The narrative points out that "Scudents seem in good mood," which can
be verified-as the camera pans the group. We see the activity continue in
tﬂe same vein to the end ;nd the teacher immediately begins to pass out
some large sheets of paper. The narrative gives us a time-line description:
"After they read words, teacher begins passing out papers.”" On video we can .
still see a certain residualarestlessness in the group. .[Tape and observer

agree that the teacher says "'Anne, you settle down' (seriously);" the

- 4
narrative's choice of "seriously" aptly describes the no-more-nonsénse look N
g

on the teacher's face. In the next event we again see an example of the
observer's ability to follow through with a student's (off~camera) response
to a teacher's (on-camera) action. We see the teacher tell some "girls"

{

(the narrative tells us their names) to 80 to.their desks from the Center

because they're "helping each other too much." The narrative and camera
agree very closely on the teacher's woré;’and expression,. but the camera
continues to focus on the teachet, while the. narrative tells us how t;e
two girls look after they reach their desks "Betty doesn't seem bothered,
Cherry has head on desk.".

Comparison of videotape and narrative of the remaining session with

o~

this reading group continues to follow the same pattern.

Teacher 04

-~

As the videotape begins, teacher and three students are seated at a

1

round table in a corner of the room. (For some reason, contrvdry to their
t

i
:
1




instructions, the camera crew began taping after:the transition into reading,

a few minutes before. This transition is timed and described generally
»

-~

("a few questions during transition...generally quiet"] anrd specifically

1

["'Are we going to read today?' ete.") by the narrative.) The teacher is
s .

getting students to tell her ways you can fly over a city. The narrative

tells us this, describes teacher as "animated, ' and says, "Students speak

.
Ay ‘

out, seem interested." Seven lines of narrative are used to describe this

»

1 1/2 minute discussion--although the narrative does not give any specific
examples of the teacher's questioning ‘style here, nor characterize it in
general. MHer style’can be seen on tape to be simple and des viptive with

this group: "What's the big vound thing full of air...?"

=

The students beginvoral reading and the narrative follows the action

»
2

on videotape very closely, omitting\only‘that after the teacher's prompt
/fo Todd he gets the wgpd himslf, and that tﬂe teacher's question after Todd
/reads is directed by néme az Neal and not po}the group id“general. When
/ Nora, who is a very poor reader, begins, the narrative gives examples of

/ the prompts the teacher uses (usually phonic, but also occasionally contextual,

or she has another student read the word) and tells their resolution. Events

are occurring slowly enoizh that the narrator has time to write a full, almost

verbatim, account, which is substantiated by the videotape. However, the

™

narrative does not mention a featureé that is salient on the videotape: the
impatience of Neal and Todd with Nora's "painfully" slow reading, and the

-

fact that the teacher ignores the two boys.
As the reading group changes activity on tape, we see Tod4 reprimanded
*  twice. The first time hc‘s;ys, "You're mean," to Neal because Neal "beat
him" at. reading the title of a story. The teacher says, "Todd," in a tone

¥
* L
conveying mild disapproval. She then passes out worksheets and Todd shoves

ERIC . 12
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Nora's rudely at her while she is still fumbling with her workbook. The
teacher says, "Todd, just leave it; you can see she's trying to find her

place in her book. That was not nice." Todd sits with downcast eyes,

chin on chest. The narrative collapses these two reprimands into two lines:

"Serious reprimand to *Todd, did something teasing to Nora?" The words "serious

.

.reprimand" here fail to capture the domineering harshness of the teacher's tone
and Todd's embarrassment, although they do tell us that Todd has received some

unwelcome attention.

Again, as in the case of Teacher 05, comparing the two versions of the

rest of the reading period yields the same pattern. Because Teacher 04 is
more verbal than Teacher 05, we find more of a tendancy for the videotape to
£fill in details of her conversation that go by too fast for the narrative
writer. The position of this small group in the corner, Neal and Nora with
backs to both camera; and to the observer, makes %t impossible to know their

expressions. The camera can see Todd from the side. The teacher is filmed

x

face oﬁ: and this angle plus the 4inscrutability of the students makes the

video viewer very aware of the intensity of her voice and expression (a case

of Decker's [1975] '"narrow an%le of vision of the camera lens"). The narrative
writer tells us about a few things that happen in the classroom-at-large, but

they are not of great interest. In this case the narrow angle gives us the p

~ .

best view, although it sacrifices the children's facial, expressions.

What Videotape is Good For

-

Primarily, of course, videotape gives a true picture of linear time.

Although the narrative observer usually makes regular time notatioms in the

margin, it is diff icult to meaningfully relate those times to events described.

7

'V It may take five lines of narrative to describe five seconds or five minutes

in the classroom, depending on how "fast" things are happening. This gives
%
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the interesting impression that time itself is speeding up and slowing down,

whereas the video shows us time at its normal pace, and events occurring in
clymps or flurrié; of action/reaction/reaction/etc. i

The audio-videotape records the exact sequence of verbal and nonverbal
events. 1In writing them down slightly after they happen (and while new events
are occurring that one is Eucking into memory to write down 1a£er), the
narrative observer sometimes jumbles the sequence of events or, for econony,
collapses two events of the same nagure.

A well-produced vidoetape of a classroom is a permanent resource for
mény different kinds of microanalysis, because of the detail and precision

of information it contains. .

What Narrative Observation is Good For

The narrative observer will always have a wider angle of vision than

N

the video camera; in a sense it can be said that the human "recorder'" in
3

"watch" more than one thing at a time. The camera operator's

the classroom can
visual awareness is restricted to thé frame of the camera, Qhereas,the
narrative observer can be recording‘one event and be aware of other events
going on at the same time, brepaging to record them--and be recording them
in terms of their relaEionship to one another or to the classroom context.
The experienced narrative observer also brings to the classroom a sonse
of "history" and context that the cémera does not have. The observer can
usually evaluate intensity and saliency at the time of the event bétter than
a videotape can’show us later. The narrative observer, is better able to
focus on particular students, without losing view of the class as a whole,
and to follow events through to their conclusion or resolution especially

~

as they affect individuals.
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Conclusion
Neither of the two methods of recording classroom events--videotaping
and narrative observation--will ever be able to capture everything that -
goes on. Each, by its very nature, is limited, although eacg can be
greatly enhanced as recording methods.: As Erickson (1978) points but,
developing "languages of description” will enable the narrative observer
to convey the patterns of events without being required to do the impossible,

that is, write down everything that happens. By the same token, sensitive,

intelligent camera and microphone work can make the videotape record of the

classroom comprehensive yet rich enough in detail to tell us about individuals

as well as groups and the class as a whole.
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