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Abstract: Understanding best practices in online learning environments has become
an important area of research in recent years, both before and during the
pandemic. Video feedback has been studied as a way to enhance instructor social
presence and create classroom community, though more research is needed to
understand these constructs in various contexts. The current study sought to
understand the extent to which video feedback enhanced instructor social presence
in an asynchronous online course. Participants included five sections of an advanced
educational psychology course for pre-service teachers. A qualitative, descriptive
design using both surveys (n = 63) and interviews (n = 10) was employed to
explore student perceptions of video feedback. Findings demonstrate that video
feedback enhanced instructor social presence and that weekly videos improved
students’ overall experience in the course. The video-based feedback led students
to develop a better relationship with the course instructor and improved their
overall experience in the course. Implications for student outcomes and instructor
planning in online courses are discussed.
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An increased interest in online learning environments has led to discussions about
the effectiveness of various forms of feedback students receive throughout an
online course. While traditionally, feedback has come in the form of written
comments, scholars have begun to focus on alternative methods that provide more
opportunities for personalized, high-quality feedback messages. Specifically,
research has investigated the effectiveness of video feedback in establishing
positive learning environments and connections between students and instructors
(Anson et al., 2016; Borup et al., 2014).

Recent literature has demonstrated the ways in which asynchronous, one-to-one
video feedback is advantageous for building student-teacher relationships, with
students claiming that watching video feedback felt personal (Darby & Lang, 2019;
Marshall et al., 2020) and made them feel like the instructor knew them (Parton et
al., 2010), cared about them, (Henderson & Phillips, 2015), and valued them
(Harper et al., 2012). Students have also reported that video feedback made
asynchronous instructors feel more real, which motivated them to complete
assignments (Borup et al., 2014). Instructors reported that it was easier to give
encouragement and communicate authentically with their students using video
feedback, compared to text-based comments (Harper et al., 2012).

Though studies exploring student perceptions of video feedback have largely
yielded positive findings, students have also reported potential drawbacks, including
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feeling anxious to watch their video feedback and finding it difficult to contextualize
their video feedback comments within their written projects (Henderson & Phillips,
2015). Additionally, some students were found to be more likely to respond to text
feedback due to convenience (Borup et al., 2014) while others reported that they
preferred video to text feedback but found it time consuming to download
(McCarthy, 2015).

Understanding the influence asynchronous video feedback has on student
perceptions of student-teacher relationships may help instructors facilitate online
and blended learning environments that support a sense of classroom community
and encourage student engagement and cognitive presence (Collins et al.,

2019). The current study sought to understand student perceptions of video
feedback in a graduate online asynchronous educational psychology course offered
to pre-service teachers. Our goal was to answer the following research question: To
what extent did the video feedback enhance instructor social presence in an
asynchronous course?

Literature Review
Instructor Social Presence

Social presence has been considered in a variety of contexts, though scholars have
recently been interested in how social presence impacts online spaces. According to
Gunawardena (1995), social presence can be considered in part a product of
behavior and therefore could “be cultivated” by participants (p.162). This idea
became widely accepted and has been the foundation for much of the recent
research in this area. Garrison et al. (1999) built on Gunawardena’s ideas when
they created the Community of Inquiry (Col) framework to examine text-based
learning interactions in an online learning environment. According to Garrison et
al.’s (1999) Col framework, the online educational experience consists of three
presences: social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence (Oyarzun et
al., 2018). This framework posits that these three presences overlap to create an
effective learning experience and specifically discusses the role of social presence,
defined as the learner’s ability to present himself or herself as a “real person”
(Garrison et al., 1999, p. 89). This can be a prerequisite to cognitive presence, or
the extent to which students are able to construct knowledge from their interactions
with others in the online environment (Borup et al., 2014). Teaching presence is
defined as the design, facilitation of discourse, and direct instruction of the
cognitive and social processes of learning to achieve higher order thinking
(Anderson et al., 2001), and the intersection of teaching and social presence is
known as instructor presence or instructor social presence (Lowenthal, 2015).
Garrison and colleagues (1999) go on to explain that social presence’s dimensions
include affective expression, open communication, and group cohesion (Garrison et
al., 1999; Rourke et al., 2001).

Although social presence largely focuses on student social presence within the Col

framework, researchers have acknowledged that a teacher’s responsibility to
facilitate discourse overlaps with the behaviors identified in the Col’s framework for
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social presence (Anderson et al., 2001). Specifically, instructor social presence has
been defined as instructors establishing their presence in terms of frequency of
communication and interaction with students as well as supporting students
through the learning process (Lowenthal, 2015). In their study on the nature of
social presence in online course discussions, Swan and Shih (2005) found that
instructors’ social presence had a larger impact on student outcomes than students’
social presence. More recently, Pollard et al. (2014) found instructor social presence
to be a significant contributor to positive learning communities. The COVID-19
pandemic forced all instruction to temporarily move online (Benito et al., 2021) and
demand for online courses, especially at the graduate level, is likely to persist. As
such, finding ways to improve instructor social presence is of great importance.

Video Feedback

An important way in which instructor social presence can be established is through
various forms of feedback students receive throughout an online course.
Traditionally, feedback has come in the form of written comments on assignments.
However, recent literature has established that audio and video feedback have the
ability to convey the non-verbal immediacy cues necessary to create closeness and
increase social presence (Anson et al., 2016; Borup et al., 2014). Collins et al.
(2019) also argue that asynchronous video may improve student engagement by
increasing students’ perceptions of instructor social presence in online courses. In a
recent review of the literature on video feedback, Bahula and Kay (2021) found that
a majority of higher education students preferred video feedback over text-based
feedback. Specifically, they found that video feedback offered more detail, was
easier to understand, supported higher-level thinking, kept students engaged, was
perceived as more personal and authentic, increased social connections and their
connection to the instructor, and increased student interaction with the course
(Bahula & Kay, 2021).

Research has also demonstrated some challenges associated with video feedback.
Accessibility problems have proven to be barriers for many students, including
students not knowing how to access the video-based feedback (Thompson & Lee,
2012), files incompatible with devices (Deeley, 2018), slow download speeds or
Internet connections (McCarthy, 2015), poor audio quality (Ali, 2016), or the
absence of speakers or headphones (Hyde, 2013). Additionally, studies have
reported that students found the linear nature of video feedback to be problematic
as they were unable to scan the feedback (as one would text comments), requiring
them to review the videos multiple times and slowing down the revision process
(i.e., Borup et al., 2015; Thompson & Lee, 2012). While some studies have found
video feedback to soften the impact of receiving challenging feedback (e.g.,
Marshall et al., 2020), other studies have reported that students experienced
negative feelings when receiving video-based feedback, such as anxiety,
nervousness, discomfort, awkwardness, or a hesitancy to watch the feedback (Ali,
2016; Edwards et al., 2012, Hyde, 2013; Lamey, 2015). Therefore, it is important
to continue to investigate student perceptions of video feedback to fully understand
the impacts it may have on student engagement and instructor social presence.
Understanding the influence asynchronous video feedback has on student
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perceptions of instructor social presence may help online and blended format
instructors facilitate student-teacher relationships that support a sense of classroom
community and encourage student engagement and cognitive presence (Collins et
al., 2019).

Methods

This study aimed to understand student perceptions of video-based writing
feedback in an asynchronous online course offered to pre-service teachers. This
study’s participants were students enrolled in a master’s level educational
psychology course. The study took place at a large public university located in a
mid-sized city in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States that enrolls over
30,000 students, one-third of which are from underrepresented groups. Advanced
Educational Psychology is a required course for students seeking a master’s degree
in teaching. The course focuses on theories and research about educational
psychology principles that influence effective learning and teaching. Five sections of
the same course were offered in the Fall 2019 (one section), Spring 2020 (two
sections), and Spring 2021 (two sections) semesters; all were taught by the same
instructor.

A qualitative descriptive design was employed to explore student perceptions of the
video feedback they received in the course. The primary deliverable in the course
was the Review of Research and Application Project (RRAP). The RRAP was a
multiple-part assignment that offers students the option of choosing a topic they
feel best meets their individual learning needs and preferences. The focus of the
assignment was a review and critique of current educational psychology research
and the application of both research and theories of learning and motivation to
instructional practice. The assignment was broken into four parts, all of which
received feedback. In Part I, students were asked to identify three potential topics
for their research, and the instructor provided written feedback on the quality of
these topics. Part II was dedicated to finding empirical research studies related to
the students’ topics. Students were asked to submit APA citations of five articles for
the instructor to review, and three of these were expected to be used in the final
product. The instructor provided written feedback on the articles submitted for this
assignment. In Part III, students submitted an outline of their RRAP and received
video feedback from the instructor. Students were instructed to provide as much
detail as possible, since more detailed outlines received more feedback. The final
part of the paper, Part IV, received extensive video feedback as students were
given the opportunity to revise their final papers based on the feedback they
received. Minimal written comments were included in the paper to be used as
markers for discussion in the feedback video. A rubric was used to score the final
paper, and the video feedback addressed the scores on the rubric.

The process of recording and sharing video feedback changed over the course of

the study due to differences in learning management systems. The first two
semesters of the course, Fall 2019 and Spring 2020, used Google Classroom, and

Journal of Effective Teaching in Higher Education, vol. 5, no. 2



Video Feedback and Instructor Social Presence 47

the third semester of the course, Spring 2021, used Canvas!. Within Google
Classroom, the instructor used Zoom to screencast each student’s paper and
verbally walk through the feedback provided. Videos were downloaded from Zoom
and uploaded to YouTube as a private video. Links were then generated for
individual students to be able to view their video feedback and were posted in the
assignment comments in Google Classroom. This process averaged about 20-25
minutes for each paper. Videos ranged from 5 to 10 minutes in length, with the
additional time spent on reading and scoring the paper. In Canvas, the instructor
used the video feedback tool embedded in the platform to provide feedback. While
this did not allow the instructor to screencast the paper, it reduced the amount of
time required to download, upload, and share a link to a video. Videos ranged from
three to six minutes in length, and the entire process of reading and scoring the
paper and recording the video took approximately 20-25 minutes, with some
additional time spent on written comments compared to previous semesters since
screencasting was not an option in Canvas.

Participants

Participants were selected using purposive sampling. The students enrolled in this
course were pre-service teachers, all of whom were pursuing a master’s degree.
Approximately half of these students were a part of a teacher residency program
that sought to train teachers for urban and high poverty school contexts in the
metropolitan region in which the university resides. All students enrolled in the
instructor’s graduate educational psychology courses from the Fall 2019, Spring
2020, and Spring 2021 semesters were invited to participate in the study. Overall,
63 students, representing a response rate of 72.4%, agreed to participate in the
study. Demographic information was intentionally not collected from individual
survey participants, since doing so would have “outed” some students. See Table 1
for descriptive statistics for the students enrolled in the course.

Two types of data were collected. First, all students were invited to complete a
survey at the end of the semester about their experiences in the course, including
their perceptions of the feedback received on their RRAP project. The survey was a
routine part of the course structure, serving as a way for the instructor to collect
formative feedback about the students’ experiences in the course. Specific items
were added to this survey that were relevant to the study’s research, and other
items were considered as appropriate based on student responses. For example,
students were asked to comment on their perception of video versus written
feedback and how connected they felt to their instructor and classmates.
Additionally, students were asked to describe the most effective aspect of the
course, and responses related to video feedback were included in this study. At the
conclusion of the survey, students were invited to leave their email address if they
were willing to participate in an interview about their experiences in the course.
They were informed that we were specifically interested in their experiences with
the video feedback they received on their writing assignments in the course.

The instructor used Google Classroom until the University adopted Canvas in the
2020-2021 academic year.
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Table 1

Demographics of Students Enrolled in the Course

Variable Fall Spring Spring
2019 2020 2021 Total
Race/Ethnicity N (%) N (%) N (%) N(%)
African American or Black 2 (9.1) 6 (18.8) 10 (30.3) 18 (20.7)
Asian American 0 (0.0) 1(3.1) 2 (6.1) 3(3.4)
Hispanic or Latina/o 1(4.5) 1(3.1) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.3)
White or Caucasian 19 (86.4) 22 (68.8) 20 (60.6) 61 (70.1)
Other 0 (0.) 2 (6.3) 1 (3.0) 3(3.4)
Gender
Female 17 (77.3) 27 (84.4) 29 (87.9) 73(83.9)
Male 5(22.7) 5 (15.6) 4 (12.1) 14 (16.1)
Teacher Education Program
Elementary 17 (77.3) 15 (46.9) 11 (33.3) 43 (49.4)
Special Education 4 (18.2) 15 (46.9) 19 (57.6) 38 (43.7)
Secondary 0 (0.0) 2 (6.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.3)
Teacher Residency? 0 (0.0) 13 (40.6) 8 (24.2) 21 (24.1)
Other 1 (4.5) 0 (0.0) 3(9.1) 4 (4.6)
Total 22 32 33 87

Note. N = 87; ? student was enrolled in the university’s teacher residency program

Ten of the 63 students who completed a survey participated in an interview.
Interviews followed a semi-structured protocol and lasted between 15 and 30
minutes. Questions probed for participants’ previous online learning experiences,
how connected they felt with peers and the instructor in this course, and their
perceptions of the video feedback they received in the class, including on the RRAP
assignment. The interview protocol used for this study can be found in Appendix A.
All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim.

Several considerations were made to ensure the protection of the participants in
the study. This was especially important given the power dynamics that exist
between instructors and students. A member of the research team who worked at a
different university and had no prior interactions with the students was introduced
to the class two weeks prior to the conclusion of each semester. This team member
independently contacted students to solicit their participation in the project. This
team member consented, interviewed participants, and transcribed the interviews
thereafter. No interviews were completed until final grades were posted for the
course. Audio recordings were deleted following the verification of transcripts.
Race/ethnicity, gender, and other demographic variables were not collected in the
survey participation as part of an effort to protect the identity of the participants.
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Collecting demographic data would have identified some individuals enrolled in the
course. Transcripts did not contain any personally identifiable information and
transcript files were named using a unique code. Personally identifiable information
that was shared during the course of an interview, such as the university the
student attended for their undergraduate education, was redacted. The instructor of
the course did not interact with any of the transcripts until they were in deidentified
form. Surveys were administered at the conclusion of the semester; responses
were anonymous. An information letter was used for both in lieu of an informed
consent form since a signed consent form would have been the only documentation
linking an individual with participation in this study. This work was approved by
both universities’ institutional review boards.

Positionality?

Our team of researchers consisted of two individuals: one with expertise in
educational psychology, who taught the course in which the study took place. The
other member of the team was not connected with the course under study but had
also previously used video-based feedback for writing deliverables assigned in their
online coursework. Both members of this research team have studied and published
on writing feedback previously (Marshall et al., 2020). Similar to the study’s
participants, both researchers have been involved with teacher preparation
programs previously and both were formerly secondary public education teachers.
Our collective expertise allowed for different perspectives on the data during
analysis. Had only the instructor of the course conducted the study, it would have
posed ethical issues related to power dynamics discussed previously, and it may
have been difficult for them to separate a desire for positive outcomes in their
teaching from the findings in this study.

Data Analysis

After the interviews were conducted and transcribed, we followed a member
checking protocol which afforded participants the opportunity to review the
transcripts of their interviews to ensure that we accurately captured their thoughts
and perspectives (Maxwell, 2013). A hybrid coding approach was used for this
analysis (Saldafa, 2015), and interview transcripts were coded using Atlas.ti
version 9. Survey data were also imported into Atlas.ti for analysis. A priori codes
were initially created to correspond to aspects of writing feedback, video-based
feedback, and instructor social presence. Additional codes were added as needed
based on the transcripts. A total of 48 codes were initially created during the first
round of coding. Team members met to discuss coding and created a final list of 23
codes that were used to analyze the qualitative data. A second round of coding was
conducted thereafter. Emerging themes were identified individually. The team met
a final time to discuss discrepancies and reach consensus on findings.

2positionality statements are important to include when reporting on qualitative
research (Foote & Bartell, 2011). They allow the researchers to identify the
experiences they bring into the work that may influence the research process.
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Results

This study sought to understand the extent to which using video-based feedback for
student writing deliverables enhanced instructor social presence in an asynchronous
online graduate-level course. These findings reflect what we learned from the
survey and interview data we collected. Overall, four themes emerged in the data.
Three themes correspond with aspects of instructor social presence, and the fourth
represents an unexpected factor in our findings: (1) participants perceived the
instructor as a “real person”; (2) video feedback added emotional expression; (3)
participants reported feeling connected to the instructor; and (4) weekly videos
improved student experience.

Participants Perceived the Instructor as a “"Real Person”

The students we surveyed and interviewed shared that the video feedback they
received helped them to perceive their instructor as a “real person” that they got to
know over the course of the semester. Students in the course described this
especially in terms of the writing feedback they received. One student shared that
videos made the course more personable, explaining, “The professor made
everything super personable. She made herself very human to us and reached out
to us as often as she could.” Another student shared that seeing the instructor’s
face made a difference:

A lot of my professors in the past would take a pen and write on my paper or
just put a grade on my paper or attach a rubric to it and circle where I fell on
the rubric. But this was different because I could see her face...I think it was
as if I was sitting down in front of her in person and she was going through
my paper with me, which was incredibly helpful.

A third student similarly shared, “"She gave me video feedback for one of them, but
she Zoomed with me about the other one, and she was actually going through my
paper with me. And she was sitting on her front porch with her dog outside with her
and I was like, ‘Wow, she’s actually just another human being.”” As basic as this
first finding may seem, it can be easy for those engaged in asynchronous online
teaching and learning to be faceless names on a screen. The addition of videos in
the writing process added a dimension of instructor social presence in the course.

Video Feedback Added Emotional Expression

Participants described the added benefit of having tone, expression, and nonverbal
communication cues added to the feedback that they received on their writing, all
of which are missing when feedback is only provided in written form. In open-ended
survey responses, only three percent of participants indicated that they preferred to
receive written feedback only. Alternatively, 86% of students specifically
commented on aspects of video feedback that enhanced their experience in the
course. One student shared the video feedback allowed them to see the instructor’s
body language, explaining “...when she was providing feedback over the video, it's
like you can read her body language. You can see something and listen versus
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[only] reading the words.” Another student discussed the importance of hearing the
instructor’s tone of voice, “...I know [the instructor is] invested in our class. But
hearing how she speaks to us and hearing in her voice how she cares about our
assignments kind of transforms that a little bit.” Overall, participants shared that
the emotional expression and nonverbal communication that was present in video-
based feedback helped humanize the writing experience.

Participants Reported Feeling Connected to the Instructor

The video feedback embedded in the course also helped to develop instructor-
student relationships. In responses to open-ended survey items asking students
about their experiences in the class, 87% of participants shared that they felt more
connected with their instructor because of the video feedback. In an interview, one
participant shared that the videos made them feel more connected to the course
instructor in this asynchronous course than they did to professors who taught some
of their face-to-face courses. They shared, "I felt pretty connected to her just
because she was providing very regular feedback on all of my content. So, weird on
some level, I felt like I was more connected to her than some of my professors...”
Another student shared that seeing the instructor’s face made it feel like an in-
person experience, “This was different because I could see her face. ...it was as if I
was sitting down in front of her in person.” This feeling of connection also extended
to the course in general. One student explained, “I felt more connected to the
course, because I felt like with the personalized video feedback, in a way, it made
me feel like I was held a little bit more accountable, because I was getting such
personalized feedback, that I was more motivated to expand more on my work or
my thoughts.” Overall, participants felt that having the ability to see and hear the
course instructor when receiving feedback on their writing enhanced the rapport
they had with them.

Weekly Videos Improved Student Experience

Our study sought to understand the impact that video feedback had on students’
writing. A factor that complicated our understanding of this was the instructor’s
weekly video posts. Each week, she posted a weekly video that was shared with the
whole class, which discussed course content, major points in the current week'’s
content, and an overview of upcoming assignments. Some of these assignments
involved components of the writing project, which also received personalized video
feedback; however, other assignments were discussed as well. Students reported
difficulty in untangling the impact of the personalized videos they received on their
writing from the impact of the weekly videos posted for the entire class to view.
One student shared, “I felt pretty connected to the professor due to the videos she
uploaded each week, explaining our assignments and what was going on in the
class.”

Another student shared, "She made videos regarding our assignments, and it was
the most personable of any online class I've ever taken. It was different but so
much nicer to be able to see her face and hear her voice when telling us about the
upcoming week. It was very helpful.” A third student shared, “[In] most online
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courses I have taken, I didn't even know what the professor looked like. I enjoyed
being able to see the professor through the weekly videos and through [the writing
feedback]. This created more of a relationship with the professor and made the
experience of this course more comfortable.” Students overwhelmingly described
the weekly videos the instructor made for the entire class’s consumption to be
helpful, and they described them as developing instructor social presence. Thus,
separating the students’ experience with individualized video feedback and whole-
group class videos was somewhat difficult as both seemed to have added to
instructor social presence.

Discussion

This study’s findings are consistent with much of the previous literature on video
feedback. They also provide added insight on the specific context of writing
feedback in a graduate-level asynchronous online course. Specifically, the finding
that participants perceived the instructor as a “real person” is consistent with
Garrison and colleagues’ (1999) conceptualization of social presence. This, along
with the finding that participants reported feeling connected to the instructor,
confirms the findings that video feedback is able to create closeness and increase
social presence (Anson et al., 2016; Borup et al., 2014; Lamey, 2015). Our findings
offer an important addition to the research in this area given the context of a fully
online asynchronous course compared to blended courses (Borup et al., 2014) and
in-person courses with video feedback on virtually submitted assignments (Anson
et al., 2016; Lamey, 2015). Given the increase we have seen in courses offered
online, especially since the COVID-19 pandemic, it is important to understand how
students perceive instructional methods in an online environment compared to a
traditional or blended environment.

Additionally, our finding that video feedback added emotional expression is
consistent with Garrison’s (1999) multidimensional understanding of social
presence, which includes affective expression as one of the three dimensions. Thus,
our findings clearly demonstrate a connection between video feedback and an
increased social presence. Previous research has demonstrated the positive
outcomes related to increased instructor social presence, including student
performance (Swan & Shih, 2005) and positive learning communities (Pollard et al.,
2014). Understanding the impact of improving instructor social presence in a fully
online learning environment could therefore have important implications for student
experiences in online courses.

One unexpected finding from this study was the impact weekly videos had on
students’ experience. While we set out to explore the impact of video feedback,
specifically, we found that students were often unable to separate the video
feedback they received from the weekly videos they viewed to hear course updates,
announcements, and content from the instructor. Given that both forms of videos
were an important way for students to “hear” from the instructor each week, it is
not surprising that the weekly videos served as an alternative way to build
instructor social presence. This may be a particularly relevant finding for instructors
seeking to increase their social presence in an asynchronous online course. While
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video feedback can be time intensive, weekly videos tend to be less so and serve
multiple purposes for the entire class.

Implications for Practice

Online learning is attractive for several reasons, including its ability to reach
learners for whom work schedules and geographic distance might have previously
been barriers (Alexander et al., 2012; Mclsaac & Gunawardena, 1996). However,
asynchronous courses have the potential to be impersonal and “dehumanizing”
(Miller & Mazur, 2009). It can be easy for learners and instructors alike to view
each other as names on a screen, not as real people. This study’s findings echo
those found in previous studies suggesting that the use of video-based feedback
helps to humanize the instructor and foster greater instructor social presence
(Darby & Lang, 2019; Marshall et al., 2020). Research suggests that feedback is
both important for student learning and that it often fails to meet student needs
(Nilsen, 2016). As such, feedback that is well received by students deserves
attention. Additionally, understanding the practicality and time commitment for
instructors is also important. Instructors must have a clear plan and time set aside
to interact with their students asynchronously, similar to the time they would spend
in class for a traditional in-person course. Throughout this study, the researchers
learned to use different digital tools and Learning Management Systems, and each
came with its own set of strengths and weaknesses. Exploring these options and
understanding how they will support course objectives is another element to
consider when planning for video feedback.

Given the research findings related to video feedback and the increasingly user-
friendly applications available to provide it in various ways, it may be that video
feedback or video engagement becomes an accepted, perhaps expected, best
practice for online courses. As such, it will be important for instructors to become
knowledgeable and trained in implementing video tools appropriate for their
context.

Limitations and Future Research

There are some limitations that are worth noting. While students shared that the
individual video feedback they received on their writing was helpful, they also
shared that the weekly videos that were posted on the course learning
management system were also helpful. We cannot state with certainty that the
video feedback received on writing was solely responsible for enhancing instructor
social presence; it is likely the case that all forms of video-based communication
contributed to this. Although we did receive at least survey responses from over
70% of the students enrolled in the course and conducted in depth interviews with
10 additional students, it is always possible that those who agreed to participate in
the study had experiences with the video feedback that differed from those who
elected not to participate. We believe that the very act of conducting this study led
to improved learning outcomes for the students enrolled in this asynchronous online
graduate-level educational psychology course. Future work should continue to
explore the importance of video feedback in graduate settings and should seek to
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continue to find ways to use video and/or other digital tools to improve the
feedback that students receive on their writing and improve instructor-student
relationships.

Conclusion

This paper has discussed the extent to which video feedback enhanced instructor
social presence in an online asynchronous course. Overall, findings highlighted the
positive outcomes associated with video feedback, including that it helped students
perceive the instructor as a real person, added emotional expression to the
feedback they received, and made students feel more connected to the course and
instructor. Additionally, findings pointed to the improved student experience
associated with weekly videos. These findings add to the research on video
feedback by exploring the specific context of a fully online, asynchronous graduate
course for pre-service teachers. There are also important implications for
instructors who wish to design and implement effective online courses.
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Appendix A
Interview Questions

. How many online classes have you taken prior to this semester?
a. What has been your experience in previous online courses?
b. In terms of feedback on assignments?
c. If you have not taken an online course, what were your expectations
coming into this course?
. Describe your online course experience for EDUS 607.
a. To what extent did you feel connected to your classmates?
b. To what extent did you feel connected to your instructor?
c. What elements do you believe contributed to your online class
community?
i. What elements did not contribute to a positive class community?
. Describe the process you went through in writing your Review of Research
and Application Project
. What was your perception of the feedback that you received throughout the
RRAP process?
a. What was your general perception of the feedback you received
b. How was the feedback you received related to the revision process
. To what extent was your experience receiving feedback on this project
similar or different from previous writing experiences in higher education?
a. Elaborate on the type of feedback you have received in previous
courses
i. If they have online experience, focus on that
b. Elaborate on the type of feedback you received in this course
i. To what extent did the feedback you received help you see you
instructor as a “real person”?
ii. Probe about tone and non-verbal cues (emotional expression)
associated with video-based feedback
iii. To what extent did the feedback you received help you build a
relationship with your instructor?

Thank you for your time and willingness to participate in our research. This data will
be used to advise and inform our knowledge of how feedback impacts student
writing.
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