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VIDEO-BASED COACHING IN SUPPORT OF
ELEMENTARY TEACHER-CANDIDATE’S PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Teacher-education programs seek to improve their clinical practice for teacher candidates. Video-based coaching
enables university supervisors the ability to provide meaningful feedback to teacher candidates. Most of the research on
video-based coaching has focused on how the tool helps candidates notice aspects of their teaching. Few studies have
examined the type of feedback university supervisors provide their teacher candidates. The current research examined
the type of feedback university supervisors provide, how the feedback changes over the course of the program and its
impact on a summative performance-based assessment. Reviewing the feedback provided by 16 university supervisors
for 124 elementary school teacher candidates, our findings show that university supervisors’ feedback tends to be more
positive than constructive. The select skills on which supervisors focused modulated over time and appear to be associated
with candidates’ performance on the summative performance assessment. The implications of this research posits that
university supervisors can have a measurable effect on teacher candidates’ instructional performance with the use of
video-based coaching.
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mance-based assessment

Introduction & Purpose

Clinical practice plays a critical role in preparing fu-
ture educators to teach in diverse classrooms (Koerner,
Rust, & Baumgartner, 2002). Perhaps because of this, the
California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC)
updated its standards on field experiences and placed
greater emphasis on supervision of teacher-candidates.
This study, therefore, focuses on a teacher education pro-
gram in California, USA, that transformed the supervision
model to conform to the updated CCTC standards by in-
cluding a video-based coaching tool, known as Sibme.
This video-based coaching tool leverages supervisors’
ability to provide more relevant and useful feedback to
teacher-candidates. Feedback includes detailed commen-
tary and “tags” to specify “essential pedagogical skills” to
guide supervisors’ feedback (see Table 1). These skills are
based on CCTC’s Teacher-Performance Expectations and
are connected to edTPA Instructional Rubrics, a high-
stakes performance assessment for teacher-candidates that
is widely used throughout the United States. With this
Sibme-based structured feedback, teacher-candidates can
review their teaching and supervisors’ comments at critical
moments when incidents occur on video. For example, if
university-supervisors notice teacher-candidates’ utilizing
particularly effective scaffolds at minute six and 43 sec-
onds of the video, supervisors can select corresponding
pedagogical skills, and write comments that point to that
specific location on the video.

Prior to program-wide adoption of Sibme, two of the
researchers conducted a pilot study with a cohort (30
teacher-candidates). We asked teacher-candidates to eval-
uate effectiveness of Sibme feedback relative to traditional
forms of feedback. Candidates reported that Sibme-based
feedback from supervisors helped them see strengths and
weaknesses that were difficult to identify during face-to-
face feedback (Authors, 2017; Authors, 2018). While the
study addressed teacher-candidates’ perceptions of the
video-based coaching tool, it did not examine the quality
of the feedback and how that feedback affected instruc-
tional performance. As a result, the current research study
examines the quality of feedback supervisors offer to ele-
mentary teacher-candidates; whether this feedback
changes over the course of the teacher education program,
and whether there is a relationship between the feedback
and teacher-candidates’ instructional performance. Specif-
ically, we had the following questions:

1) What “essential pedagogical skills” are university-
supervisors targeting when providing feedback to elemen-
tary teacher-candidates’ through Sibme? 2) To what extent
do “essential pedagogical skills” targeted by university-su-
pervisors’ change as teacher-candidates’ gain experience
over the course of an academic year?

3) What relationship is there between university-su-
pervisors’ feedback and teacher-candidates’ performance
on the edTPA, a summative performance assessment that
is widely used throughout the United States?
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Relevant Literature & Theoretical Framework

Being able to pause and repeatedly watch video-rec-
orded teaching affords teacher-candidates’ opportunities
for a focused analysis of their teaching (Tan & Towndrow,
2009). With video, teacher-candidates’ can be guided by
experts (e.g., mentor teachers, university-supervisors,
school administrators) to notice, reflect, and reconsider
specific moments and aspects of their practice (Hamilton,
2012; van Es & Sherin, 2008). Opportunities to decon-
struct instructional lessons have potential benefits of gain-
ing insight into the challenges of teaching, prompting
problem-solving, and producing changes in practice
(Marsh & Mitchell, 2014). Research focusing on video-
based coaching has typically examined its effects on
teacher performance (Sun & van Es, 2015). Our research
aims to focus specifically on examination of the feedback
offered through video-based coaching tools and is based
on a combination of two theoretical frameworks. The first
framework draws upon research on feedback, defined as,
“information provided by teachers concerning perfor-
mance or understanding of students, with reference to a
goal and aimed at improving learning” (Voerman et al.,
2012). Effective feedback can be positive and/or critical as
long as it is specific (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute,
2008; Voerman et al., 2012). The level of specificity is
framed by our second theoretical framework, professional
vision (Goodwin, 1994) and noticing (Mason, 2002). Ac-
cording to Goodwin (Goodwin, 1994), professional vision
focuses on the knowledge and skills associated with a pro-
fession. Therefore, the professional vision can highlight
skills and knowledge associated with the practice of teach-
ing (Lefstein and Snell, 2011) and student learning out-
comes (Stirmer, Knonings, & Seidel, 2013). Feedback,
therefore, should be designed to develop this professional
vision. Mason’s (2002) work on “noticing” illuminates
how professional visions develop in teaching. Supporting
teachers noticing relies on experts in the field helping them
“notice” the essential skills and knowledge associated with
the profession. In education, support providers, like uni-
versity-supervisors’, enable candidates to notice specific
instructional behaviors, statements, or movements in the
classroom.

These similar constructs suggest that experts mediate
novices’ development by “highlighting” key concepts or
by helping candidates “notice” undetected aspects of their
teaching or classroom environments. These theoretical
frameworks afford us the lens to examine pedagogical
skills that supervisors target in providing feedback to help
teacher-candidates notice instructional activities and be-
haviors that support construction of their own teaching
knowledge (Wu & Lee, 2004). Specificity of feedback in
student teaching, therefore, can play a role in developing
teacher-candidates’ pedagogy. Defining that specificity of
feedback and examining its relationship to teacher-candi-
dates’ instructional performance frames the goals of this
research.

Research Methods. Data Sources Overview

Data for this study consisted of teacher-candidates’
video-based recordings of student-teaching in public-edu-
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cation classes, university-supervisors’ written feedback as-
sociated with these recordings, and teacher-candidates’
scores on the national teacher-performance assessment
(edTPA). Data was collected with teacher-candidates’ and
university-supervisors’ informed consent. Teacher-candi-
dates’ consent was acquired after their completion of the
two-semester teacher education program. One-hundred-
twenty-four elementary teacher-candidates and their 16
university-supervisors participated in this research.

Video-based Recordings

Teacher-candidates recorded approximately for five
to six student-teaching lessons during the year-long
teacher-credential program. The duration of each video
was between 15 to 45 minutes. University-supervisors ob-
served their teacher-candidates’ videos and provided feed-
back using Sibme, a video-based coaching tool. Univer-
sity-supervisors could provide several types of feedback.
The first type of feedback focused on giving three general
feedback tags: bright spots, ideas, and questions. These
“tags” informed candidates regarding instructional behav-
iors at which they excel (e.g., bright spots), recommenda-
tions to consider for future lessons (e.g., ideas), and behav-
iors or thoughts about which teacher-candidates should
think critically (e.g., questions). For example, when a uni-
versity-supervisor saw a behavior that is good and should
be repeated in future lessons, the supervisor used a “bright
spot” tag. When a university-supervisor saw a teaching be-
havior about which the teacher candidate should think crit-
ically, the university-supervisor used the “question” tag
and wrote the question in the space provided. The written
feedback was marked at the point in the video where the
concern occurred.

In addition to the three general feedback tags, univer-
sity-supervisors could give more specific feedback tags
that addressed 30 pedagogical skills. One of the authors of
this paper and a university-supervisor identified a list of
“essential pedagogical skills” that are aligned with the Cal-
ifornia standards for teacher education and support candi-
dates’ performance on the edTPA, a performance assess-
ment that is widely used throughout the United States.
These 30 tags are designed to highlight specific behaviors
that university-supervisors can help their teacher-candi-
dates’ notice. The pedagogical skills focus on teachers’
construction of the learning environment (e.g., rapport and
the candidate’s strong voice), methods to engage students
(e.g., maintaining students’ attention, modeling, and posi-
tive feedback), deepening students’ thinking (e.g., building
on students responses, student self-reflection, asking ques-
tions), and specific pedagogical practices (e.g., technology,
academic language, and pacing). These skills (see Table 1)
were accessible on Sibme for university-supervisors to use
as “tags.” When university-supervisors saw a pedagogical
skill being used or thought that one should be used, they
could use the appropriate tag and provide detailed feedback
at the designated time in the video. Using these 30 tags that
highlight pedagogical skills, we examined how specific
feedback (the tags) support teacher-candidates’ profes-
sional development.
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Table 1

Link between edTPA Instructional Rubrics and Sibme Essential Pedagogical Skills

edTPA Instructional Rubrics

Sibme Essential Pedagogical Skills

Learning Environment

Rapport, Positive Language, Restorative practices,

Behavior expectations, Redirection, Scans Room, Strong Voice

Engaging Students in Learning

Maintains student attention, Modeling, Relevant Connections,

Asking Questions/Checks for Understanding, Wait time,
Student-to-Student Interactions, Peer-Evaluation, Technology, Many
Participate, Positive Feedback

Deepening Student Learning

Builds on Students’ Responses, Student Self-Reflection,

Asking Questions/Checks for Understanding, Peer-Evaluation, Student-to-
Student Interactions, Practice Opportunities,

Challenging Learning Environment, Feedback to Many,

Timely Feedback, Teachable Moments

Subject Specific Pedagogy

Technology, Academic Language, Integrated and Designated English Lan-

guage Development, Sequencing, Teachable Moments, Pacing, Instructional

Activities

Performance-based Assessment

In California, all teacher-candidates’ must success-
fully complete a teaching performance assessment, like the
edTPA, in order to earn a teaching credential. The assess-
ment consists of four tasks. Three tasks (Tasks 1-3) are as-
sociated with reading and language arts (Planning, Instruc-
tion, and Assessment). Task 4 is associated with mathe-
matics. For Task 1, candidates submit three to five lesson
plans and commentaries explaining their planned decisions
regarding their instruction. For Task 2, candidates submit
two videos of their instruction, totaling no more than 20
minutes. Task 3 requires candidates to describe their
class’s performance on an assessment along with three ex-
amples of students’ work. For Task 4, candidates must sub-
mit descriptions of mathematics lessons, their students’
performance on these lessons, and descriptions of re-en-
gagement lessons based on students’ performance on
formative assessments. Teacher-candidates submit these
components to Pearson (a private company) that hires and
trains reviewers to score the portfolios. Candidates’ sub-
missions are scored on 18 rubrics (five rubrics for Tasks 1-
3 and three rubrics for Task 4). Each rubric is scored on a
five-point rating scale. Generally, scores of three and
above demonstrate competency.

For this study, we were interested in the connection
between university-supervisors’ feedback during the aca-
demic year and teacher-candidates’ performance on the
edTPA. Thus, our analyses focused on portions of the
edTPA where teacher-candidates demonstrated their in-
structional skills, specifically rubrics six through nine of
Task 2. These rubrics focus on candidates’ learning envi-
ronment (rubric 6), engaging students in learning (rubric
7), deepening student learning (rubric 8), and literacy spe-
cific pedagogy (rubric 9). Our analyses focused on rubrics

6-9 because Pearson reviewers rated candidates on their
teaching as observed in the two videos.

Analyses and Results

This research explored three questions addressing
university-supervisors’ feedback to teacher-candidates.
First, we wanted to know which pedagogical skills did uni-
versity-supervisors use to provide meaningful feedback.
Specifically, we wanted to know whether there were ped-
agogical skills on which university-supervisors focused
more frequently when using video-based coaching and
whether there were pedagogical skills less frequently dis-
cussed during feedback. Second, we asked to what extent
do “essential pedagogical skills” targeted by university-su-
pervisors change as teacher-candidates gain experience
over the course of an academic year? Finally, we asked,
what effect does university-supervisors’ feedback have on
candidates’ performance on the summative assessment
known as the edTPA?

1) What “essential pedagogical skills” are univer-
sity-supervisors targeting when providing feedback to ele-
mentary teacher-candidates through Sibme?

To determine if there were differences in the amount
of each type of feedback that university-supervisors pro-
vided to teacher-candidates, we conducted two Repeated
Measures ANOV As and associated post-hoc comparisons.
The first analysis used three within-subject levels that in-
cluded the three general categories of feedback: bright
spots, ideas, and questions. This analyses detected statisti-
cally significant differences, F (2) = 122.98, p <.001. Post-
hoc analyses revealed statistically significant differences
among all three types of feedback (see Table 2). Univer-
sity-supervisors used “bright spots” more than any other
general tag. Supervisors used “ideas” more than “ques-
tions.”

Science and Education, 2019, Issue 4




lNedazoeika — Education

Table 2
Comparative Differences Among General Feedback Codes
Feedback? M (SD) Bright Spots Ideas Questions

Bright Spots 30.20 (16.93) . ok ok

Ideas 13.62 (9.56) Fkk . ok

Questions 6.73 (5.96) faleie Fhx _

an=79.

***p < .001.

The second analysis used 30 within-subject levels
that included the 30 specific categories of feedback (see
Table 3). These analyses detected statistically significant

differences, F (29) = 21.81, p <.001. Table 3 displays the
results of associated post-hoc comparisons.

Table 3
Table 3. Means (SD) and Significant Differences Among Specific Feedback Codes
Feedback [n=79) M (5D) 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 9 10 11 11 43 14 115 16 117 1B 119 20 @21 21 123 124 125 26 127 2B 2% 430
1 Arademic Language 337 ([3.18) —
2 Acouires & Maintains Attention 3710315 —
3 Asking Questions 530 (700 —
4 Behavior Expectations 5.1B (429 —
5 Builds on Responses of Students 308 (299 —
& Challenging Learning Environment 2300374 —
7 Feedback to Many Q.72 (11 —
8 Instructional Activities 3150377 _
9 Many Participate 1.54(2.86) —
10 Madeling 411 (#17) —
11 Mavement Around the Room 2.2B (2408 —
12 Pacing 213 (233) —
13 Peer Evaluation 0.19 (068 —
14 Positive Feedback LEE(L79) —_
15 Positive Language 430 (3.57) —
1€ Practice Opportunities 305 (291) —
17 Rappart 383 (299 —
1E Redirections 2220221 —
15 Relevant Connections 3.19 (2.90) —
20 Restorative Practices 2122(0218) —
21 Scans Room 2770231 —_
22 SDAIE-UDL 309327 —
23 Sequencing 2.51(3.02) —_
24 Strang Voice 13E(2.18) —
25 Student to Student [nteractions 3.4%(3.15) _
26 Student Salf-Reflection 029 [0.60) —
27 Teachable Moments 1.25 (1.53) _
2B Technology 1.13(1.47) —
25 Timely Feedback 1.1%(L.95) —_
30 Wait Time 145 [1.55] —

*p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

2) To what extent do “essential pedagogical skills”
targeted by university-supervisors change as teacher-can-
didates gain experience over the course of an academic
year?

Our second research question examines whether the
skills selected by university-supervisors changed over the
course of the academic year. Specifically, we examined
whether there were some pedagogical skills more com-
monly offered by university supervisors in the fall semes-
ter but less commonly offered in the spring semester, and
vice versa.

To determine change of feedback from university-su-
pervisors from fall to spring semesters, we conducted a Re-
peated Multivariate ANOVA and associated paired t-tests.
Semester served as the within-subject time variable. Each
of 30 types of feedback as well as bright spots, questions,
and ideas that university-supervisors provided served as
dependent variables. We conducted a Repeated Multivari-
ate  ANOVA, because conducting many independent
paired t-tests has a likelihood of producing Type 1 errors.
The Multivariate ANOVA detected a statistically signifi-
cant effect of semester on types of feedback, F (33, 46) =
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=2.30, p < 0.01. The associated paired t-tests are reported
in Table 4.

Analyses revealed that university-supervisors used
some “tags” routinely throughout the year (e.g., bright
spots), some more in the fall than in the spring (e.g., ideas,
movement around the room, scans room), and others more
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in the spring than in the fall (e.g., peer evaluation, relevant
connection). It is important to note that not every teacher-
candidate received feedback on each of the skills. These
findings show that university-supervisors modulate their
feedback over time; increasing their focus on some skills
and decreasing their focus on others.

Table 4
Differences in Mean (SD) of Feedback Based on Semester
Feedback?® Semester M (SD) Paired p
t-test

Bright Spots Fall 14.87 (10.66) 0.29 ns
Spring 15.33 (11.37)

Ideas Fall 7.67 (6.59) 2.42 *
Spring 5.95 (4.72)

Questions Fall 3.66 (3.71) 1.05 ns
Spring 3.08 (4.02)

Academic Language Fall 1.61 (2.53) 0.43 ns
Spring 1.91(1.91)

Acquires & Maintains Attention Fall 1.96 (2.30) 0.55 ns
Spring 1.75 (2.39)

Asking Questions Fall 2.51 (4.38) 0.61 ns
Spring 2.78 (3.78)

Behavior Expectations Fall 3.08 (3.19) 1.77 ns
Spring 2.10 (3.32)

Builds on Responses of Students Fall 1.30(1.85) 1.78 ns
Spring 1.77 (1.95)

Challenging Learning Environment Fall 1.25 (2.65) 0.69 ns
Spring 1.05 (1.83)

Feedback to Many Fall 0.28 (0.55) 1.71 ns
Spring 0.44 (0.76)

Instructional Activities Fall 1.35(1.94) 1.37 ns
Spring 1.80 (2.74)

Many Participate Fall 1.54 (2.42) 0.44 ns
Spring 1.39 (1.71)

Pacing Fall 0.92 (1.33) 1.32 ns
Spring 1.20 (1.65)

Peer Evaluation® Fall 0.00 (0.00) 2.48 *
Spring 0.19 (0.68)

Positive Feedback Fall 0.67 (1.09) 1.68 ns
Spring 0.97 (1.30)

Practice Opportunities Fall 1.59 (2.29) 0.43 ns
Spring 1.46 (1.78)

Rapport Fall 2.01 (2.03) 1.40 ns
Spring 1.62 (1.86)
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Table 4 Cont.
Feedback?® Semester M (SD) Paired p
t-test

Relevant Connections Fall 1.35(1.92) 1.97 *
Spring 1.84 (1.71)

Restorative Practices Fall 1.09 (1.66) 0.14 ns
Spring 1.13 (1.71)

Scans Room Fall 1.73 (1.71) 3.08 **
Spring 1.04 (1.33)

SDAIE-UDL Fall 1.51(2.72) 0.18 ns
Spring 1.58 (2.27)

Sequencing Fall 1.15 (1.43) 1.36 ns
Spring 1.46 (2.12)

Strong Voice Fall 1.29 (1.37) 0.91 ns
Spring 1.10 (1.42)

Student to Student Interactions Fall 1.76 (2.56) 0.07 ns
Spring 1.73 (2.07)

Student Self-Reflection Fall 0.08 (0.31) 2.36 *
Spring 0.22 (0.47)

Teachable Moments Fall 0.51 (0.85) 1.52 ns
Spring 0.75 (1.20)

Technology Fall 0.63 (1.00) 0.88 ns
Spring 0.49 (1.04)

Timely Feedback Fall 0.57 (1.63) 0.24 ns
Spring 0.62 (1.02)

Wait Time Fall 0.58 (0.96) 2.02 *
Spring 0.91 (1.25)

an =79. PEqual variances not assumed. *p <.05. **p < .01.

3) What effect does university-supervisors’ feedback
have on candidates’ performance on the summative as-
sessment known as the edTPA?

To determine the effect of feedback on edTPA, we
conducted a Univariate General Linear Model and associ-
ated t-tests. The sum of the four edTPA Instructional Ru-
brics (see Table 1) served as the dependent variable.
Whether or not teacher-candidates received each of 29
types of feedback that university-supervisors provided in

the Spring semester (3 months preceding the edTPA)
served as independent variables. Peer Evaluation was not
included, because none of the teacher-candidates received
this type of feedback from university-supervisors in the
Spring semester. We conducted a Univariate General Lin-
ear Model, because conducting many independent t-tests
has a likelihood of producing Type 1 errors. The associated
t-tests are reported in Table 5.

Table 5
Difference in Means (SD) on Instructional Portion of the edTPA Based on Feedback
Feedback Given or Not n M (SD) t-test p
Academic Language Given 37 12.67 (0.88) 2.27 <.05
Not Given 42 12.26 (0.73)
Acquires & Maintains Attention Given 33 12.48 (0.71) 0.26 ns
Not Given 46 12.43 (0.91)
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Table 5 Cont.

Feedback Given or Not n M (SD) t-test p

Behavior Expectations Given 37 12.57 (0.73) 1.13 ns
Not Given 42 12.36 (0.91)

Builds on Responses of Students Given 45 12.62 (0.78) 2.10 <.05
Not Given 34 12.24 (0.85)

Challenging Learning Environment Given 19 12.53 (0.61) 0.42 ns
Not Given 60 12.43 (0.89)

Feedback to Many Given 10 12.50 (0.77) 0.18 ns
Not Given 69 12.45 (0.86)

Instructional Activities Given 30 12.60 (0.77) 1.21 ns
Not Given 49 12.37 (0.86)

Many Participate Given 32 12.56 (0.72) 0.94 ns
Not Given 47 12.38 (0.90)

Modeling Given 42 12.52 (0.77) 0.78 ns
Not Given 37 12.38 (0.89)

Movement Around the Room Given 28 12.61 (0.69) 1.21 ns
Not Given 51 12.37 (0.89)

Pacing Given 26 12.38 (0.75) 0.53 ns
Not Given 53 12.49 (0.87)

Positive Feedback Given 22 12.59 (0.67) 0.90 ns
Not Given 57 12.40 (0.88)

Positive Language Given 35 12.54 (0.70) 0.83 ns
Not Given 44 12.39 (0.92)

Practice Opportunities Given 31 12.45 (0.81) 0.35 ns
Not Given 48 12.46 (0.85)

Rapport Given 32 12.56 (0.72) 0.94 ns
Not Given 47 12.38 (0.90)

Relevant Connections Given 43 12.49 (0.80) 0.38 ns
Not Given 36 12.42 (0.87)

Restorative Practices Given 29 12.55 (0.78) 0.78 ns
Not Given 50 12.40 (0.86)

Scans Room Given 26 12.50 (0.65) 0.33 ns
Not Given 53 12.43 (0.91)

Sequencing Given 31 12.45 (0.57) 0.04 ns
Not Given 48 12.46 (0.97)

Strong Voice Given 30 12.53 (0.73) 0.65 ns
Not Given 49 12.41 (0.89)

Student to Student Interactions Given 42 12.50 (0.80) 0.50 ns
Not Given 37 12.41 (0.86)

Student Self-Reflection Given 4 13.00 (1.41) 1.36 ns
Not Given 75 12.43 (0.79)
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Table 5 Cont.

Feedback Given or Not n M (SD) t-test p

Technology Given 13 12.69 (0.75) 1.13 ns
Not Given 66 12.41 (0.84)

Timely Feedback Given 15 12.53 (0.74) 0.40 ns
Not Given 64 12.44 (0.85)

Wait Time Given 23 12.61 (0.78) 1.05 ns
Not Given 56 12.39 (0.85)

Findings show that teacher-candidates who received
feedback on skills “academic language” and “builds on
responses of students” performed statistically significantly
better on the Instruction Rubrics of the edTPA than candi-
dates who did not receive feedback on those skills. These
findings highlight the associative relationship supervisors’
feedback play in the development of candidates’ teaching
skills.

Discussion, Future Research, and Implications

Empirical research suggests that video-based coach-
ing tools have the potential to develop proper teaching be-
haviors in novice teachers (Kennedy & Lees, 2016) and
improve K-12 students’ academic and behavioral out-
comes (Gregory et al., 2017). These studies, however, do
not report the mechanism or process by which video-based
coaching supports teacher-candidates? With this question
in mind, our research examined feedback provided by uni-
versity-supervisors via a video-based coaching tool to ele-
mentary teacher-candidates over the course of an academic
year. We were particularly interested in what pedagogical
skills supervisors were using to help teacher-candidates
notice aspects of their teaching. The video-based coaching
tool, Sibme, allowed supervisors to identify specific peda-
gogical skills when providing feedback to teacher-candi-
dates. These pedagogical skills were aligned to state stand-
ards and to a national performance assessment that is
widely used throughout the United States, the edTPA.

Two theoretical constructs guided our thinking about
feedback. First, feedback needs to be positive and specific
(Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008; VVoerman et al.,
2012). Our findings suggest that university-supervisors
were liberal with dispensing “bright spots” for both fall
and spring semesters. They, however, provided more
“ideas” in the fall to teacher candidates than the spring se-
mester. Additionally, university-supervisors asked fewer
questions that promoted critical thinking among teacher-
candidates across both semesters. These findings align
with previous research that describe university-supervisors
as tending to provide positive forms of feedback, as op-
posed to constructive support (Kolman, 2018; Ritter et al.,
2011; Schwartz, Walkowiak, Poling, Richardson, & Polly,
2018). Being positive may be a tool supervisors use to bol-
ster teacher-candidates’ confidence and motivation 2%
while perhaps avoiding negative reactions from candi-
dates. The skills needed to become an effective teacher,
however, are complex and require much needed support
from teachers in the field as well as university-supervisors.
Therefore, constructive feedback provides teacher-candi-
dates opportunities to correct and practice necessary skills

to be effective in classrooms. Moreover, constructive feed-
back enables teacher-candidates to be persist in supporting
their students when teaching or classroom experiences be-
come challenging. University-supervisors, as a result, must
establish good rapport that builds trust with teacher candi-
dates, so that they can feel safe to make mistakes and be
supported to develop as teaching professionals (Cummins,
2004; Nolan, 2013).

Our data also reports that university-supervisors of-
fered feedback that focused on specific pedagogical skills.
According to Goodwin’s (1994) professional vision and
Mason’s (2002) noticings, the level of specificity plays a
role in the effectiveness of feedback. The findings from our
study suggest that most university-supervisors offered spe-
cific feedback that addressed teacher-candidates’ class-
room management and instructional activities. University-
supervisors frequently shared with teacher-candidates the
importance of setting appropriate behavioral expectations
and using positive language when talking to students.
Likewise, university-supervisors provided feedback on
modeling and asking questions with a focus on instruc-
tional activities. These skills are important for novice
teachers to develop because they focus on what Kolman
(2018) refers to as links to the lesson plan. Stating clear
expectations, modeling, and asking questions are teacher
skills associated with lesson planning and design. In short,
these types of feedback focus mainly on the activity of
teaching (i.e., what teachers do) rather than the outcomes
of teaching (what students learn). Kolman (2018) further
states that these types of skills are especially offered as
feedback to teacher-candidates whom supervisors perceive
as struggling. When a university-supervisor supports a
teacher candidate whom they perceive to be advanced,
feedback tend to focus on student learning. In short, uni-
versity-supervisors use their professional vision to notice
what they deem important pedagogical skills, especially
for teacher-candidates whom they perceive need little re-
mediation.

In addition to examining on what skills university-su-
pervisors focused their feedback, we also investigated
whether university-supervisors modulated their feedback
to support differential needs of their teacher-candidates. At
the beginning of student-teaching experiences, teacher-
candidates may require different types of feedback than
later in the program, as they develop more teaching skills.
Our findings highlight that for the most part, university-
supervisors maintained the same level of feedback on most
skills throughout the academic year. For example, univer-
sity-supervisors provided mostly positive feedback for the
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entirety of the clinical field experience in the schools. The
level of constructive feedback (i.e., asking questions) also
did not fluctuate overtime. University-supervisors did of-
fer more ideas and recommendations to candidates toward
the beginning of the year than the latter part of the teacher-
credential program. This reflects supervisors’ promoting
candidates’ gradual acquisition of responsibility (Pearson
& Gallagher, 1983; Wehb et al., 2019). When teacher can-
didates are new in the classroom, supervisors highlight cer-
tain skills. As candidates become more experienced, these
skills become less relevant to supporting candidates’ de-
velopment.

With regard to pedagogical skills, university-supervi-
sors modulated the amount of feedback associated with no-
ticing classroom management and student-centered skills
during the academic year. Toward the start of the academic
year, university-supervisors provided more feedback that
focused on skills such as moving around the room or scan-
ning the room than toward the end of the program. Again,
this reflects candidates’ gradual acquisition of responsibil-
ity with regards to classroom management skills. Supervi-
sors’ feedback focused more on classroom management in
the fall semester and less so in the spring semester.

As candidates gained more independence with class-
room management, supervisors were able to provide feed-
back that focused more on student-centered skills.
Teacher-candidates were encouraged to notice specific
pedagogical skills such as promoting relevant connections
between the lesson and their students, fostering students to
reflect on their own skills and to evaluate their peers, and
considering the importance of wait time when asking ques-
tions. This shift supports candidates in becoming more
constructivist, with greater attention to student-centered
skills (Schwartz et al., 2018). Supervisors’ feedback may
reflect the developmental progression of teacher-candi-
dates, but it also may reflect supervisors’ perceptions of
their candidates. Since university-supervisors focused on
student-centered pedagogies with some teacher candidates
rather than all, perhaps university-supervisors perceived
select candidates as advanced enough to receive feedback
about student-centered pedagogies (Ritter et al., 2011).
Another possible explanation may be that supervisors are
modulating their focus because of the edTPA, which can-
didates complete near the conclusion of the program. Thus,
as student-centered activities increased in preparation for
the edTPA, so did feedback on student-centered skills.
Okraski and Kissau (2018) suggests that university-struc-
tured activities provide support for candidates in develop-
ing their understanding of the focus and purpose of the
edTPA. University-supervisors use their professional vi-
sion to determine what skills should be noticed, when
should the skills be noticed, and who is eligible to notice
them. Therefore, university-supervisors play a significant
role in what is noticed by teacher-candidates. Does this
role lead to tangible outcomes for the candidate?

Thus, we examined the effect of university-supervi-
sors’ feedback on teacher-candidates’ edTPA perfor-
mance. If university-supervisors modulate their feedback
in order to support candidates on the edTPA, does their
feedback influence candidates’ edTPA performance? Re-
sults show that when supervisors offered feedback on stu-
dent-centered pedagogical skills, candidates scored higher
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on the edTPA. Research findings that identify connections
between university-supervisors’ support and performance
on high-stakes assessments like the edTPA are rare. Yet,
in our research study university-supervisors helped candi-
dates notice some relevant skills that, according to our
data, showed an association with increased performance
on the edTPA. It is likely that feedback on classroom man-
agement skills do not relate to edTPA scores mainly be-
cause edTPA focuses more on student-centered skills ra-
ther than class management. Of those student-centered
skills, academic language use and building on students’ re-
sponses were significantly connected with edTPA scores.
That is, when university-supervisors encouraged candi-
dates to notice these stated skills, their performance on the
edTPA was significantly higher than those candidates who
were not encouraged to notice these skills.

These findings suggest that university-supervisors’
feedback can have a measurable effect on candidates’ ped-
agogical development. Moreover, our findings highlight
that supervisors do not just provide emotional support to
candidates (Donovan & Cannon, 2018), but rather, univer-
sity-supervisors can have a profound role in helping candi-
dates notice the professional vision associated with effec-
tive teaching. Performance-based assessments, like the
edTPA, can help identify that professional vision. Video-
based coaching enables supervisors to support teacher-can-
didates’ noticings of pedagogical skills associated with the
teaching performance and effective teaching (Choppin &
Meuwissen, 2017).

Future Research

This study reports findings about the feedback uni-
versity-supervisors provide to teacher-candidates and how
that feedback supports candidates’ performance on a na-
tional performance-based assessment. Our findings show a
connection between feedback to teacher-candidates and
their edTPA performance. Our findings, however, do not
confirm that the feedback university-supervisors provided
teacher-candidates enabled them to perform better on the
edTPA. To confirm such a cause and effect relationship,
future research should not only examine the tags used to
help candidates notice specific pedagogical skills, but also
the written feedback as well as face to face conversations
explaining the meaning behind the tags.

Another focus of future research should be on ensur-
ing reliability among labeled skills associated with univer-
sity-supervisors® feedback. While some supervisors ad-
dressed student-centered skills, the interpretation of those
skills by individual supervisors could be different. Future
research should examine how supervisors are trained to
provide feedback and the calibration of feedback labels
among supervisors. Understanding how supervisors’ use
video-based coaching tools to support and develop future
teachers is an important area of research to conduct. Video-
based coaching offers many newly available opportunities.
The tool, however, is only as good as the users’ attitudes
toward it (Authors, 2018). Defining the context for this
video-based coaching tool to be useful and best practices
for how to effectively use this tool should be part of future
research.

Implications

Video-based coaching can change the role of univer-
sity-supervisors from support providers who provide
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future teachers with emotional support to coaches who use
their expertise to help future teachers notice essential ped-
agogical skills within their instructional practice. Moreo-
ver, this new approach to coaching teacher-candidates can
result in the development and implementation of best prac-
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BIZIEO-TPEHIHTI JJIs1 3ABE3NIEYEHHS IMTPOPECIMHOT O PO3BUTKY
BUMTEJIIB IOYATKOBUX KJIACIB

[Mporpamu neaarorivHoi OCBITH NParHyTh yJOCKOHAJIUTH CBOIO KIIHIYHY HPaKTHKY AJsl MaiOyTHIX BunTemiB. Bi-
JICO-TPEHIHT J03BOJISIE YHIBEPCUTETCHKUM (DaxiBISIM MOXKIIMBICTh HaJaBaTH KOHCTPYKTUBHHI 3BOPOTHHH 3B’SI30K Maki-
OyTHIM BUHMTeNsIM. BiIBIIICT TOCHIKEHD BiI€O-TPEHIHTY 30CEPEIKYIOTECS Ha TOMY, SIK IpOorpama Jornomarae MaioyT-
HIM BYMTEJISIM ITOMITHTH aCIIEKTH IXHHOTO HaBYaHHs. Mallo JOCIiKEHb IPUCBAYEHO THIIAM YHIBEPCUTETCHKUX 3BOPOT-
HUX 3B’S3KIB, 5IKi 320€31e4yI0Th CBOiX MaiiOyTHIX BumTeniB. L{s poboTa qOCIimKy€e K 301CHIOETHCS YHIBEPCUTETCHKHIMA
3BOPOTHHI 3B’S30K 1 SIKUM YHMHOM BiH 3MIHIOE€ KypC NpOrpaMd Ta HOro BIUIMB Ha MiJCYMKOBY OILIHKY Ha OCHOBI
epexTuBHOCTI. Ha 0CcHOBI 3BOpOTHOTO 3B’s13KY 16 yHiBepcHTeTCHKUX (axiBLiB aisd 124 MaifOyTHIX BUHUTEINIB IOYATKO-
BHX KJIACIB, BCTAHOBIICHO, IO YHIBEPCUTETCHKI 3BOPOTHI 3B’S3KM MAIOTh TCHICHIIIO OYTH OLIBII MO3UTHUBICTCHKIMH,
HiXK KOHCTPYKTHBHUMH. HaBruku BHOOpY, Ha SKUX (DaxiBIN 30cepeKyBaINCh, MOAYIIOBAJIICE ¥ Yaci Ta aCOIIIOIOTHCS
3 po0OOTOrO MaifOyTHIX BUMTENIB HA IMiICYMKOBIH OIiHII €(peKTUBHOCTI. BUCHOBKH IIhOT'O AOCIIIKESHHS CBIUATh MPO TE,
0 YHIBEPCUTETCHKI (DaxiBIli MOXKYTB 3a JOMTOMOTOIO BiIEO-TPEHIHTY CYTTEBO BILTMBATH Ha HaBYAIbHY IPOIYKTHBHICTh
MaiOyTHIX BYUTEIIIB.

KaiouoBi ciioBa: neparoriuHa ocBita, MaifOyTHI BUMTEN, YHIBEPCUTETCHKI (haxiBlli, HABYaHHS Ha OCHOBI BiZI€O,
3BOPOTHHH 3B’S30K, OLIIHKA HA OCHOBI €()eKTUBHOCTI.
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BUJIbI JMJAKTUUECKNAX MOJEJIEN MTPOLIECCA OB YUEHHUS

B cmamve 060cH06b18aCMCSL 803MONCHOCHID COBEPUICHCTNBOBAHUSL PE3YIbMAMUSHOCIU HPOYECca 0OYUeHUIo Jio-
001l QucyunIuHbl Nymem e20 npedsapumenbHo20 MOOeIUPOSaHUsl. Ycmanoeneno, 4mo niodas Ou0aKmuieckas mMooeinb
cocmoum u3 mpex 610K08: OP2AHU3AYUOHHO20, KOMOPbLIL npedcmasisiem co00ll Imanvl 0OYUeHUsl; COOePHCAMENbHOLO0,
BKIIOUAIOWE20 36eHbsL: Yeau 00VYeHUsl, INeMeHmbl NpeoMema O00yHeHUs: U KOMHOHEHMbL COOEPIHCAHUSL OOVUeHUs.,
POYECCyanbHo20, GKIIOUAIOWE20 36eHbsL: MemoObl 00YYeHUsl, CPeOCmea 0OYYeHUsl, KOHMPOJb Pe3yibmamos ooyue-
nust. Taxast moOdens obradaem credyIoWuMU C6OUCMEAMU  CUCHEMHOCMU: YeLOCHHOCHbIO, UePAPXUYHOCIbIO, dMep-
02HCEMHOCMbIO, PYHKYUOHATLHOCMbIO, CUuHepeemuyHocmyvio. Ee eanuonocms onpedensemcs KOHYenmyaibHo, mo ecib
yuemom: OUANeKMu4eckux 3aKkOH08 NO3HAHUS OKpYJicaloujell OelCmeumenbHOCm, CUHEP2eMUYECKUX 3aKOHO8 63AUMO-
deticmeust OOILUUX U MATBIX BETUYUH, KOMOPbIE 8 Nedazo2uKe npeocmasisaiom coOou 02poMHble MACCUBHL UHGDOPMAYUU
60 MHO2UX 0OIACMAX 3HAHULL U CNOCODbL ee KOMApeccuu OJist 603MONCHO20 NO BPEMEHU ee NO3HAHUSL, NCUXOJI0SUYECKUX
3aKOHOMEPHOCMEN YCBOEHUS 3ANPOCPAMMUPOBAHHO20 MAMEPUANA U OUOAKMUYECKUX NPUHYUNIO8 OP2AHUAYUL NPOYeCcca
obyuenus. Ee 8anuonocmes makxce onpeoensiemcs: KpUmepuaibHo — nymem UCnOIb3068aHUs CLe0VIoWux KpUmepues:
CPABHUMENbHO-YENeNOoNA2aAIoWe20, CPAGHUMENbHO-MEMAMULECKO20, CIMPYKMYPHO-CPAGHUMENbHO20, CPAGHUMENbHO-
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