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Abstract
The rationale for this doctoral research derives from the escalating challenge posed by the media
gap reducing learners’ school motivation. Today’s learners have been attracted to interactive
media involving content creation, but such activating learning environments are rarely employed
at school. To address this challenge, I started this research on pedagogical potentials of publishingoriented learner-generated video production. The process, implementing new literacies, offered an
alternative to traditional instruction as well as opportunities for multilevel social interaction.
Online publishing of the videos as a natural continuation of the process enabled interaction
between school and society.
In this research, I examined through three case studies what kinds of social interaction emerge
in this context and how interaction can be improved. I collected the data in primary and secondary
schools by observing and video recording discussions in video projects and by interviewing
students, teachers and parents. I employed a quantifying method to analyze group interaction and
its development and used inductive qualitative methods to examine teacher–student interaction
and interaction at the societal level.
The findings emphasize the crucial role of the teacher in orchestrating social interaction. The
observed peer group was actively involved in planning their joint video story, but the open-ended
fictional task challenged interaction. Despite initial disputational and modest discussion the group
learned to ‘intercreate’ due to minimal scaffolding provided by the teacher. Occasionally, wholeclass discussions were dominated by the teacher and two to three students. Online publishing of
the videos appeared to generate contradictory feelings. In primary schools videos were largely
published online, but in secondary schools students were more reluctant to publish their schoolcontext videos. Interaction was scarce between students, teachers and parents even though they
were invited to discuss the media ground rules of online publishing activities. In order to improve
interaction processes and environments, the teacher needs to designate carefully scripted subtasks,
provide reflective scaffolding as well as implement media encouragement to enable interaction
between school and society.

Keywords: collaborative creative processing, online publishing, scaffolding, social
interaction

Palmgren-Neuvonen, Laura, Sosiaalinen vuorovaikutus monilukutaidon
kontekstissa. Julkaisemislähtöisen yhteisöllisen videotuotannon pedagogiset
mahdollisuudet
Oulun yliopiston tutkijakoulu; Oulun yliopisto, Kasvatustieteiden tiedekunta
Acta Univ. Oul. E 164, 2016
Oulun yliopisto, PL 8000, 90014 Oulun yliopisto

Tiivistelmä
Väitöstutkimuksen taustalla on koulun ja arjen mediaympäristöjen välille viime vuosina syntynyt, koulumotivaatiota heikentävä kuilu. Oppijat ovat arjessaan tottuneet vuorovaikutteiseen,
tuottavaan median käyttöön, mutta koululla on vaikeuksia hyödyntää aktivoivia oppimisympäristöjä. Vastauksena tähän haasteeseen aloin tutkia julkaisemislähtöisen yhteisöllisen videotuotannon mahdollisuuksia opetuksessa. Tämä monilukutaitoja toteuttava työmuoto tarjosi vaihtoehdon perinteiselle opetukselle ja tilaisuuksia monipuoliselle vuorovaikutukselle. Videoiden
verkkojulkaiseminen prosessin luontevana jatkona mahdollisti vuorovaikutuksen myös koulun ja
ympäröivän yhteiskunnan välillä.
Tutkimuksessa selvitin millaista vuorovaikutusta tässä kontekstissa muodostuu ja millä
tavoin vuorovaikutusta voidaan kehittää. Tutkimuksen toteutin kolmen tapaustutkimuksen sarjana. Aineistot keräsin ala- ja yläkoulussa observoimalla ja videoimalla videoprojektien keskusteluja sekä haastattelemalla oppijoita, opettajia ja vanhempia. Tutkin ryhmävuorovaikutuksen
kehittymistä määrällistävällä menetelmällä. Lisäksi tarkastelin vuorovaikutusta opettaja–oppijatasolla sekä koulun ja yhteiskunnan välillä aineistolähtöisen laadullisen analyysin keinoin.
Tulokset osoittavat opettajan olevan keskeisessä asemassa vuorovaikutuksen orkesteroinnissa. Tarkastelemani oppijaryhmä suunnitteli innostuneesti videotarinoita, mutta avoin fiktiivinen
tehtävänanto vaikeutti vuorovaikutusta. Vaikka keskustelu oli aluksi riitaisaa ja laadultaan vaatimatonta, ryhmä oppi opettajan antaman minimaalisen tuen avulla luomaan yhdessä itsenäisesti.
Oppijalähtöinen ryhmittyminen vei aikaa ja vaikeutti työn aloittamista, kun taas opettajajakoiset
ryhmät näyttivät käynnistyvän helpommin. Kokoluokkakeskustelua dominoivat opettaja ja pari
oppilasta. Videoiden verkkojulkaiseminen herätti ristiriitaisia näkemyksiä. Alakouluissa julkaistiin videoita mielellään, kun taas yläkouluissa arkailtiin niiden julkaisemista. Verkkojulkaisemisen julkisuuskasvatukselliseen keskusteluun osallistamien osapuolten välinen vuorovaikutus jäi
vähäiseksi. Vuorovaikutusprosessien ja -ympäristöjen kehittämiseksi opettajalta edellytetään selkeiden osatehtävien huolellista suunnittelua, reflektiivistä ohjaamisen taitoa sekä verkkojulkaisemiseen rohkaisemista mahdollistamaan vuorovaikutusta koulun sekä ympäröivän yhteiskunnan
välillä.

Asiasanat: oppimisen tukeminen, sosiaalinen vuorovaikutus, verkkojulkaiseminen,
yhteisöllinen luova toiminta

To Ilmi Parkkari-Palmgren and Raoul Palmgren
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1

Introduction

This study has its background in a challenge for school education. Said challenge
results from the prominently impaired attitude that many Finnish students have
toward learning their mother tongue. This kind of attitude has been specifically
found to be prevalent among secondary-aged boys by Lappalainen (2011) and
Metsämuuronen (2006). It was discovered recently by Salmela-Aro et al. (In press)
that poor attitudes apply to half of the 12-year-olds. The disregard has also been
increasingly recognized internationally: it has been confirmed by large research
projects such as PIRLS (Progress in International Reading Literacy Study) (Kupari
et al. 2012).
1.1

Mind the gap! Formal learning environments fail to meet
modern learners

McVerry et al. (2015) presented the rising agency of students who explore, build
and connect online to teach, learn and socialize. Following their thinking, I claim
that weakened attitudes toward learning result in some extent from the gap between
the media that is used in formal and informal learning environments. Moderate
literacy and the negative attitude among adolescents can be partly explained by
monomodal printed texts (Luukka et al. 2008, Sulkunen & Nissinen 2012) and
individual offline practices (Arvaja 2005, McVerry et al. 2015). These literacy
traditions, based on behavioristic textbook-based exercises, are still employed at
school (Korkeamäki & Dreher 2011, Luukka et al. 2008, Sormunen & Alamettälä
2014). Teacher-centered literacy practices dominated by teachers still adhere to
school education (Lefstein & Snell 2011, Mercer & Littleton 2007, Norrena et al.
2011), and students are designated to learn through teacher−student recitation
(Alexander 2005, Lefstein 2010). These shortcomings tend to apply globally.
Today’s youth have been attracted to media environments involving visual
media, interaction and limitless participation in out-of-school contexts (Ito 2010,
McVerry et al. 2015). Thus, many of them consequently have adopted the role of
content creator (Pääjärvi 2012, Tapscott 2009). Feeling disenfranchised by teachercentered textbook-based instruction, many students are itching to utilize their
creative skills in school and even take a more active role as a learner (McVerry et
al. 2015). Although learner-centered activities and technology use would provide
students with meaningful learning experiences (Cennamo et al. 2014), such
practices are postponed in schools (Cuban 2013). The research results of Luukka
15

et al. (2008), demonstrating the hegemony of textbooks and offline individual
practices in instruction, confirm this statement. In Finland, Kankaanranta et al.
(2011) found the quality of the educational use of ICTs to still vary between regions,
schools and levels of schooling. Promisingly, the number of teachers willing to
introduce new technology such as smart phones (Sormunen et al. 2014) and iPads
(Kontkanen et al. 2015) for educational use is increasing, but new media and
content creation have been largely unaccommodated in the classroom curriculum
so far (Pohjola & Johnson 2009). The transformation in practices appears to take
time.
These shortcomings occur at the practical level despite the Finnish national
core curriculum (Opetushallitus 2004) having already introduced a socio-cultural
approach in school education, underscoring multimodality, more than ten years ago.
Accordingly, the perspective of producing texts was emphasized (Räisänen &
Korkeamäki 2015). These ideas representing meaningful literacy practices aimed
to address the changing media world. They also define the broad conception of
texts that emphasizes the significance of social interaction in a process of ’shared
meaning making’ (Stahl 2006): the communicative view on language is more
important than new technology (Räisänen & Korkeamäki 2015, Räisänen et al.
2015), referring to the socio-cultural praxis. All these features specify new
literacies (Coiro et al. 2008). The notion of new literacies is characterized by social
practices (Street 1984) and a diversity of literacy practices constituting modern life
(New London Group 1996). It is the talk between teacher and students around the
activities that matters in teaching and learning to guide the development of learners’
understanding, rather than sophisticated hands-on activities (Harmoinen 2013,
Leach & Scott 2002, Lefstein & Snell 2011, Mercer & Howe 2012, Mortimer &
Scott 2003).
1.2

Learner-generated video production to bridge the gap?

As some students may not get inspired by traditional instruction, the need to find
media and practices that engage, motivate and support learners has led to increased
research on new technology in educational settings (e.g. Laru & Järvelä 2015, Laru
et al. 2015). Several researchers have acknowledged the pedagogical value of
learner-generated production of digital videos (DV) (e.g. Bailey 2009, Butler et al.
2010, Hakkarainen 2007, Schuck & Kearney 2006) and digital stories (DS) (e.g.
Barrett 2006, Kumpulainen 2011, Robin 2008) in diverse educational settings. As
these processes have proved to enhance student motivation and new literacy skills
16

such as media literacy, critical analysis and creativity, as well as oral, presentation
and movie-making skills (e.g. Schuck & Kearney 2006), DV production has the
potential to promote a new type of active learning through interpretation rather than
rote learning. Recognizing the significance of interaction in teaching, learning and
collaboration that has been proven by numerous contemporary researchers (e.g.
Littleton & Mercer 2013, Staarman & Mercer 2010), it can be presumed that
learner-generated DV production could foster more multidirectional interaction
among the whole learning community, provide opportunities for dialogical
exploratory learning, and promote creative interaction among learners in many
ways in different phases: brainstorming (or rather, ‘thought showering’), planning,
storyboarding, filming, and editing.
Aiming to examine the potentials and challenges of learner-generated DV
production in terms of social interaction, I started this research in a Finnish primary
school where four participating teachers assigned their students to produce video
movies. The students were designated divergent creative tasks entailing an openended problem. Such tasks imply multiple solutions and therefore require different
kinds of dialogic styles than convergent tasks (Rojas-Drummond et al. 2010).
Nevertheless, as the study progressed, DV production activities suggested online
publishing of the videos as a natural continuation for the production of the videos.
The local primary and secondary schools were provided with an online video
repository for learner-generated videos to allow more visibility for the videos and
invite students’ families to participate in the discussion about the emerging online
activities. Besides promoting dialogue and a sense of community in the classroom,
online publishing offered an optional dimension of social interaction between the
school and society. The option of online publishing appeared to be a very current
research field that, especially when implemented as a YouTube channel, entailed
contradictory feelings and beliefs.
Publishing-oriented, learner-generated DV production integrates creativity,
learner-centeredness, production and publicity. Despite new literacies in education
are of current importance, the field of such processes is still under-researched.
According to Hakkarainen (2007), Kearney (2009), and Schuck and Kearney
(2004), researchers have neglected the role of the teacher, perceptions of students
and other pedagogical considerations on DV production. Likewise, divergent
creative tasks have been less examined (Rojas-Drummond et al. 2010). Thus,
orchestrating collaboration in creative tasks calls for a systematic examination on
an integrated set of individual, small group and class-wide activities (Hämäläinen
& Vähäsantanen 2011).
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Teachers require up-to-date research findings concerning mechanisms,
conditions, potentials, and shortcomings in order to be able to understand and create
new learning models and pedagogical technology-based solutions (Mikkola &
Välijärvi 2014). As demands have been placed upon teachers to transform
conventional classroom patterns (Lefstein & Snell 2011), the teachers also benefit
from the perspectives on challenges related to interaction suggested by this thesis.
The school, in turn, needs to address the emerging culture of openness and sharing
e.g. by promoting online publishing of learner-generated videos; the relationship
between the school and publicity, and the young learners and publicity also calls
for further investigation.
Among many scholars, Littleton and Mercer (2013), Määttä et al. (2012), and
Staarman and Mercer (2010) have acknowledged the quality of classroom dialogue
as an important field of educational research. No one can deny the significance of
successful interaction on learning. Knowledge and innovative content cannot be
created only in an individual’s brain but through intermental interactive processes
among the learning community (Staarman & Mercer 2010, Stahl 2006).
1.3

Aims

The preliminary interest inspiring me to start this research was evaluating the
affordances of learner-generated DV production and its potential to motivate and
engage students in meaningful learning. Recognizing the significance of social
interaction in teaching, learning and collaboration, I determined to seek this
objective by investigating the nature of interaction at the three different levels – in
both whole-class and group settings, but also beyond the walls of the school – in
the context of publishing-oriented collaborative DV production.
The research, following a multiple case study approach, aims at promoting and
integrating social aspects of new literacies and new media in the classroom
curriculum by drawing a holistic picture of publishing-oriented learner-generated
DV production. The research enhances scientific understanding of such processes
in terms of theoretical, methodological and practical development in the field of
social interaction research. As the theoretical aim of this research is to contribute
to theory development on interaction in divergent creative tasks, the research takes
a step toward building an understanding of scaffolding interaction and learning in
such settings. Additionally, the research aims at creating a theory on the underresearched aspects of content production in the contemporary media culture and
online publishing. Enabling interaction at the societal level, these very topical
18

themes help our children create an active, responsible online presence in order to
become productive citizens. The themes comply with the ideas of the new Finnish
national core curriculum (Opetushallitus 2014) and the 21st century skills (e.g. Dede
2010). As regards methodological aim, the research employs a combination of
mixed methods in both data collection and analysis to strengthen its reliability by
generating results that are more robust than those generated through the
employment of a single method. Using both qualitative and quantifying methods
offers complementary insights and understandings (Darbyshire et al. 2005). Finally,
the pedagogical aim of the research is to suggest a framework to improve the
processes and conditions of more successful interaction at the observed levels and
thus enhance the educational value of DV production.
The present thesis provides the readers with experiences and perspectives on
interactive aspects to help them introduce DV production in their classroom in a
pedagogically meaningful way. Besides teachers, educational practitioners and
designers, the research also concerns students; not just adolescents but primary
students as well. Neglected in this field, the latter group are, in light of this research,
the most crucial and relevant participants in pedagogical activities.
1.4

Structure of the thesis

The thesis consists of two parts: the summary and three articles. The summary
presents the introduction with the aims, theoretical framework and research
questions. Furthermore, it describes the methods of the research study based on the
peer-reviewed articles (I−III) published in international scientific journals and
discusses the main findings, ethics and reliability of this research study. Finally, it
draws conclusions on the basis of the findings.
The second part of the thesis comprises the articles. Article I, focusing on small
group interaction, sheds light on peer interaction and its development as well as
teacher scaffolding in these critical processes to support group independence and
interdependence. Article II examines scaffolding to support classroom dialogue
from the teacher’s perspective, taking into account the pre-project planning to
orchestrate dialogue in whole-class and group settings to meet the pedagogical goal.
The article investigates teacher talk in order to identify productive elements
promoting student interaction and learning. Article III introduces an aspect of
interaction that is novel to the school, namely online publishing that entails an
interactive relation between the school with its students and publicity. The article
discusses the participants’ attitudes, media encouragement, and common ground
19

rules including privacy and copyright, which are worth considering by the teachers
in order to adequately promote interaction at the societal level.
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2

Theoretical framework

The theoretical framework presents new literacies (see Chapter 2.1), learnercenteredness (see Chapter 2.2) and collaborative digital video production (see
Chapter 2.3), framing the context for studying interaction at multiple levels. The
pedagogical interaction is socially constructed among a learning community
(Kovalainen 2013) and further, beyond the walls of the school. According to Mercer
and Howe (2012), teacher–student interaction and peer interaction should not be
considered separately in classroom practice in order to understand what it is to learn
and teach in a learning community. In the present research, interaction is examined
not only at peer group and whole-class levels involving teacher(s) and learner(s),
but also at the macro level (Chetkow-Yanoov 2013). The macro level refers to
interaction between the school and society within the contemporary culture in
which students live, surrounded by media, trends and youth culture (see Chapter
2.4.3).
2.1

New literacies as the context

This thesis focuses on social interaction in the framework of new literacies 1 .
According to Staarman and Mercer (2010), context is more than just the actual
physical and social features of the environment in which language is used. Rather,
it is a dynamic and situational process that is continuously shaped in the social
interactions of the classroom community (Kovalainen 2013, Mercer 2004). Talk
forms context and vice versa (Goodwin & Duranti 1992). Therefore, I consider the
processes of context to comply with the ‘intermental development zone’ (IDZ)
(Mercer 2000, Staarman & Mercer 2010). Classrooms and schools are regarded as
cultural sites for meaning in which norms, values, rules, roles and relationships are
mutually constructed in the on-going social interactions of the community
(Castanheira et al. 2001, Kovalainen 2013, Räisänen 2015). The parties and
participants all have an effect on how the joint activity will develop.
Literacy, closely linked to the context of this research, can no longer be defined
traditionally as linear processes, involving left-to-right and top-to-bottom reading
and writing (Kucer 2014), but increasingly as entailing more aspects. Leu (2000)
1

The New London Group (1996) used the term multiliteracies to involve a variety of modes of
representation for meaning making in literacy. Coiro et al. (2008: 10) considered different terms, e.g.
21st century literacies, digital literacies, multiliteracies and ICT literacies, to fall broadly under a new
literacies umbrella.
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regarded the concept of literacy as deictic and contextual. Due to the rapidly
changing technologies and practices reshaping literacies, the concept is constantly
redefined (Leu 2013, Leu et al. 2004). Thus, the broad conception of texts,
introduced by the Finnish national core curriculum (Opetushallitus 2004), entails
figurative, aural, spoken and written texts, either factual or imaginative, in the
concept of literacy. Multimodality, both in digital and printed environments, and
production of texts (Pääjärvi 2012, Räisänen & Korkeamäki 2015) are becoming
ever more prominent aspects in literacy. However, the socio-cultural approach to
literacy, implemented through talk in shared meaning making, is a more significant
aspect than the physical appearance of texts. Mutual interaction is emphasized in
the concept of new literacies (Coiro et al. 2008) referring to a media world
consolidating production, participation and nonprofessional expertise (Gee 2010).
These elements are present in social media and collaborative knowledge resources
implying ’sharism’, as defined by Ackermann (2011).
Besides these features, new literacies are defined by their four characteristics
(the deixis, multifacetedness, participation and the need for new types of skills and
practices), as described by Coiro et al. (2008). The features are consistent with 21st
century capabilities (Binkley et al. 2012, Dede 2010, Partnership for 21st Century
Learning 2015, Scardamalia et al. 2012, Voogt & Roblin 2010). The fundamental
capabilities are needed across a lifetime of learning (Weimer 2013) for full
participation in the contemporary society (Sormunen & Alamettälä 2014). New
literacies are not only transforming but also transformative (Martin & Grudziecki
2006) as technological and social elements, i.e. media, practices and participants
mutually shape one another (Boczkowski 1999).
Media and digital literacies were already present ten years ago in the shortly
expiring Finnish national core curriculum (Opetushallitus 2004) as a crosscurricular theme at all school levels (Kupiainen 2013a). From now on, the aspects
of new literacies are emphasized in the new national core curriculum
(Opetushallitus 2014), coming into effect in 2016. With the new curriculum,
diverse and multidimensional literacies should be employed in all classrooms,
taking into account media, information and digital literacies (Huotari et al. 2013).
2.2

Learner as the hub

At the core of the prevailing notion of the learning process drawing on the
sociocultural approach lies the idea of learner-centeredness or learner-orientation
that replaces traditional rote-mode learning and teacher-led recitation. Discussing
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in detail the terms that are used to describe the idea is beyond the scope of this
thesis, but it is worth mentioning that literature knows student-centered, learningcentered and learner-oriented approaches connected either to learning or teaching.
Luskin et al. (1992) define ’learner-oriented’ as an educational technique adapting
learner-centered philosophy to the specific conditions, being situated in the midway
between learner- and teacher-centered. In this thesis, I use the term learnercenteredness to refer to the ideas emphasizing its difference from teachercenteredness, with the latter standing for classroom interaction dominated by
recitation and monologue.
Among numerous scholars, Bransford et al. (1999) have showed the benefits
of learner-centered forms of teaching. As the focus is now on learner and learning
instead of subject and instruction (Benson 2012), the learner is regarded as a pivotal
agent actively building knowledge (Scardamalia & Bereiter 2006). Learnercentered teaching encourages students to take responsibility for their own learning
(Benson 2012, Kangas et al. 2014). It guides them to become autonomous, selfdirected and self-regulated learners (Weimer 2013). Although the terms may refer
to an optimistically easy and hilarious acquisition of knowledge independently by
learners, Weimer (2013) argued that learners still need to do the hard work of
learning. Nevertheless, learner-centeredness likely fosters meaningful learning,
which makes this work a lot easier. Learners are expected to critically challenge
authoritative information and confirm with other authoritative pronouncements as
evidence instead of meekly accepting it just “because the book says so”
(Scardamalia & Bereiter 2006: 103). Learner agency refers to people not just
repeating the given practices but initiating purposeful action that implies will,
autonomy, freedom and choice (Lipponen & Kumpulainen 2011). Nevertheless, it
is more important how learners find the influence of a specific activity over their
learning than whether they “like” it (Weimer 2013).
The notion of learner agency has increasingly become more collective in nature,
implying interaction and collaboration as well as taking initiative and responsibility
for joint work and learning (Kangas et al. 2014). Whereas Bransford et al. (1999)
emphasized the importance of the values, beliefs, attitudes, skills and the
knowledge each student brings into the learning situation, Scardamalia and Bereiter
(2006) regarded children’s drive to connect with what is most dynamic and
meaningful in the surrounding society as more important than their individual
interests. Cennamo et al. (2014) linked learner-centered teaching to authentic,
problem-based and technology-enhanced learning and considered authentic
learning as typically collaborative. They claimed that the active and challenging
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nature of authentic tasks likely motivates students to participate in such tasks. Due
to being open-ended, authentic tasks are also unstructured which may make
students feel frustrated (Cennamo et al. 2014). I conduct this research in the context
of authentic tasks implying collaborative, creative, problem-based and technologyenhanced learning.
2.3

Publishing-oriented collaborative digital video production

According to Laitinen (2007), students are most likely to learn to understand media
by producing media content by themselves while scaffolded by a teacher. Having
adopted the role of content creator in out-of-school contexts as suggested by
McVerry et al. (2015), many primary and secondary school students with various
inspiring media experiences obviously yearn to create media products of their own.
Collaborative learner-generated DV production integrates many dimensions that
promote student engagement and motivation: collaboration, creativity and
production.
2.3.1 Collaborative learning affords creativity
Littleton and Mercer (2013) regarded the development of children’s collaborative
thinking and problem solving to be as important as their literacy and numeracy.
Contemporary sociocultural literature applies the concept of collaboration to
represent ideal forms of peer interaction (Vass & Littleton 2009). According to
Dillenbourg (1999), collaborative learning is characterized by negotiation on
common goals and building knowledge on each other’s suggestions. Furthermore,
the key features are equality, common ground, co-regulation and mutual
commitment to a shared goal. In collaboration, group members contribute to all
parts of the group task, although dynamic and horizontal task division between the
members may occur as they reason, enhance and negotiate the joint problem. The
beneficial mechanism of group work is not the number of participants, but rather
the interaction provoking explanation, knowledge elicitation or disagreement.
(Dillenbourg 1999).
Dillenbourg et al. (2009) emphasized conflicts as crucial mechanisms in social
learning that promote the learning of collaboration. Accordingly, many researchers,
e.g. Azmitia and Montgomery (1993), Dillenbourg (1999) and Kruger (1993),
considered conflicts to be pivotal and mostly beneficial for collaboration because
they promote negotiation and reasoning and enable sociocognitive conflicts and the
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development of a child’s intellect through cognitive reorganization (Doise &
Mugny 1984). Conflicts lead participants to contribute different perspectives
(Lefstein 2010, Littleton & Mercer 2013) and understand other people’s thinking
processes (Levine et al. 1993). Conflicts can consistently improve the quality and
creativity of decision-making (De Dreu & Weingate 2003, Johnson & Johnson
1975).
According to some researchers (e.g. Azmitia & Montgomery 1993), friend
pairs appear to perform better than acquaintance pairs in problem-solving tasks.
Likewise, friend pairs are likely to succeed in divergent creative tasks (Miell &
MacDonald 2000, Rojas-Drummond et al. 2010). This may be because the ease of
interacting with a friend encourages evaluation and critique, as well as facilitates
reasoning on one’s own proposals (Azmitia & Montgomery 1993, Miell &
MacDonald 2000). Children tend to choose a partner from the same gender (Miell
& McDonald 2000, Vass et al. 2014). However, Lacuesta et al. (2009) and Saloviita
(2006) criticized the idea of working merely with friends and argued that students
need to learn how to collaborate with acquaintances in heterogeneous settings.
Sawyer (2011) concurred with their suggestion, claiming that conversations in
heterogeneous groups involving different perspectives foster creativity. This
research, introducing different approaches in terms of group compositions, takes
into account that perspective.
Video tasks are divergent, open-ended and therefore creative. According to
Framework for 21st Century Learning (Partnership for 21st Century Learning 2015),
creativity is a crucial 21st century skill in preparing students for the future. Besides
critical thinking, it is essential for lifelong learning in order to adapt to a fastchanging society (Binkley et al. 2012, Harlen & Deakin Crick 2003). Although
creativity has been central in human life throughout history in all cultures (Vass &
Littleton 2009), during recent decades the increased societal need to foster creative
thinking has resulted in a ’revolution of creativity in education’ (Craft 2005).
Wegerif (2005) regarded creativity to be a more essential feature than explicit
reasoning. Contrary to common presumption, researchers have proved that
creativity is not hereditary but can be learned (e.g. Sawyer 2011). Thus, citing
Drucker’s (1993) emphasis on the importance of creativity and innovation in the
modern knowledge economy, Sawyer (2006) suggested education for creativity to
be one of the key missions of the school.
Along with increasing interest in sociocultural practices and peer-mediated
learning, creativity has been considered to be deeply social as it is more likely to
emerge in collaborative team practices than in solitary work (Sawyer 2006). As
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learning has shifted from rote-mode learning controlled by single-solution tasks to
collaborative and creative processing employing open-ended assignments, the
significance of creative processing in children’s collaboration has recently been
acknowledged in educational settings (Hämäläinen & Vähäsantanen 2011, Vass &
Littleton 2009). Thus, collaborative DV production certainly provides optimal
conditions for improving the creative thinking of learners.
2.3.2 Learners generating digital videos
To discuss earlier research in this thesis, I use the term DV production to refer to
the learner-generated production of both digital videos (DVs) and digital stories
(DSs) as I regard the latter to be a genre of digital videos. Numerous researchers
have noted the pedagogical value of DV production in diverse educational settings
(Arnedillo-Sánchez & Tangney 2006, Bailey 2009, Butler et al. 2010, Goldman
2004, Hakkarainen 2007, Hilton 2011, Potter 2005, Robin 2008, Sweeder 2007).
Consequently, producing or remixing texts allows learning through interpretation
instead of rote learning (Thomas 2011). According to Flihan (2013), the goal is not
to produce a text but to learn through the process.
Due to modern technology, making DVs is rather easy and inexpensive
(Buckingham et al. 2011, Cennamo et al. 2014). Most children have a mobile
device equipped with a video camera from the time they are 10 (Suoninen 2013),
and free editing software can be downloaded from the Internet (Ng 2014). Thus,
DV production can be employed at school with little or no extra cost. Well-suited
for implementation in small groups, DV production offers opportunities for
collaborative learning. Group members are able to learn and practice generic social
skills and negotiation (Kumpulainen 2011, Nevala & Kiesiläinen 2011, Robin 2008)
as well as creative meaning making (Stahl 2006).
DV tasks allow authenticity, i.e. learners generate their own problems,
providing real world relevance and personal meaning for the learner to solve
(Kearney & Schuck 2006, Levin 2003, Schuck & Kearney 2006). Such tasks have
proved to enhance student motivation and autonomy. A complex production
process strengthens ownership (Robin 2008). DV production has the potential to
improve creativity (Reid et al. 2002) and facilitate communication, decisionmaking and problem solving skills (Burn et al. 2001) which are key elements in
21st century capabilities (Binkley et al. 2012, Dede 2010, Scardamalia et al. 2012).
It promotes many different types of new literacies as regards information, visual,
technological, and media literacies (Robin 2008, Schuck & Kearney 2006). These
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attainments come regardless of the participants’ learning styles and abilities.
Specifically, DV production develops the language skills of children, including
those with poor language skills (Schuck & Kearney 2006). Accordingly, any
subject-specific content can be learned by making videos. Besides interaction in
the learner-centered creative processes, this research presents a novel phenomenon,
namely online publishing, that provides a window to the world.
2.3.3 Media literacy through school-context online publishing
Evolving digital technologies enable ever younger citizens to create, publish and
share media content to an authentic public (Lenhart 2012, Suoninen 2013). As a
natural continuation for learner-generated DV production, the produced videos
deserve to be published online to allow them authentic viewers beyond the
classroom (Kumpulainen 2011) in order to increase meaningful social learning and
emotional intelligence (Robin 2008). Through online publishing, the school is
involved with publicity. According to Lehtonen (2008), the term publicity in its
traditional sense is defined as the state of being public or open to general
observation or recognition, whereas in current networked platforms it refers to
online presence (Stern 2008), indicating openness and promotion (Malin 2011).
Dealing with the public is ever more important in schools. Since online media
is present in children’s everyday lives, young adolescents’ cultural and
communicative competence as regards networked online environments, calls for an
upgrade (Buckingham 2006). Notified education in online publicity is needed in
order to make adolescents understand how to safely construct an online image and
help them cope with online presence and publicity (boyd 2008, Stern 2008). Online
safety can be included naturally to enable learners to manage the risks
(Buckingham 2006). This empowerment approach (Hobbs 2011) follows the
perspective of production (Kafai & Peppler 2011); users are not merely passive
receivers of the content created by others (Jaakkola 2010).
Nevertheless, students’ out-of-school behavior in terms of online publishing
differs from their in-school behavior. School-driven products are rarely published
openly online (Kupiainen 2013b), although teachers increasingly use media
production of digital stories and videos in the classroom curriculum (e.g. Butler et
al. 2010, Hobbs et al. 2009, Kearney 2009). The reluctance to publish online also
tends to increase with age (Karchmer 2008). Scarce online publishing may result
from the media education implemented in schools through the protective
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perspective of reception and consumption. Traditional media education aims to
restrict Internet use and teach children to defend themselves against harmful
content (Buckingham 2006) and potentially disadvantageous consequences (Potter
2010). Privacy management, aiming to keep content, identity and systems safe
(McVerry et al. 2015) in the networked public, has been neglected among media
educators (Kupiainen 2013b).
To implement media education from the perspective of production, Jaakkola
(2010) has introduced the notion of media encouragement to promote education in
online publicity that refers to education in and about publicity via networked
platforms. Media encouragement involves pedagogical practices and guided media
environments to invite the youth to live through the publishing-oriented process
(Jaakkola 2010). Producing and publishing content helps the youth learn to
understand what it means to share ideas and self-generated content (Ito 2010). They
face situations that likely promote interaction with their peers and educators to
negotiate the media ground rules and to understand what is allowed or encouraged
on networked platforms (Tuominen & Mustonen 2007). These ideas, offering a new
dimension to media education, are worth taking into account by any teacher.
2.4

Social interaction at different levels in the context of new
literacies

This chapter presents some viewpoints and perspectives to guide my developing
understanding to conduct my research. In the interactive process of ’teaching-andlearning’ (Staarman & Mercer 2010), the spoken language is crucial for joint
meaning making between teacher and learners, as well as among peers (Kovalainen
2013, Littleton & Mercer 2013). Language is a cultural and psychological tool
linking the intermental and intramental levels and constituting a ’relationship
between language and thinking’ as well as learning and development (Lefstein &
Snell 2011, Staarman & Mercer 2010, Vygotsky 1978). According to this
sociocultural approach, learners’ thinking is shaped by social interaction among
peers and adults (Rogoff 1990, see also Rojas-Drummond et al. 2013).
Many researchers have suggested dialogue as a remedy for enhancing teaching
and learning (e.g. Alexander 2005, Leftstein 2010, Nystrand et al. 1997). Rather
than merely consisting of questions and answers among two or more people
(Burbules & Bruce 2001), dialogue involves participation, commitment and
reciprocity (Burbules 1993). Dialogue entails participants’ motivations,
dispositions and emotions such as trust, respect and affection (Lefstein 2010).
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Regarding Alexander’s (2005) five fundamental criteria of dialogic teaching, the
teacher takes charge of the first, making teaching purposeful, whereas the teacher
and students, equally concerned about constituting dialogic teaching, implement
and maintain other four criteria, namely the collective, reciprocal, supportive and
cumulative aspects. As a learning community, the teacher and learners together
address learning tasks, listen to one another, and share and discuss ideas freely
without fear of embarrassment. They build on their own or each other’s ideas, and
help each other gain a shared understanding. By constantly negotiating shared
meanings and maintaining intersubjectivity, the participants create an ‘intermental
development zone’ (IDZ) (Mercer 2000) or an ‘intermental creativity zone’ (ICZ)
(Littleton & Mercer 2013). Whereas in the IDZ, the enabling of learning of some
group members by other more expert members is the main issue, Littleton and
Mercer (2013) introduced the notion of the ICZ to emphasize collective creativity
among peers of more equal status beyond educational goals. The group members
construct the dialogic space from the resources of their common knowledge and
constantly constitute the intermental creative ‘bubble’ through a linguistic process
with specialized discourses (Littleton & Mercer 2013). Thus, dialogue can be
considered to not only be a means to an end, but an educational end in itself
(Wegerif 2007) and pivotal for the quality of the learning process (Mercer &
Littleton 2007).
Along the significantly changed roles of teacher and learner (Vass & Littleton
2010), the learner’s agency and active role are crucial in a dialogue. The dialogic
ideal enhances pupil voice (Fielding 2004) and enables plurality and equality over
authoritarian voices, as well as openness and thoughtfulness (Lefstein 2010). At
the same time, dialogue implies competition or ’ego’, generating tensions between
talking and listening and self and other, as well as power relations that distort the
communication (Lefstein 2010). Although dialogue has come “into fashion” among
researchers, its postponed entrance into our classrooms has bothered Lefstein
(2010). He, as well as numerous researchers (e.g. Alexander 2005, Lehesvuori et
al. 2013a, Lehesvuori et al. 2013b, Mercer & Littleton 2007), claimed that idealistic
models of dialogue rarely happen but that most teaching is non-dialogic.
Nevertheless, Lefstein optimistically expected dialogue to become a common form
of classroom discourse due to its huge potential.
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2.4.1 Peer interaction as a remedy for teacher-centeredness
An antidote for teacher-centeredness, which prevents dialogue in many classrooms,
is to employ pair and group settings to enable peer interaction. The conceptions
of ’group’ and ’interaction’ are intertwined: a group is created and maintained
through interaction (Frey 1999) among two or more people communicating to one
another by exchanging, reasoning and interpreting messages in turns (McGrath
1984). In this reciprocal relationship, group members construct common ground
and shared understanding in processes of meaning making (Littleton & Häkkinen
1999, Stahl 2006).
Since sociocultural practices have gained prominence in schools, educational
research has focused on peer relations and interactions. Special interest has been
directed towards group processes such as collaborative learning, shared regulation
and meaning making, as well as conditions promoting effective interaction (Määttä
et al. 2012). Collaborative learning does not emerge automatically in any social
setting (Mercer et al. 1999, Määttä et al. 2012, Underwood & Underwood 1999).
Rather, it necessitates productive interaction among the group members, namely
discussing, analyzing, negotiating and arriving at an agreement (Vass & Littleton
2010). The quality of dialogue, instead of individual capability or the quality of the
educational elements, determines whether educational endeavors succeed or fail
(Littleton & Mercer 2010, Mercer 2000). Nevertheless, educational research has
too often revealed shortcomings in group interaction. The literature reveals
infrequent argumentation (Kumpulainen & Wray 2002) and disputational,
superficial and uncooperative talk (Alexander 2005, Mercer 2002). Additionally,
discussions fail to involve all group members and off-task activities occur
(Alexander 2005). Thus, due to the overly modest quality of discussion, group talk
is of little educational value (Mercer & Littleton 2007, Nystrand et al. 1997).
To improve classroom talk and especially group interaction, Mercer (1995)
introduced a triadic typology of ‘Exploratory Talk’ in the field of educational
research as a tool for sociocultural discourse analysis. The typology is widely used
to also examine the nature and quality of talk among primary-aged students (e.g.
Rojas-Drummond et al. 2006, Rojas-Drummond et al. 2010). Whereas the
exploratory form of talk refers to sharing and negotiating ideas, opinions and
perspectives for joint consideration and reasoning, the cumulative form stands for
positive, albeit uncritical, building upon other participants’ utterances, while the
disputational form dignifies short turns at talk, disagreement, and individualized
decision-making (Mercer et al. 1999). Nevertheless, Wegerif (2005) emphasized
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intersubjective orientation and resonation between participants’ ideas as a more
important feature for successful group work than the explicit reasoning that
characterizes exploratory talk. In this thesis, I take these ideas into consideration
for my research.
2.4.2 Teacher as an orchestrator of pedagogical interaction
According to the sociocultural approach to classroom pedagogy, the teacher is no
longer a mere transmitter of knowledge but ‘a knowledge enabler’ (Voogt 2011).
The teacher is seen as an ‘orchestrator of learning’ (Salomon 1992) who designs
learning situations (Kumpulainen & Wray 2002) and provides scripts (pedagogical
models) to guide interaction in both whole-class and group settings (Dillenbourg
2013). In addition, the teacher creates a specific quality of an intermental system
among the learning community (Mercer 2002) and scaffolds learner contributions
in the interactive process of ‘teaching-and-learning’ (Staarman & Mercer 2010).
The term appropriately describes the teacher role in the learner-centered learning
model.
Orchestration was conceptualized as “planning, management and guidance of
learning” (Littleton et al. 2012: 1). Hämäläinen and Vähäsantanen (2011), based on
Scardamalia and Bereiter (2006) and Wood et al. (1976), regarded ‘orchestrating’
as almost a synonym for the term ‘scaffolding’ in improving collaboration and
creativity among learners as regards pre- and real-time activities. Scott (1998)
introduced instructional and pedagogical means as scaffolding tools. Instructional
tools are teaching models which the teacher has planned in advance – e.g. scripts,
individual thought showering and pair conversations (Mercer et al. 2010) – whereas
pedagogical tools are real-time support for facilitating learning through
spontaneous responsive interventions such as questions, feedback and explanations
(Fernandez et al. 2001, Mercer 1995).
Dialogic teaching is still scarce (e.g. Lehesvuori et al. 2013b), but teachercentered recitation with closed-ended questions too often dominates in many
classrooms (Mercer & Littleton 2007). Closed questions starting infamous nondialogic triadic sequences (IRE or IRF, consisting of teacher Initiation, student
Response and teacher Evaluation or Feedback) (Lehesvuori et al. 2013b) allow
only brief responses with just one ‘right answer’ (Alexander 2005, Lehesvuori et
al. 2013a). Such a ’recitation script’ does not encourage student reasoning and
argumentation (Alexander 2005). Recitation only challenges learners’ factual recall
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instead of their understanding and therefore restricts their intellectual processing
and contributions to the dialogue (Staarman & Mercer 2010).
To improve the profile and power of classroom talk as a tool for successful
teaching and learning, researchers have recommended employing dialogic teaching
to invite students to participate and contribute in extended interactions (Staarman
& Mercer 2010). In dialogic teaching, the teacher uses open chains like IRPRP
(where I stands for teacher Initiative, R stands for student Response, and P stands
for teacher Prompt) which, contrary to non-dialogic IRF or IRE sequences
providing students with mere Feedback or Evaluation, are likely to encourage
students to enhance their thinking (Lehesvuori et al. 2013b). However, researchers
have also claimed that student learning can be enhanced by applying both dialogic
and authoritative aspects (Lehesvuori et al. 2013b), a broad repertoire of teacher
and pupil discourse with various interactive forms (Alexander 2005). Teacher-led
opening-ups (that lay the groundwork for the discussion) and closing-downs (that
demonstrate awareness of previous student contributions) facilitate dialogic
interaction, sense making and ultimately learning (e.g. Lehesvuori et al. 2013b).
While the teacher keeps linguistic dominance by controlling topics (Lefstein &
Snell 2011) and manipulating the classroom discourse according to the pedagogical
purposes, s/he acts as a ‘gatekeeper of knowledge’, determining which
contributions are to be appreciated and which are not (Edwards & Mercer 1987,
Staarman & Mercer 2010). The teacher also holds the authority to determine what
and how students will learn (Weimer 2013). However, changing the balance of
power in the classroom really needs a bigger conceptual stretch. Rather than merely
allowing students to decide whether or not they will learn, the teacher may promote
their autonomy as learners and motivation to learn by sharing power over central
learning decisions and giving them some control over the learning process (Weimer
2013). Nevertheless, following Alexander’s (2005) five criteria mentioned in the
introduction of Chapter 2.4 changes classroom discourse patterns to more
symmetric ones in terms of power relations. Although transforming power relations
may be perceived as threatening by teachers and emancipatory for their pupils (Lyle
2008), these points of view propose that teachers still keep a central position to
influence student learning, though their own talk would be minimal.
In learner-centered teaching teacher talk cannot be considered to be the locus
of learning, but it does matter how the teacher uses language to orchestrate
classroom talk. The teacher is needed to provide crucial scaffolds to appropriately
support the learners to develop their thinking (Harmoinen 2013). This research
takes proactive strategies into account when examining teacher orchestration.
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Group arrangements such as group composition and selection methods appear to
be issues worth discussing.
2.4.3 Interaction between the school, culture, and society
Talk is just only one component of interaction (Moerman 1988). The context of
publishing-oriented DV production enables additional dimensions. Whereas DV
production provides the participants with a scene for supportive classroom
interaction, online publishing makes content open to the public (Jenkins et al. 2006),
i.e. authentic viewers beyond the school. In educational environments, online
publishing has potential benefits. As learner-generated videos become accessible to
the public, students are consequently able to see media content made by other
young people outside their school, even globally, thus benefiting from the open
resources. Publishing-oriented media production motivates learners to create
content (Lange & Ito 2010) and drives them to improve the quality of products
(Butler et al. 2010). Students have an opportunity to learn to appraise their own and
others’ work (Robin 2008) and to understand other perspectives (Cennamo et al.
2014). Furthermore, online publishing promotes reflective online interactions such
as commenting by viewers around the world or, as regards digital stories,
responding to a story with a similar story (Kearney 2009).
Online publishing enables an optional level of social interaction between the
school and society, as well as the media, trend and youth culture. This level entails
social exchange, as described by Wittel (2011). Social exchange, embedded in
online publicity, implies a reciprocal relation between users and networks
generating and sharing content with each other (John 2012). In the context of this
study, publicity refers to online visibility and accessibility as regards the activity
level and interaction among the school, homes and society (Jaakkola 2010,
Nieminen 2006). Since friends, parents and other relatives watch media products
generated by the school children, it fosters interaction between the school, homes
and non-formal education in discussing the consequences of online activities, for
example. Thus, the collective impact of these growing environments is concerned.
Jaakkola (2010) regarded the teacher as an adequate coordinator in this dialogue,
but found a somewhat problematic gap between generations as educators and
adolescents live in environments with different thinking and operation models.
Many educators, unfamiliar with the online environments where adolescents spend
time, cannot understand what can be done there (Jaakkola 2010). Current negative
phenomena such as sexual or bullying messages appear on the Internet
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(Livingstone et al. 2011). Thus, children’s online activities make many parents
worried about potential harmful consequences.
Jaakkola (2010) emphasized potentially far-reaching consequences of indirect
interaction enabled by open online activity and communication. In networked
environments, the user can manage different target groups’ access to her/his
personal information through privacy settings (boyd 2008). From the perspective
of social interaction, this option is contradictory with the recent development of
sharing, openness and collaboration entailing increased publicity.
2.5

From theory to empirical studies and research questions

Based on the theoretical framework, interaction is crucial for learning and
development in all learning environments regardless of where collaborative
contributions happen, whether face-to-face or online. When starting this research,
I presumed that learner-generated DV production would change the classroom
dialogue and interaction among the whole learning community by promoting
dialogical exploratory learning and writing. Discussions and storyboarding foster
spoken and written dimensions of language, which is the most crucial tool for
learning (Littleton & Mercer 2013, Vygotsky 1978).
First, based on promising findings of earlier research (e.g. Rojas-Drummond
et al. 2010, Vass & Littleton 2010, Wegerif 2005), I believed that dialogue,
argumentation, and negotiation would improve learners’ skills of group work and
interaction. Likewise, thought showering, planning and storyboarding would
promote their creativity, thinking and writing. Furthermore, I presumed that
children would learn DV technology and visual grammar and get involved in acting
and performing in the filming phase, as well as exercise critical thinking in the
editing phase. But instead of studying these elements, I became interested in
whether such tasks would foster the divergent types of dialogue introduced by
Burbules (1993), namely conversation and debate, or would the convergent modes,
inquiry and instruction occur in the observed interaction.
Second, I also hoped that online activities would serve as a medium for
education in online publicity in the school context (Jaakkola 2010). This
pedagogical thinking was supported by the thoughts of Kupiainen (2013b) and
Laitinen (2007), with the latter claiming that students will likely learn to understand
media by producing media content scaffolded by a teacher. Applying this thought
and the understanding developed by Stern (2008) that learners assimilate and
construct the shared rules on online activity through their own experiences, our
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research group provided the local schools with opportunities to ’go online’ in
guided practices by publishing and sharing media content in authentic media
environments. Thus, this thesis presents sChOOLtv, an online video repository, as
a learning environment for young students to understand online presence and its
preconditions such as privacy and copyright, as well as a new literacies practice to
foster sharing, production, participation and nonprofessional expertise (Gee 2010).
The choice of publishing was offered as part of content production and media
literacies in schools, even among primary students who lack the skills, knowledge
and attitudes which they need in order to be able to participate and contribute to
collaborative production and common societal conversation.
In the context of this research, the 21st century skills are involved in many ways:
collaboration, creativity, oral communication, interaction in heterogeneous groups,
problem solving, decision making and online publishing in networked
environments (Dede 2010), to name but a few. Such capabilities may help school
children succeed in the working life of the future that requires sophisticated
thinking, flexible problem solving and skills in collaboration and communication
(Binkley et al. 2012). So far, the nature of work has transformed from individual
work in an industrial setting to complex team work requiring challenging cognitive
group processes (Dede 2010, Karoly & Panis 2004); we cannot imagine how it will
be in the future.
Based on the idea of the interactive process of teaching-and-learning (Staarman
& Mercer 2010) involving teachers and learners contributing to joint meaning
making, Mercer and Howe (2012) stated that teacher–student and collaborative
interaction should not to be considered separately in classroom research.
Furthermore, since digital literacies are characterized by the networked aspect
rather than the technical one (Gilster 1997), interaction in the context of digital
content production is worth considering in a wider sense beyond the classroom and
its face-to-face discussions.
To address the theoretical, methodological and pedagogical aims presented in
Chapter 1.3 and draw a holistic picture of publishing-oriented learner-generated
digital video production from various perspectives, I formulated the following
research questions (RQ) concerning this research study as a whole:
1.
2.

What kinds of social interaction emerge at the three different levels in the
context of publishing-oriented learner-generated digital video production?
How can the challenges appearing in the interaction at different levels be
addressed?
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The research questions are addressed in the three articles. The findings responding
to RQ2 will constitute the framework for enhancing the processes and conditions
of more productive interaction at the group, teacher–student(s) and societal levels.
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3

Methods of the research

The research questions are addressed through three studies reported in the three
articles. From the considerable number of analysis methods developed throughout
the decades due to the increasing interest in studying classroom interaction, I chose
to examine and understand interaction through case study approach (Yin 2003).
Kohlbacher (2006) and Lakkala (2010) regarded the approach as an appropriate
methodology for studying real-life events and complex social phenomena, as well
as an open-ended research task. Although research drawing on sociocultural
approaches has typically employed qualitative methods (e.g. Kumpulainen & Wray
2002, Mercer 2010, Peräkylä 2004, Valkonen & Laapotti 2011), some studies have
highlighted the potential of mixed methods (e.g. Hmelo-Silver et al. 2009), which
are typical for case studies (Yin 2003).
I employed the case study approach to answer the research questions proposed
in the particular article and to draw a holistic picture of publishing-oriented learnergenerated DV production and report its pedagogical affordances. Figure 1
illustrates the relations of the data collection contexts, studies and articles.

Fig. 1. Research process: Contexts of data collection, studies and articles.

Study 1 (reported in Article I) and Study 2 (reported in Article II) were conducted
in the context of DV production, and Study 3 (reported in Article III) in the context
of online publishing. Article I reports on a single case study, focusing on group
37

interaction through one group of five students. Article II reports on a multiple case
study examining teacher scaffolding through the four case teachers. Article III
reports on a multiple case study on online publishing with a variety of informants
and data sources. I employed the multiple case study approach in Study 2 and Study
3 to examine complex combinations of interaction across specific circumstances in
various settings and contexts. The approach helped reveal complementary aspects
of the phenomena and allowed robust theoretical replication. Chapter 5 combines
the findings cumulatively from each article.
3.1

Research designs and data collection

This chapter describes the research designs of my field studies to collect data in the
context of learner-generated DV production and in the context of online publishing.
The field studies, implemented in natural settings to examine the participating
schools’ DV production practices, provided invaluable data for addressing my
inductive research aims and the research questions specifically. The settings are
reported in detail in Articles I, II and III.
3.1.1 Context: Learner-generated DV production
The first field study involved a predefined timeline and participants. The data were
collected in the OPTEK2 research project at a Finnish primary school (grades 1–6)
(Palmgren-Neuvonen & Kumpulainen 2011) where four teachers participating in
the study conducted three DV projects with their 10–12-year-old students. The
participants were purposefully selected because the school was involved in a
national practitioner program for developing ICT use in schools. The teachers,
interested and experienced in learner-generated DV production, volunteered to
implement a literacy curriculum that differed from the traditional one but was
nevertheless familiar to them.
The DV projects (’Mirror’, ’Future’ and ’Newsroom’) were conducted in a
consecutive manner in one school year. The projects, applying a diverse set of new
literacies practices, were implemented in mother tongue education lessons in two
classes. The students, who were to some extent familiar with DV production and

2

OPTEK (Opetusteknologia koulun arjessa [Educational Technology at School’s Everyday life])
(2009–2011) was a national TEKES-funded research endeavor. Parallel to the OPTEK, a practitioner
program (ICT at school’s everyday life) was implemented with schools from 12 Finnish municipalities.
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collaborative learning, planned, filmed and edited movies in whole-class and group
settings. Each project spanned three weeks, involving five to six 2–6 hour sessions.
Both classes worked with a two-teacher team, TeacherA (a code name like all
names in the article) and TeacherB in Class A, and TeacherC and TeacherD in Class
B. The teachers (A–D) and timespan of the DV projects (Future, Mirror and
Newsroom) are shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Teachers, classes, and timespan of the projects in DV production.
Project

Class

Future

A

Mirror

B

Newsroom

A

Teacher
A

B

x

x

x

x

Timespan
C

D

x

x

XXXX
XXXX
XXXX

I collected the data with the aim of capturing the activities of the three DV projects
as they happened, without any pedagogical interventions. I did not provide
guidelines to the participants, such as giving DV project implementation plans to
the teachers or providing the students with ground rules on how to interact and
organize themselves in a group discussion. We – the teachers and I – only agreed
on learner-centeredness as a starting point. The teachers introduced each DV
project with an agreement on a shared goal, content creation and completion of the
joint product within a certain schedule.
I observed and recorded all sessions of the DV projects in the two classrooms
on video, and took field notes on the events and themes of classroom discussions
to support the video recordings. I reviewed all the video data (more than 50 hours
total) to consider sections relevant to both studies. I also elaborated the field notes
(resulting in approximately 20 Word pages) to develop an understanding of the
nature of classroom talk. I chose to focus on the first three sessions with subtasks
of thought showering and storyboarding video movies prior to the filming and
editing phases. This was because I considered those sessions to contain the most
relevant discussions in the projects and hence be an adequate sample for studying
discursive interaction. The data collected in the first field study served both Study
1 and Study 2. Whereas part of the data, collected in Class B, was employed to
examine group interaction and its development in Study 1 (see Article I), all the
data was used in Study 2 to investigate teacher scaffolding and teacher–student
interaction (see Article II).
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3.1.2 Context: Online publishing
A YouTube-based video repository, sChOOLtv3 (a pseudonym) was established to
allow local primary and secondary schools a channel to publish learner-generated
videos online (see Article III). A number of teachers interested in DV production
participated in four training sessions4 which we organized within 12 months of each
other in order to encourage the participants to utilize publishing-oriented DV
production in their classroom curriculum. The teachers not only produced content
for sChOOLtv with their students but also helped recruit students and parents as
informants.
The aim was to examine publishing-oriented video production through
multiple cases in nine schools to provide data and informants, both from the
primary and secondary levels. The study, part of FSR Second Wave5, involved the
teacher network with their students, and their activities around sChOOLtv. The
study was developed as a long-term process during two school years, with each
phase suggesting a need for a new type of data and additional relevant informants.
For example, when observing the activity to evolve, we identified particular
reluctance to publish among older students, which evoked interest in studying the
phenomena emerging around school-context online publishing. Table 2 presents the
informant list and illustrates the intertwined, partly parallel phases of planning and
data collection.

3

The DV production activities inspired our research group with a few involved practitioners and
representatives from the local educational authorities to develop an ’online television’ for online
publishing of the learner-generated videos. The established sChOOLtv allowed the videos a wider public
beyond the school and aimed at serving as an open learning resource to inspire other students and
teachers.
4
The sessions also aimed to develop a teacher network to share expertise and ideas and ways to use DV
production in a pedagogically reasonable way. We expected the network to negotiate the ground rules
for online publishing and to consider prospective interaction between the school and surrounding
community enabled and promoted by online publicity and sChOOLtv.
5
Second Wave (2011-2013) was a multidisciplinary research and development project funded by ESF
(European Social Fund) and the city of Oulu, and coordinated by FSR (Future School Research Center,
University of Oulu).
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Table 2. Informant list and timeline of data collection in Context: Online publishing.
Phase

N

F

M

YEAR0

YEAR1

Development of sChOOLtv

x

Literature review

x
x x x

Observed DV production
Recorded media educator interviews
Observed teacher training sessions

YEAR2

x

2

1

x

1

x

x

10

x

x

x

Video-recorded participant interviews
primary students
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28

10

primary parents

5

3

2

sChOOLtv teachers and headmaster

6

4

2

passive teachers and headmasters

3

0

3

secondary students

10

3

7

secondary parents

3

3

0

x x

x

xxx
x xx
xx
x

x

x

x

x x

N = number of participants; F = female; M = male; x = event/s of observation or interview

At first, I became acquainted with the field by interviewing two media educators
and observing DV projects and media educational discussions in classrooms with
a research assistant. Later, as we discovered the contradictory feelings among the
participants provoked by the first publishing experiences on sChOOLtv, we
interviewed 67 informants with different roles: 7–15-year-old students, parents,
teachers and principals. All in all, we conducted 33 semi-structured theme
interviews.
Students and parents were recruited for interviews by the teachers involved in
the sChOOLtv network. The students were allowed to choose between a personal
or group interview (2–4 persons), resulting in one personal and 13 group interviews.
Interestingly, among the interviewed parents, five of whom were parents of
primary-aged students and three of secondary-aged students, all had a university
degree. We also recruited representatives, known for employing DV production in
their classroom curriculum, from schools not participating in sChOOLtv activities
for interviews to expand the perspectives on online publishing. All interviewed
principals were from primary schools because no secondary school principals
volunteered. The interview frame was tailored to the informants’ roles and ages.
Besides the video-recorded interviews, we also recorded the four training sessions
where the network teachers discussed issues related to online publishing. The video
data consisted of approximately 40 hours’ corpus of interviews, ten hours’ corpus
from the teacher meetings and four hours’ corpus from the classroom observations.
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3.2

Data analyses

Using QSR NVivo, I stored, processed, annotated and coded all video-recordings
and field notes of observations and interviews assisted by the research assistant.
We transcribed verbatim the selected video recordings, and also part of them per
individual speaker, for more detailed analyses of social interaction in order to
examine the contribution of each individual. I selected sections to be examined in
detail in each study based on the elaborated field notes and mutual considerations
with my supervisor. In the analyses, I employed a method most convenient for
addressing the research questions of the particular study. I used a phrase forming a
single meaning as a unit of analysis, though I also took into account the preceding
and subsequent utterances. I selected short quotations representing interesting
phenomena standing for potentially essential findings. Next, I discuss the methods
I employed to examine the social interaction as well as the analyses.
3.2.1 Group development using Bales’ IPA method
To answer the research questions and be able to suggest critical improvements for
the challenges appearing in the group interaction, I chose to examine interaction
through one group of five students in Class B who were learning to collaborate for
a joint DV movie. Due to teacher-designation, all groups in the Mirror project were
mixed-gender and consisted of five members. I decided to focus on the target group
due to its prominent development and its vibrant and enthusiastic interaction among
the determined and inventive group members. I believed the data would provide
new knowledge about group interaction and its development (see Article I).
Recognizing the potentials of peer interaction, collaborative problem solving and
creative processing in pedagogical settings, I aimed to understand interaction in the
context of DV thought showering and storyboarding, both at the individual and
group levels. This was to identify each student’s improvement needs and thus
enhance the educational value of group work.
In the initial phase of Study 1, I analyzed qualitatively the selected transcribed
video data on group sessions (84 minutes total), taking into account the nature of
participation, content of member contributions and challenges in collaboration.
Furthermore, I considered the interaction in terms of the features of Exploratory
Talk (Mercer 1995). I wrote brief summaries unraveling the video recordings, field
notes and transcriptions with annotations to describe relevant events and the themes
discussed during the three sessions.
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In the mixed-method analysis, I quantified the group interaction using the
interaction process analysis (IPA) 6 method (Bales 1950a, 1950b) to enable
visualization and comparison across individuals and sessions. I chose to employ
the method because it has proved to serve studying task groups involved in planning
(Bales 1950b), problem solving and decision-making (Keyton 2003). The
methodology followed the one used by Socha and Socha (1994) who employed the
IPA system to support and extend the qualitative examination of group interaction
with a non-statistical purpose.
The IPA method is composed of twelve categories (see Table 3), six of which
represent task-oriented communicative actions and the other six display
socioemotional aspects sustaining group harmony (Bales 1950b). Thus, it allows a
very distinct focus on the socio-emotional and task-based components of
interaction (Ghosh 2014, Gorse & Emmitt 2009). Although Bales (1950b)
constructed the coding categories to be content-free, I modified the method slightly,
similarly to research conducted by Peña and Hancock (2006) and Underwood and
Underwood (1999), in order to address the stated research interest: how does the
group develop and learn to collaborate? I divided Category 4 (gives suggestion)
into the subcategories of ’gives positive suggestion’ and ’gives negative suggestion’
to be able to identify features of emerging collaborative learning and distinction
between disputational and more productive talk (Mercer 2004). The coding scheme
allowed for the examination of the nature and frequency of asking for information,
opinions and suggestions (Bales 1950b), which can be regarded as indications for
intersubjective attunement (Wegerif 2005) and perspective-seeking as defined in
exploratory talk (Mercer 2004).

6

As the IPA method is not tied to the content of any group task or group activity, it is generic and
universal (McGrath 1984) and thus appropriate to examine groups in highly diverse contexts in
interaction and communication research. Despite the respectable age of the method, it is still used in
contemporary research in the context of professional teams of various kinds (e.g. Atwal & Caldwell
2005, Bellamy et al. 2005, Ghosh 2014, Gorse & Emmitt 2007, 2009, Sauer et al. 2000, Shwarts-Asher
2012), online multiplayer video gaming (e.g. Peña & Hancock 2006) and in educational settings,
focusing on both face-to-face and computer-mediated group interaction (e.g. Fahy 2006, Löfstrand &
Zakrisson 2014, Socha & Socha 1994, Underwood & Underwood 1999).
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Table 3. Categories of IPA (Source: Bales 1950b: 9, modified by Palmgren-Neuvonen)
with examples of the meaning units in the data.
Area

ID Category

Socioemotional area

1

Shows solidarity or friendliness

Now we are near agreement!

2

Shows tension release or

Now we have got it!

3

Shows agreement, understanding

Positive reactions to
promote engagement
and build relationships
Task area
Attempted answers to

satisfaction
Well that’s a good idea!

4a Gives POSsuggestion

The parents are terrorists…

4b Gives NEGsuggestion

No, it’s the baby who drops the

develop information,
understanding and

Example

bomb.
5

Gives opinion or evaluation

control

I think it is very rational
(sarcastic)

6

Gives information or orientation

Choose the three images from

7

Asks for information or orientation

Who of you are like-minded?

Questions to seek

8

Asks for opinion or evaluation

Do you like this picture?

information and request

9

Asks for suggestion

What am I going to draw then?

the Internet as follows …
Task area

direction
Socioemotional area
Negative reactions to
decline task information
and threaten
relationships

10 Shows disagreement, passive

No, absolutely no exploding cars!

rejection
11 Shows tension, withdraws out of

I want change to another group!

field
12 Shows antagonism

You don’t understand anything!

Through quantification of interaction, transcribed in a speaker-based manner, I was
able to compare the group members in terms of participation and individual
interactive tendencies, and as a group across the successive sessions. In this
research, quantification also generated interaction profiles (see Article 1) to provide
an interpretive framework for a discussion of the phenomena emerging during the
group discussions. Although the interaction profiles alone could not provide
comprehensive evidence of the group interaction, they supported the qualitative
findings and served as a stimulus to examine the data in-depth. The analysis was
completed by considering the qualitative summaries and IPA-coded results in light
of collaboration and group development (Tuckman 1965/2001). Thus, the IPA
method served as an interpretive framework.

44

3.2.2 Teacher–student(s) interaction through qualitative analysis
A qualitative research does not only give responses to the given research questions,
but also evokes new questions to inspire further investigation. Study 1, focusing on
student interaction, evoked an interest in examining the role of the teacher in
orchestrating the planning sessions of learner-generated DV production. I
addressed this interest by conducting Study 2 (see Article II). The first three
sessions from all three DV projects returned video recordings from nine sessions
in total, approximately 20 hours of material as the main data for further analysis.
As teacher–student and collaborative interaction should not be considered
separately in classroom practice (Mercer & Howe 2012), I examined the four
teachers’ scaffolding in diverse communicative settings. For this, the main data
offered a relevant sample representing teacher-led whole-class introduction,
teacher-guided whole-class discussion, teacher-controlled group work in the
classroom and teacher-scaffolded group work in small group spaces.
To respond to the research questions and propose critical improvements for the
deficiencies appearing at the teacher–student level, I analyzed teacher–student(s)
interaction in the main data by employing qualitative research coding procedures
(Strauss & Corbin 1990) and using a phrase forming a single meaning as a unit of
analysis. The analysis focused on various types of discursive scaffolding which the
teachers used to encourage and develop both teacher–student and peer–peer
dialogue. As I followed an inductive approach with no a priori coding framework,
the categories derived from the data. Applying constant comparison (i.e. searching
for differences and similarities) (Glaser & Strauss 1967) to identify the occurring
themes and patterns, I coded the data to form 24 first-level categories describing
the diversity of teachers’ scaffolding. Figure 2 illustrates the formation of the
category system. The examples of the meaning units have been translated from
Finnish by me.
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Fig. 2. Meaning units forming first-level categories: Supporting group processes.

Clustering the first-level categories under six main types generated a category
system demonstrating the communicative functions of teacher scaffolding (see
Appendix, see also Article II). The six categories are Promoting student thinking,
Supporting group processes, Maintaining dialogue, Facilitating and promoting
task implementation, Task assignment, and Implementing authority. The analysis
suggested the four teachers’ different ways of using language and informed me to
focus on two of them. In the analysis of the natural classroom talk I also observed
preceding and subsequent utterances and prosodic clues to understand the meaning
making among the participants.
3.2.3 Interaction at the societal level through content analysis
To address the research questions and be able to recommend improvements for
interaction at the societal level, I subjected the transcribed interviews and
descriptions of observations in the case classrooms and teacher training sessions to
qualitative content analysis following the inductive tradition (Elo et al. 2014) (see
Article III). Using a phrase forming a single meaning as a unit of analysis, I
investigated through constant comparison (Glaser & Strauss 1967) each
informant’s contributions to search differences and similarities in the data depicting
the interviewees’ different stances towards online publishing and the students’
willingness or reluctance to publish videos. I was interested in not only positive
viewpoints on and affordances of online publishing but also challenges emerging
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in the interaction at the societal level. Informed by the literature review, the analysis
was deepened by focusing on the elements of online publicity and media
encouragement.
The open coding procedures returned 14 first-level categories and the data
reduction process formed a data-driven category system with three main categories,
namely Participant perspectives (see Figure 3), Sources hindering the online
publishing, and Media encouragement and education in online publicity (see
Figure 4). Figure 3 and Figure 4 illustrate the formation of the category system.
The examples of the meaning units have been translated from Finnish by me.

Fig. 3. Meaning units forming first-level categories: Participant perspectives.

Figure 3 and Figure 4 not only demonstrate two of the three categories deriving
from the data. At the same time, Figure 3 represents issues addressing RQ1 of the
thesis by showing the aspects of interaction at the societal level.
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Fig. 4. Meaning units forming first-level categories: Education in online publicity.

In turn, Figure 4 introduces findings to respond to RQ2 by presenting a few media
encouragement practices to address challenges appearing in the interaction at the
particular level (see Chapter 5.3). The entire category system is presented in Table
A1 in an appendix of Article III.
3.3

Ethical considerations

This research was guided by the ethical research principles in the humanities, social
and behavioral sciences set by the Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity
(Varantola et al. 2012). I followed basic rules of good scientific practice to refer to
other researchers’ work and achievements, and to inform the financing sources and
other commitments relevant to the conduct of research. The municipal educational
administration of the city and participating teachers acknowledged the data
collections. The participants volunteered to involve themselves in the data
production which was implemented as part of the normal work of the school. In the
beginning of the activities, the involved students and their parents were informed
and they were asked for informed consent to allow the children participate in the
study and sChOOLtv activities (producing and publishing videos), which also
addressed privacy and copyright issues. The purpose of informing the students and
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securing their consent was to acknowledge their agency and strengthen their
participation.
According to Elo et al. (2014), researchers are invited to demonstrate the
credibility of their study by using a reader, co-researcher or participant to verify the
findings. Thus in this research, the participants were informed about the publishing
of the research reports and provided an opportunity to read the reports. Although
an opportunity to evaluate the researchers’ interpretations seems an attractive
option, Elo et al. (2014) argued, based on the thinking of many methodologists (e.g.
Morse et al. 2002), that this would harm the validity of the research as the
participants do not always understand their own actions and motives, whereas the
researcher with an academic obligation is more capable of applying critical
understanding on the participants’ actions (Pyett 2003).
As studying teacher work involves a variety of ethical considerations, I aim to
respect the participants’ professional integrity in reporting the findings. I maintain
the confidentiality and anonymity of the participants by withholding the
demographic details and the exact date and place of the studies as well as by using
code names or pseudonyms in all articles. Recognizing the complexity of the
teacher’s profession, seeing as it involves being thrown into a life-wide challenge
in the classroom to balance between societal expectations and coping with complex
emotions (Lanas 2011), I appreciate the teachers for enabling our study by
addressing a learner-centered creative approach in their classroom curriculum. I
emphasize their strong experience and competence in such demanding settings, and
their desire to constantly continue with professional development.
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4

Overview of the empirical findings

This doctoral thesis consists of the three articles examining social interaction from
different perspectives in the context of publishing-oriented learner-generated
digital video production. Article I focuses on one group of five students while
Article II examines the teacher talk to orchestrate learning processes in both wholeclass and group settings. Article III, introducing school-context online publishing,
examines interaction at the macro level. This chapter presents and discusses briefly
the main findings of each article relevant for the research as a whole.

Fig. 5. Main concepts in Articles I, II and III.

4.1

Article I: Group interaction of primary-aged students in the
context of a learner-generated digital video production

Article I examines the interaction of a group of three girls and two boys in a
divergent creative task to make a joint fictional DV movie. The article, describing
group discussions in three successive sessions to thought shower and plan a joint
DV movie, illustrates the group interaction and its development by graphical
profiles generated using the IPA method (Bales 1950a, 1950b).
The study suggests a high degree of engagement, enthusiasm and motivation,
and an utterly task-oriented endeavor among the group members. The group talk
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mostly remained coherent without interruption by unrelated sub-discussions or offtask activities that frequently tend to hinder group work. Nevertheless, the openended DV assignment appeared to be a complex task to negotiate. The group
discussion was initially characterized by insufficient skills to collaborate creatively
and agree on strategies to improve group interaction. The first session lacked
reciprocity, argumentation and intersubjective attunement (Wegerif 2005) but
unequal participation and disputational talk were prominent. Whereas one of the
girls and the two boys debated in a rather dominating manner while fighting for
leadership, the second girl talked in a sparing and organized manner while the third
remained silent and actively observed her group mates. These deficiencies occurred
despite the group members knowing each other, as the Class B students were used
to working in groups with different combinations of their classmates. Across the
observed sessions, unequal participation became more equal and reciprocal. The
members invited each other to participate by asking questions reflecting
intersubjective orientation and mutual attunement (Wegerif 2005).
The group work showed features of behavior patterns suggesting that groups
develop through the stages of forming, storming, norming and performing
(Tuckman 1965/2001). The storming phase at the beginning of the project included
frequent conflicts resulting from the members’ different opinions on the theme,
ideas, events and role characters of a joint movie. The discourses represented their
cultural and social life worlds, which were obviously somewhat affected by the
different genders. Although the conflicts were task-related and caused no prolonged
alienation among participants (Wheelan 2005), they disturbed the workflow.
However, the group improved its inter-relational and collaborative skills in problem
solving and decision-making strategies in a self-directed manner. As they learned
to manage conflicts, the group members proceeded in planning their joint DV
movie. Ultimately, they did not need the teacher to solve their conflicts. The most
disputative members also expressed notable relief and satisfaction upon reaching
an agreement. The conflicts seemed to have positive effects on group performance,
as they made the group negotiate and agree upon norms related to moviemaking in
the school context.
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4.2

Article II: Teacher as an orchestrator of collaborative planning
in learner-generated video production

Article II examines teacher orchestration in the context of learner-generated DV
production. The multiple case study was conducted in a Finnish primary school,
where four teachers implemented three DV projects with their students. The article
reports the orchestration of the planning sessions of the projects, which involved
subtasks in both group and whole-class settings.
The four teachers followed different approaches to supporting dialogue in
group and whole-class settings. They provided groups with arbitrary and
deficiently organized scaffolding, dictating content-related instructions rather than
interacting with the group members to understand their needs to promote group
processes (Chiu 2004). In whole-class settings, the teachers oscillated between an
open dialogic approach encouraging student participation and an authoritative role
instructing, reviewing and distributing speech turns to regulate students’
contributions. Despite the learner-centeredness being a starting point in the DV
projects, they often adhered to teacher-centered monologue and traditional
recitation with closed or leading questions (Alexander 2005). In this, they probably
aimed to manage the classroom talk. Besides their own dominance in talk, they
were challenged to foster dialogue beyond one extrovert student.
Teacher-centeredness was especially emphasized in the whole-class settings of
Class B where the teacher in charge started with a short, strictly teacher-led
instruction towards in-advance-designated groups. Applying authoritative
classroom ground rules, he did not invite the students to participate in the openingup of the project but expected the students to sit quietly, listen to his instructions
and watch the short introduction video. His behavior can be explained by his
strategy to prioritize group phases. Consequently in the group work phase, he
appeared to provide timely process-related scaffolding to promote group dialogue
and decision-making and make students become active and self-regulated learners
(Lin et al. 2012). He challenged the groups by necessitating consensus which
naturally required more negotiation within the groups, but he also adapted the task
level when necessary (van de Pol & Elbers 2013). In turn, learner-centeredness as
the starting point in all phases challenged teacher orchestration. Open-ended group
formation took time and teacher energy from group scaffolding, whereas the
teacher-designated groups and structured activities seemed to support task
implementation. The study supports Sharples and Anastopoulou’s (2012) thinking
suggesting the load of ‘dynamic orchestration’ to be facilitated by ‘orchestration
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design’; in other words, profound planning of the whole project while taking the
pedagogical goals into account. At the same time, pre-project planning entails an
apparent tension between learner-centered and teacher-centered practices,
juxtaposing freedom with structures and teacher authority.
The study suggests the nature of the divergent learning task to challenge not
only classroom talk but also teacher scaffolding. Groups needed scaffolding in
social interaction and collaboration in such tasks, referring to Mercer’s (2000)
intermental development zone.
4.3

Article III: School-context videos in Janus-faced online
publicity: Learner-generated digital video production going
online

Article III reports a multiple case study on a pretty novel phenomenon in the school
context, namely online publishing, and discusses the school’s relationship with
publicity within media education. Approaching media education from the
perspective of production and media encouragement, the article presents sChOOLtv
to bridge the media gap between in-school and out-of-school learning environments.
Communication technology, current trends and active partnership with parents
have promoted school publicity. In spite of this, various policies as regards
exposing student-generated videos to public inspection appear in schools.
Representing the different cases, the schools seemed to follow three kinds of
publicity policies: to publish videos on sChOOLtv, publication on a communication
environment with restricted access, or no publication. In some schools, sChOOLtv
is a showcase of the school’s activities for parents and other stakeholders implying
a mode of promoting public relations (PR).
In terms of interaction at the societal level, the article pinpoints sources that
promote but also sources that prevent interaction between school and homes and
other educators, and contemporary media and culture. Teachers, parents and
students themselves can play the gatekeeper role: reluctance as regards online
publishing emerges among all these parties. Teachers may or may not employ
publishing-oriented DV production, parents may or may not grant consent to allow
their child to participate, and students may or may not be unwilling to participate
in DV activities. The study supports the findings of Karchmer (2008), presenting
an inspiring effect on the learners entailed by the option of online publishing which
weakens with age, however. This may result from the adolescents’ increased self54

criticism and belief that school-context videos would harm their carefully
constituted online image in informal networks. Contrarily, in out-of-school
environments, online publishing of their home-made videos is a more common
practice among secondary-aged students.
The article suggests a framework for the teacher to promote online publishing
through media encouragement practices such as informing students, parents and
teacher colleagues about the principles and pros and cons of online publishing, and
enhancing their own and the students’ skills in DV production. As the teacher is the
fundamental enabler in deciding to employ DV production in the classroom
curriculum, the article presents an idea of a teacher network to develop practices
promoting online publishing, to negotiate ground rules to manage online activities,
and provide mutual support for the members. In the most active members’
classroom, online publishing was a very natural continuation to DV production
among the students, and the parents of all students had granted consent to publish
the learner-generated videos.
Most criticisms of sChOOLtv made by the educators (parents and teachers) are
related to the technical aspects of using YouTube such as poor navigation and
insufficient privacy settings. As YouTube has a bad image in their eyes, they claim
that it does not serve as a platform for a school-context television. Although some
secondary-level interviewees take a positive stance toward YouTube due to the
potential prospect of fame, they would rather leave it for informal use. Few online
comments on the sChOOLtv videos were given, most of which appeared to be
somewhat inappropriate. Such comments were removed in order not to discourage
the young producers. Unfortunately, age limits for online activities and the Finnish
copyright law prohibiting joint reviews on YouTube videos in classrooms prevent
the learning and practicing of constructive feedback and comment on online videos.
Thus, reflective online interactions as described by Kearney (2009) are scarce.
Accordingly, the study reveals that students and their parents rarely discuss issues
related to online activities at home. Although sChOOLtv does not seem to fulfill
sharing as an act of social exchange, i.e. online communication about videos among
users, the study demonstrates sChOOLtv’s ability to enhance new literacies and
participatory culture, promoting education in online publicity from the
sociocultural perspective. sChOOLtv activities are apt to foster interaction among
teachers, especially within the teacher network. Furthermore, the students sharing
publishing-oriented DV production are able to consult with their peers and teachers.
The online activities enhance the partnership between the school and homes,
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promoting discussion on the meaning and operating principles of sChOOLtv and
negotiation on what can or cannot be shown there.
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5

Main findings and general discussion

This chapter combines the main findings for further discussion from the perspective
of interaction, learning and pedagogy to evaluate the potentials of publishingoriented learner-generated DV production. It addresses both research questions by
reporting, discussing and reflecting the findings at the group level, the whole-class
level and the societal level. I describe level by level the kinds of interaction that
emerge in this context and suggest a framework to address challenges appearing in
the interaction at each level and thus enhance the educational value of DV
production.
5.1

Peer group interaction reveals motivated task-orientation

This research demonstrates that open-ended, creative DV tasks with learnercentered activities can at best generate highly task-oriented and motivated group
interaction. Nevertheless, the research reveals, concurring with earlier research (e.g.
Alexander 2005, Kumpulainen & Wray 2002, Mercer & Littleton 2007),
shortcomings such as unequal participation and lack of argumentation, reciprocity
and intersubjective attunement (Wegerif 2005).
5.1.1 Can disputational group talk have any pedagogical value?
At the beginning of the DV project, the observed mixed-gender group showed
modest skills of negotiating task topics and enhancing shared strategies in the
collaborative creative processing. The group interaction became disputational as
members endeavored to get their own ideas noticed by their peers. Due to the openended creative nature of the task, any ideas and thoughts were acceptable to be used
in the final video movie but the suggestions were either approved or disapproved
according to implicit shared criteria (Wegerif 2005). The approval seemed to
depend on how well the proposer managed to integrate her/his suggestion into the
previously presented thoughts. Apparently, the frequent conflicts were provoked by
the group members’ different discourses representing their individual worldview
and the different topics that were typical for each gender. In the thought showering
discussions, the boys suggested themes representing action and violence-based
entertainment, whereas the girls offered ’soft’ topics. Although the storyline of the
video was to be collaboratively produced, each proposer defended her/his vision
for a desired storyline as an individual goal according to her/his own media
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experiences from e.g. movies and games, adhering to her/his own perspectives and
ideologies. By approaching the task from the viewpoint of their own media
experiences, the group members participated in reproducing traditional gender
roles.
However, the research shows that the group improved in an independent
manner in discursive and collaborative skills and interdependent decision-making.
Evidently, the timely and minimal teacher scaffolding enabled the group to finally
achieve the shared goal. The task-related conflicts obviously made the members
understand others’ perspectives (Levine et al. 1993) and enhanced group cohesion
and an open-minded climate of trust (Wheelan et al. 2003). As this research
demonstrates the conflicts in the target group as improving group participation
(Johnson & Johnson 1975) and the quality and creativity of decision-making (De
Dreu & Weingate 2003, Littleton & Mercer 2013), I criticize the earlier researchers’
arguments suggesting disputational talk to be of little educational value (e.g.
Mercer & Littleton 2007) and that conflicts always harm group cohesion (Gorse &
Emmitt 2007). In any scenario, group work allows students to learn group skills
and interaction, which obviously has educational value (Wegerif 2007, see also
Hämäläinen & Vähäsantanen 2011, Webb 2009).
5.1.2 Improving group interaction
The group interaction appeared to be modest. This can be explained by the fact that
ground rules for productive group talk were not introduced to the students (see
Chapter 3.1.1). Furthermore, the moderate nature of interaction can be largely
explained by the divergent creative task not supporting argumentation and explicit
reasoning (Rojas-Drummond et al. 2006). I regard the open-ended DV assignment
as a complex task for young producers, as it included the seeking of a common
understanding on an abstract media representation and several waypoints
necessitating decision-making. Accordingly, I consider their reaching a consensus
to be a significant group achievement. As soon as the group learned to manage
conflicts and establish common strategies for negotiating a joint video storyline, its
collaboration became more productive in terms of asking opinions, ideas and
suggestions. Finally, adapting Mercer’s (2000) concept of ‘interthinking’ and
Littleton’s and Mercer’s (2013) notion of the ICZ, the group reached an intermental
zone of ’intercreating’, that is, a dialogic space to create and negotiate a storyline
for their joint DV movie of imaginary nature. The terms ‘ICZ’ and ‘intercreating’
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appropriately characterize dynamic and contextual creativity as implied in this
study.
Since creativity is largely learned and likely improved in social settings as
Sawyer (2013) argued, the students need frequent opportunities for learning
collaborative creative processing. But providing opportunities to collaborate is not
enough: they need to be taught how to do so (Littleton & Mercer 2013). From the
perspective of pedagogical value, the students need guidance and support in
constructive discussion, negotiation and reasoning, and encouragement to
participate and contribute. Group interaction even in divergent creative tasks would
obviously benefit from pedagogical intervention, e.g. programs such as Thinking
Together7 to promote exploratory talk, i.e. constructive and critical negotiation of
views among the learners (Mercer et al. 1999), and Philosophy for children8 to
encourage learners to improve their critical reasoning and creative thinking skills
(Lipman 1976). DV production, involving open-ended, creative and collaborative
tasks, serves as an appropriate pedagogical activity for all these purposes and as a
learning environment to acquire and practice ways of ’intercreating’. Interestingly,
Ruiz-Primo et al. (2011), as cited by Hämäläinen and Vähäsantanen (2011), stated
that in classroom dialogue it is more important to involve all participants rather
than merely arriving at the correct answer. This applies to divergent contexts like
in this study where there is no single answer.
As conflicts are undoubtedly present in human interaction, I argue that young
students need opportunities to learn how to manage conflicts and avoid them. An
easy solution to reduce conflict would be to let students select their DV production
team, but in this research this open-ended practice resulted in single-gender friend
groups (see Article II). Although the solution would be supported by the studies
suggesting that single-gender friend pairs perform better than acquaintance pairs
(e.g. Azmitia & Montgomery 1993, Miell & MacDonald 2000, Rojas-Drummond
et al. 2010, Underwood & Underwood 1999), I willingly argue, like Lacuesta et al.
(2009) and Saloviita (2006), that heterogeneous group settings are needed to make
children learn how to collaborate with all kinds of peers.
Productive dialogues inevitably do not appear unassisted (Harmoinen 2013).
The research demonstrates that appropriate teacher scaffolding can support group
members in achieving agreement and the group in improving the quality of group
7
The Thinking Together program (Mercer & Littleton 2007) is widely used in schools (e.g. RojasDrummond et al. 2014).
8
The Philosophy for children program (Lipman 1976) has been recently introduced to schools (Juuso
2008, Topping & Trickey 2015).
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discussions and taking responsibility for its learning (Rojas-Drummond et al. 2013,
Wood et al. 1976), which was specifically valued by Socha and Socha (1994). In
promoting, scaffolding and developing productive dialogue, the teacher plays a
crucial role.
5.2

Does classroom interaction constitute a learning community?

Although the active role of the learner in technology-enhanced learning has been
speculated to make teachers unnecessary, in learner-centered participatory
practices the teacher actually plays an even more important role in students’
learning through teacher orchestration. This chapter discusses interaction between
the teacher and students, but considers also appropriate scaffolding and pre-project
arrangements, the crucial prerequisites for effective classroom interaction, as well
as balance between teacher authority and learner-centeredness.
5.2.1 Challenges in fostering multilateral classroom talk
The research suggests that the classroom interaction, as its best, entailed
intersubjective orientation and creative talk reflecting the contextual, situational
and improvisational nature of the divergent task. In all three DV projects, the
teachers employed various social settings and a pedagogical framework commonly
used in convergent tasks to raise the educational value of the practices (Lehesvuori
et al. 2013a). The framework involved individual written thought showering and
group work, as well as introduction, instruction, discussions, recaps and reviews in
whole-class settings. Each setting seems to have its affordances and challenges.
This research reveals whole-class practices to support and amplify teachercenteredness.
Despite the learner-centered starting point of the DV projects, the teachers
occasionally failed to foster dialogic classroom talk. Using conventional discursive
patterns, e.g. teacher monologue and traditional recitation applying closed
questions (Alexander 2005), they acted as a ‘gatekeeper of knowledge,’
manipulating the discourse and determining which contributions are to be
appreciated and which are not (Edwards & Mercer 1987, Staarman & Mercer 2010).
The traditional discursive forms especially reproduce power relations among the
learning community. Although observations on student behavior in the whole-class
settings cannot provide evidence for closed questions to restrict students’
intellectual processing (Staarman & Mercer 2010), such questions arguably do not
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encourage students to contribute to classroom dialogue. As the research reveals
troubled circumstances, e.g. class size, a few bustling students and unorganized
activities, I willingly comply with Scott et al. (2006) who explained frequent closed
questions to be used as a tool for classroom management. As Shor (1992: 26)
suggested, closed questions allow students “to answer questions, not to question
answers.” Nevertheless, although the teachers tended to employ closed questions,
they at least truly endeavored to foster any kind of interaction among the students
who were reluctant to participate in the whole-class dialogue, as they were probably
unaccustomed to answer open-ended questions as Mercer and Howe (2012)
speculated. The finding supports Kovalainen and Kumpulainen’s (2005) study,
revealing the complexity of fostering multilateral classroom interaction.
The research presents not only the teachers’ discursive dominance but also their
tendency to favor some students by allowing talkative self-confident students to
dominate. Prominently, even in the most interactive teacher-facilitated whole-class
situations, rarely more than 2−3 students were encouraged and empowered to
contribute, while others participated as audience, left muted and isolated (Lefstein
2010, Lefstein & Snell 2011). However, I do not by any means depreciate wholeclass dialogue. The research demonstrates that the whole-class settings can
engender creative dialogue and allow the students to have peer experiences, learn
from others, and receive feedback from any of their classmates. However, this
achievement does necessitate a truly skilled orchestrator to support student
contributions. At the same time, the teacher has an opportunity to estimate the level
of task progress and student understanding to inform their responsive scaffolding
(Scott 1998).
To improve orchestration of whole-class dialogue, the teacher needs to develop
the quality of her/his questions and prompts and keep the quantity of her/his own
talk appropriate to support learners in developing their thinking (Harmoinen 2013).
Using turn allocation would prevent dominance among the students and encourage
all students, not just talkative ones, to participate. Although turn allocation may
reproduce power, authority and teacher control over the flow of classroom
discussion, restricting the students’ participation and contribution, it would foster
equal whole-class interaction by making dominant students learn to speak in turns.
The teacher should not only introduce principles of turn taking and remind them to
the students, but also channel the efforts of talkative dominants in both whole-class
and group settings.
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5.2.2 Proper design to prevent ‘orchestration load’
This research presents the teachers’ diverse strategies to orchestrate the DV projects,
particularly the group phases. Revealing arbitrary and somewhat deficiently
organized scaffolding for groups, the research suggests that divergent tasks such as
learner-generated DV production also need profound planning for the whole project.
As I consider productive peer interaction to be pivotal for increasing the
pedagogical value of learner-generated DV production, I encourage the teacher to
involve students in dialogue (Scott et al. 2006). This arguably necessitates planning,
designing and coordinating learning situations that optimally support peer
interaction. Rather than relying on improvisational performance (Sawyer 2004), the
teacher should take into account the topic, pedagogical goals and learners involved,
and identify the curriculum contents or, in this case, educational elements in the
particular learner-centered activity that would benefit from a dialogic approach.
Then, s/he can guide the classroom discourse to serve the pedagogical goal of the
curriculum. It is justified that the teacher, being responsible for the students to
acquire particular skills at a particular time (Sawyer 2004), still maintains authority
and determines what and how students will learn (Weimer 2013).
The Mirror project presents well-designed and well-informed phases at both
individual and group levels. At the same time, the project was started by a strictly
teacher-led introduction of the task structure, with the teacher briefly instructing
the students on how to proceed in the sub-task in group settings. The teacher also
had assigned in advance the groups that were heterogeneous in terms of gender,
character and abilities. Nevertheless, I would interpret the teacher-centered
behavior as not only a tool to facilitate classroom management but also as a strategy
to prioritize the group phase and allow more time for peer dialogue as Lefstein
recommended (2010). Observation throughout the project confirmed that this kind
of design was typical in the particular learning community. As soon as the students
have adopted the structure and classroom ground rules, the teacher can obviously
allow more freedom to them to work in groups.
Contrarily, in the learner-centered cases the teachers faced unpredictable
appearances and complexities in terms of inter-relational dynamics and intellectual
and creative ability. Open-ended practices, such as student-selection to form groups,
took time and challenged classroom management, which in turn took up teacher
energy and time to the detriment of group work and appropriate group scaffolding,
resulting in ‘orchestration load’ (Dillenbourg 2013). Thus, I find group designation
– group size and composition, and whether selected by the teacher or the students
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themselves – as a crucial aspect to consider in designing group work. In light of
this research, the prearrangements including teacher-facilitated group designation
evidently affect the group effectiveness that enables a fluent start in group work.
When comparing the learner- and teacher-selected groups, the latter ones were able
to start working in a proficient manner, whereas the former ones, implying the
students’ preferences, seemed to require teacher intervention more often.
The structured settings resulted in more systematic scaffolding and thus equal
group interaction. I therefore argue that both students and teachers would benefit
from a carefully scripted design, employing whole-class, individual and group
settings in turns. Nevertheless, thorough planning and organization may upset the
balance of freedom and authority. The research identifies an apparent tension
between practices implementing learner-centeredness and teacher authority. As the
teacher designates the pedagogical goal and contents, and even group composition,
it concerns careful planning and structured design. However, the disadvantage is
that it involves power positioning. Promoting creativity, improvisation, student
agency and therefore empowerment to allow students to decide more than just
whether or not they will learn (Weimer 2013) may challenge classroom
management as a drawback. Although power and authority are rarely introduced in
learning, we must admit that they are present in all teaching and thus we can ask
whether children would really learn on their own without teaching. Authority can
be positive and necessary; the right balance matters (Mercer & Dawes 2014, Scott
et al. 2006).
The research reports that the need for scaffolding decreases if the teacher
appropriately supports the independent development of the group toward
interdependent problem solving and decision-making strategies (see Article I). It
also identifies scaffolding in this context to mean improving social interaction and
promoting group responsibilities and participation (see Article II). In that case, the
teacher followed a sophisticated strategy to ask questions to understand the students’
work and make more informed decisions about the help they needed (Chiu 2004).
Moving from explicit support to more implicit process-related scaffolding on
groups’ internal activity, the teacher helped the group to gradually take more
responsibility for its learning. The teacher also helped the group members become
active learners (Lin et al. 2012, Webb 2009). Contrarily, the other teachers appeared
to dictate ready-made solutions, relying on their preconceived ideas about how
students should advance.
The research builds a description on appropriate teacher scaffolding in
divergent creative tasks. Complying with Barnes and Todd (1977), who suggested
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that learners are more likely to improve the quality of group interaction outside the
teacher’s visible control, I recommend minimal timely scaffolding but not
abandoning the groups on their own (Harmoinen 2013). The diversity and
frequency do not matter; rather, appropriate scaffolding involves a continuous
responsive cycle of monitoring, analyzing and assisting the learner performance
according to the pedagogical aim (Scott 1998). Responsive scaffolding means that
the teacher constantly observes how guidance is received and understood among
the students, and adapts the task difficulty and teacher control as necessary. This
necessitates a sensitive pedagogical relation between the teacher and learners (Van
Manen 1993), implying reflective teaching (Zeichner & Liston 2013), reflectionon-practice and reflection-in-practice (Schön 1983). These ideas comply with the
two dimensions of teacher orchestration, ‘orchestration design’ and ‘dynamic
orchestration’ (Sharples & Anastopoulou 2012), which takes the pedagogical aim
into account and helps the teacher cope with unpredictable challenging situations.
Likewise Räisänen (2015), acknowledging the teacher’s role in instructing and
guiding student learning, proposed multifaceted teacher reflection, additionally
emphasizing student participation in the teacher’s reflection-in-practice.
5.2.3 Considerations on the nature of the interaction
The research demonstrates that the open-ended, divergent and fictional nature of
the DV assignment is a crucial element that challenges not only the group
interaction but also teacher scaffolding. In divergent-task processes, both dialogue
and the teacher’s role differ from those appearing in science educational talk. In the
creative open-ended context, the teacher’s task is not to transmit knowledge or
facilitate the students in making a scientific story (Mortimer & Scott 2003) through
argumentation and explicit reasoning typically characterizing science educational
interaction (e.g. Mercer & Dawes 2014, Rojas-Drummond et al. 2010). Rather, s/he
supports intersubjective attunement in groups to facilitate a shared understanding
of an abstract collaborative media representation in a process of ‘shared meaning
making’ (Stahl 2006).
The research demonstrates that scaffolding such processes is a highly
demanding task because negotiating to thought shower and design a storyboard
does not include facts or definitive ‘truths’ with one correct solution as you would
find in concept-based learning (MacDonald et al. 2000). Creating a fictional
storyboard entails little common ground to discuss as it is in reading and
interpreting fiction like the Narnia books, as reported by Lefstein and Snell (2011).
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Rather, it concerns dialogic meaning making and ‘co-constructive talk’ engaging
the participants with similar memories and ideas to build on each other’s interresonating comments (Wegerif 2005).
5.3

Lost potentials of interaction at the societal level

As regards the societal level of interaction in publishing-oriented learner-centered
DV production, I along with other establishers of sChOOLtv expected this schoolcontext online television to afford an optional level of social interaction beyond the
school. Accordingly, I consider sChOOLtv, or an equivalent online video repository,
to have the potential to promote participatory culture and enhance new literacies in
many ways. As students, parents and teachers negotiate and collaboratively
improve the media ground rules around sChOOLtv, they implement education in
online publicity from the sociocultural perspective.
5.3.1 Contradictory feelings toward online publishing
The research reveals the societal level of interaction to engender contradictory
feelings and beliefs among school representatives, parents and the young
themselves. The research identifies several sources that likely hinder interaction at
the societal level. Online publishing, and hence societal interaction, can be
restrained due to some educators’ (teachers and parents) concerns prominently
resulting from negative phenomena on the Internet (Livingstone et al. 2011).
Besides being a gatekeeper controlling the classroom talk, the teacher also plays
the crucial role as regards media education, media encouragement and interaction
at the societal level. By choosing whether or not to employ publishing-oriented
learner-generated DV production in the classroom curriculum, the teacher either
enables and promotes or prevents the forum for education in online publicity and
hence interaction beyond the school. The teacher either nurtures a positive attitude
toward the culture of openness and sharing or restricts the learners from the
networked public and communication. Some teachers were reluctant to employ
online publishing in a classroom curriculum. I willingly interpret this from the
perspective of teachers’ professional development as their belief that networked
activities might threaten their expertise and control. The reluctance may also
indicate their fear of unpredictable consequences that indirect interaction entailed
by open online activity and communication may engender.
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The protective and encouraging dimensions seem to also compete in schools.
In some schools, learner-generated videos published online are regarded as a mode
of public relations (PR) promotion to share the school’s practices with parents and
other stakeholders. In many schools, the development of an online presence seems
to be restrained and the contemporary culture of openness is still just rhetoric. None
of the case schools fully obeyed a specific policy as regards online publishing of
learner-generated videos; rather, the choice was determined by individual teachers.
This despite the promotion of the idea of sharing among the learners is ever more
important in the field of education where learning resources are constructed
collaboratively and shared with other users. Due to evolving networked
technologies and practices, an atmosphere of openness, participation and everyman
journalism is being blown to the school. Rather than secluding itself from the
surrounding society, media and youth culture, the school has entered the spotlight
of publicity, for better or worse.
Furthermore, I gradually came to notice – which was later confirmed by the
findings – that younger children are eager to make and publish their school-context
videos, whereas adolescents tend to be more reluctant in online activities. The
finding, complying with the study of Karchmer (2008), seems to be emphasized in
school-context environments. This can be explained by the secondary-aged
students’ increasing self-criticism and fear of losing street credibility as
Buckingham et al. (2011) suggested. Furthermore, monomodal individual texts still
commonly used in the Finnish classroom curriculum (e.g. Luukka et al. 2008) can
partly explain the students’ reluctance to publish online: students are likely to learn
by the secondary level that texts produced at school are internal and rarely authentic.
Accordingly, my research supports the claims of Burnett et al. (2014) who
suggested literacies to be socially and culturally situated and therefore varied in
different domains. Although the media used at leisure and in school may be
gradually converging, school literacies do differ from home and society literacies
(Burnett et al. 2014).
5.3.2 Concrete and abstract dimensions of societal interaction
The research identifies the diversity among the dimensions of interaction at the
societal level. The interaction enabled by modern networked technology emerges
as either more concrete and physical, or utterly abstract and non-physical. The
concrete dimension implies cooperation with parents through discussion on the
consent to allow their child to participate in video production in the classroom and
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publish the videos, addressing both privacy and copyright issues. Furthermore, it is
implemented by parents and other family members who watch the videos at online
environments and potentially discuss them with each other, their children and
school representatives. It concerns the students and their peers commenting the
published videos. As we establishers initially had accepted not to foster written
online interaction to prevent negative comments which are common in networked
environments (Thelwall et al. 2012), we later allowed commenting on the videos
on our YouTube channel to see the ethos of the comments provided. We soon
discovered that few comments on the sChOOLtv videos were given. Accordingly,
most of the comments were rather negative and non-constructive and thus, removed
by the moderator in order not to discourage the young producers.
Observing shades of the contemporary era to appear in children’s discourses
and media representations, I across my developing understanding identified an
abstract and non-physical dimension of interaction. The dimension involves the
spirit of the era that refers to trends, discourses and youth culture represented in
new media. The interaction at the societal level should be reciprocal and allow not
only the opening of a window from the school beyond its walls but also letting the
spirit of the era shape the practices of the school in promoting new literacies and
21st century skills. Although the abstract and non-physical dimension can be
regarded as theoretical, even as a potential and optional affordance of online
interaction, this research suggests that sChOOLtv activities involved the
participating schools (or their individual representatives) to adopt, adapt and
promote the ideas of school-context online presence and the school children’s
agency as regards media content and enhancing their ability to active citizenship.
5.3.3 Media encouragement to promote societal interaction
This research recommends publishing-oriented DV production to be employed in
the classroom curriculum, since it affords many benefits related to students’
attitudes, emotions, motivation, identity and literacy (Buckingham et al. 2011). The
agency, participation and creativity of the children need to be supported and
promoted to make them conscious of and capable for the emerging active
membership in online communities entailing collaboration in such settings. The
teacher needs to promote it through media encouragement that would invite not
only primary-aged but also secondary-aged students, who struggle with increased
self-criticism and an emerging online presence, to practice and improve their online
activities. This can happen in a school-context video channel where students can
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publish their videos and practice their relationship with authentic publicity before
entering it on their own. As the attitudes of teachers, parents and students may
hinder online publishing of learner-generated videos, the teacher can promote
school-context online publishing by increasing the parents’ and students’ awareness
of these issues and encouraging their mutual discussions on online activities.
All involved parties need to discuss the responsibilities and legal aspects to
ensure that the students become aware of these issues and to protect them from
missteps. Furthermore, negative comments on the published videos, causing the
moderator to remove such comments, pinpoints a need to teach students how to
give feedback in a constructive manner and how to receive and process
inappropriate comments.
5.4

Evaluating the research

To evaluate the trustworthiness of the research during the entire process, I followed
the procedures described by Elo et al. (2014) concerning the preparation,
organization, informants, data, analysis and reporting phases of the study. Tutored
by my supervisor of that time, I planned the data collection of Context: Learnergenerated DV production in collaboration with the case teachers. Successively, the
DV production activities inspired and prompted us to design data collection in
Context: Online publishing, taking into account the societal interaction allowed by
sChOOLtv, within a team of the project colleagues and to further develop it on the
basis of the interviews and the discourse of the teacher network meetings. The
municipal educational administration of the city and the participants acknowledged
both studies.
My initial aim was to evaluate the affordances of learner-generated DV
production and its potentials to motivate and engage students in meaningful
learning. Thus, I did not suggest any pedagogical interventions to be implemented
by the case teachers but observed and video recorded the DV production activities
in a naturalistic setting as they happened. Consequently, as I did not plan to use the
video recordings for a detailed conversation analysis, I recorded the whole-class
activities using only three DV cameras and group discussions using at most one
DV camera. Due to the less-than-top quality of video recordings, I was able to
distinguish loud speech but occasionally missed the nuances and richness of
interaction between the participants. To compensate this shortcoming, I elaborated
the field notes based on the video recordings to shed light on the dialogues.
68

The nature of open-ended creative dialogue in Context: Learner-generated DV
production challenged not only the teachers and students as described earlier (see
Chapter 5.2.3) but also complicated my research. At first, I became disappointed
with the classroom dialogue that appeared somewhat superficial to me due to scarce
reasoning and argumentation, suggesting modest pedagogical value compared to
the dialogue commonly found in science education. I therefore found it difficult to
find tools to examine classroom talk in a scientifically convincing manner. For
example, absolute contrasting of teacher patterns in teaching the same topic as
employed by Lehesvuori et al. (2013b: 933) is not enabled. We cannot know how
the participants would have benefited from employing Exploratory Talk (Mercer
1995), or how these teachers used language in their science teaching.
Three successive sessions selected from the data collected in Context: Learnergenerated DV production for a thorough analysis can be considered to be a
sufficient sample, as they, caught in all three DV projects, returned nine sessions to
be examined for Article II. Consequently in Context: Online publishing (see Article
III) and accompanied by the research assistant, I interviewed a large number (67)
of informants using a semi-structured interview framework. The framework,
tailored to the informants’ roles and ages, was developed with the knowledge of the
new perspectives which were introduced by the interviewees. Thus, the sufficient
sample (see Article II) and the quality (representing various roles) and quantity of
the informants (see Article III) allowed theoretical replication (Yin 2003). In Article
II, I chose to focus on two of the four teachers because I regarded the two teachers
as the most information-rich cases to report the key findings. I also admit to a
somewhat biased finding suggesting the participants’ positive attitude toward DV
production and online publishing (see Article III). I explain this to reiterate a typical
research effect: persons with critical attitudes do not volunteer for a study.
The analytic interpretations I have conducted have been verified throughout
the process by frequent data reviews and discussions among the authors and
colleagues within the research field as is typical for inductive research (Elo et al.
2014). Furthermore, my supervisor (the second author of Article I and Article II,
and the third author of Article III) contributed to the theoretical framework, analysis
and discussion of all studies. For Article III, the second author contributed to the
theoretical framework and discussions. Thus triangulation, as is typical for the case
study approach (Yin 2003), was accomplished in terms of data, methods and
investigators (Denzin 1970/2009). Furthermore, I selected a few quotations
representing the findings to illustrate my interpretations and to enable the reader to
evaluate them.
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Due to the contextual and situational nature of the research, the findings of this
non-statistical research, mostly of a qualitative nature, concern only these
circumstances and participants. Not even the findings generated using the IPA
method (Bales 1950b) I employed to quantify and illustrate group interaction and
its development (see Article I) can be used as generalizable evidence to predict
recurrent development of student groups engaging in DV projects. Nevertheless,
following the initial aim of this research, the findings develop a clear and profound
understanding about interaction at several levels in this context to evaluate the
pedagogical potentials of publishing-oriented learner-generated DV production.
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6

Implications of the research

My thesis contributes to the building of scientific knowledge in terms of theoretical,
methodological and practical development in the field of social interaction research.
The publishing-oriented learner-generated DV projects aimed to transform the
social structure of teaching and learning and make the positions more symmetric to
comply with the modern thinking of teaching and learning. However, this research,
identifying features of power and authority, demonstrates that changing the
traditional social construction takes time (Räisänen 2015). As the school should be
moving from traditional to new literacies, I believe the thesis to be of interest to
researchers, teachers and other practitioners, as well as educational designers and
administrators, i.e. policymakers who ought to consider the change from the
perspective of developing the school to meet the requirements of 21st century skills.
In this chapter I present a few suggestions on the basis of the findings of my
research to promote the transformation.
6.1

For researchers

This thesis identifies several themes calling for further research. Specifically, it
would be of interest to examine how the modest nature of interaction in open-ended
creative DV tasks could be improved. For example, the study would imply an
intervention to make participants aware of the ground rules of dialogic teaching
(Alexander 2005) and Exploratory Talk (Mercer 1995). The latter has proven to
enhance group interaction and promote active participation (Fernandez et al. 2001)
even in divergent creative tasks (Rojas-Drummond et al. 2006). This contextual
field pinpointed a very topical notion for further elaboration, namely ‘intercreating’.
The concept attracts me to define it in comparison to Mercer’s (2000) ‘interthinking’
and invites me to implement an in-depth study to conceptualize it and explore the
educational significance of the ‘intercreating’ process. These elaborations may
open new perspectives for studying group interaction in the context of creative
collaboration.
A new field emerged in this research, online publishing, which calls for
theoretical conceptualizations and additional examination of practices promoting
conscious online activity and online presence. Secondary-aged students’
contradictory attitudes towards practices in informal and formal environments need
to be examined with a larger number of participants for data production, interviews
and surveys. For example, the primary students who piloted online publishing in
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my research could be interviewed about their experiences and how their attitudes
have changed in the course of time. These informants, who now attend secondary
school, could bring valuable insights on their online experiences and attitudes
toward online publicity. As media education is continuously transforming as a
research focus, the conceptualization may be complicated and the results rendered
obsolete. Thus, as the media gap between the generations (youth and educators or
researchers) is a challenge for practitioners (Jaakkola 2010, Weber & Mitchell
2008), I recommend developing future studies in collaboration with the youth.
6.2

For teachers and other practitioners

This pragmatic thesis presents experiences and perspectives on designs, scaffolding
and consciousness of online presence to help the teacher implement publishingoriented learner-generated DV production with their students. In light of the
research, I encourage teachers to employ DV production as a noteworthy
opportunity to learn and practice group skills that are crucial 21st century skills (e.g.
Dede 2010).
First, the teacher needs to carefully plan the design with subtasks and sub-goals,
employing whole-class, individual and group settings in an appropriate order.
Second, introducing the ideas of Exploratory Talk (Mercer 1995) would certainly
improve classroom interaction, specifically in groups. Third, the teacher should
explain the structure of the task to facilitate transitions from one phase to another.
The findings suggest that introducing and reasoning the DV task as a whole
evidently promotes student engagement and understanding of the task and group
composition. Fourth, observing the degree of participation and task commitment in
groups would help the teacher identify the improvement needs of each group
member. Fifth, although I recommend teachers to minimize their talk, let us keep
in mind that learners cannot be supported in developing their thinking without talk
either (Harmoinen 2013). Finally, I understand the potentials of the societal level
of interaction to be important not only for the teachers but also for their students to
implement the ideas of ‘sharism’ (Ackermann 2011). Thus, the teacher is needed to
implement media encouragement but s/he also plays a controlling role in uploading
the video materials on the online repository and coordinating the multilateral
discussion among students, parents and all other involved parties.
This thesis presents teachers who have adopted new literacies practices in their
classroom curriculum. By providing their students with opportunities to learn 21st
century skills, they obviously are to welcome digital environments and peer
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interaction, which are the central ideas of the new Finnish national core curriculum
(Opetushallitus 2014) coming into force in 2016. These qualifications, included in
the teachers’ professional skills, are required in scaffolding pedagogical dialogue
characterizing the contemporary classroom curriculum. Many teachers struggle
with the need for transformation of their own teaching and students’ learning, as
well as the school culture and publicity. Räisänen (2015) encouraged teachers to
engage in reflection to meet the change and cope with unexpected challenges. The
classical ideas of reflection-in-practice (Schön 1983) and reflective teaching
(Zeichner & Liston 2013) are very topical to enable the transformation. Reflecting
experiences alone may help teachers adjust their teaching, but collaborative
reflection with colleagues is needed to support the whole school community to
address the need.
6.3

For educational strategists and administrators

To address the transforming teachership, Mikkola & Välijärvi (2014) stated that the
updating training of in-service teachers in Finland is inadequate and does not take
into account the interaction skills needed in learner-centered pedagogy.
Nevertheless, such competences necessitate commitment to the lifelong learning
and sharing of tacit knowledge and concern not only one or two teachers in a school
but the entire school community through teachers’ collaborative practices and
learning of expertise (Mikkola & Välijärvi 2014). I agree with Voogt (2011) who
called for 21st century pedagogy, but I also suggest, based on this research and
supported by Lanas and Kiilakoski (2013) and Räisänen (2015), that teachers’
professional transformation requires support and mentoring from the school
community, the head included. The community can implement DV projects, reflect
and develop their strategies, and solve problematic situations collaboratively.
Additionally, based on the promising collaborative dialogues in the meetings of
sChOOLtv teacher training, I recommend collaborative support for teachers in the
DV activities, e.g. through a network of enthusiastic teachers.
In conclusion, the findings of this research demonstrate that learner-generated
DV production enhances new literacies, promotes participatory culture in many
ways, and has potentials in the field of teaching and learning, taking into account
collaboration, creativity and production. Publishing-oriented learner-generated DV
production enables various dimensions of social interaction, including the societal
level. It can serve as a trustworthy and meaningful environment for becoming
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acquainted with online publicity. As such, the complex process provides a valuable
practice that empowers the learning community to adopt new pedagogical models.
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Appendix
Communicative functions of teacher scaffolding in learner-centered DV planning
sessions (see Article II)
Communica-

Teacher’s communicative

tive function

acts

Examples of the meaning units in the data

Promoting

proposes questions

How will learning transform?

student

requiring explanation and

How do you explain levitation? How can a school levitate?

thinking

encouraging students to

Can you please explain what drama news are?

expound on their answers
expands student answer,

We tend to think that electric cars are pollution-free and

discusses, gives

generate no emissions. Only electricity is needed, batteries…

perspectives, recapitulates But…
You can make an awesome news clip on graveyards, how
tombstones were 100 years ago, how they’ve changed
across time!
Let’s recap what we’ve found: Wiki-eyeglasses, robot
teacher…
liberates students’ thinking Go and innovate something that no one in the world has
to surpass themselves

invented so far!

Maintaining

asks for students' interests What would you like to include in this movie? Which part do

dialogue

or opinions

you want to plan?

elicits prior knowledge or

In our previous DV project we…What kinds of issues can you

(common) experiences

remember from the previous lesson? What did we find out
last time?

encourages to contribute

Take you time to answer!

(shy students, unfinished

Giving suggestions will help other guys to develop the

thoughts, across gender

storyline.

topics)

It’s not that boys and girls…but what you are interested in,
which group you want to join, no matter whether a girl or boy.

feeds back (positive-

Your group made a good storyboard despite the conflicts.

neutral-negative)

Hm-mmm!
So sad that your group has not advanced.

Facilitating

informs, instructs

Search by writing ’baby’ [in search field] and then…

and promoting technology or information
task imple-

seeking

mentation

suggests idea related to

The news department can also report science.

content, roles, filming

You can use game money from Monopoly.

provides scripts and

Take a laptop and choose three images from the Internet.

artefacts

Then you make the storyboard and design the storyline, you
have 15 minutes to go. One laptop per group!
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Communica-

Teacher’s communicative

tive function

acts
evaluates task progress

Examples of the meaning units in the data
How many images do you have? Two? Who hasn’t chosen
yet? What should you do in such a situation?

Task

manages (decreases or

Go and ask the group planning the futuristic gym lesson.

increases) task challenge

Remember you need to realize the ideas in your movie.

gives (group) task

We’ll make a video movie based on our reading experience in

assignment

mother tongue education.
You should agree on the story represented in three images.
Now you will thought shower individually at your own desk.
repeats and explicates

You can write on the paper that Lisa enjoys sunbathe on the

assignment

Canary Island.
We will not make any presentation videos but news instead!

informs about task as a
whole or future phases

We’ll use Media Compass videos as introduction for each
phase.
As soon as you have written down your ideas, we’ll collect
them to the IWB and then choose the ones that you’ll find
best.
Now we won’t think about the roles but the whole movie
instead. Later, we’ll design the casting and storyboard.

Supporting

organizes group forming

This group is much too crowded.

group

and grouping

Those ranked weather as number one form the weather

processes

group.
Who doesn’t have a group yet?
encourages group

Haven’t you noticed that it is Alice’s turn now?

dialogue, problem solving

The majority is not concerned. You all must agree on your

(voting vs. consensus) and storyline! You must find consensus.
equal participation (to

Do you understand that you share the responsibility? You

contribute, to take

can’t say: we couldn’t do it 'cos Jake was absent.

responsibilities)
promotes collaborative

You have to make one common storyline.

task implementation

We won’t reject any ideas. Anyone can contribute to this
storyboard.

organizes group

Group A, go around that table! Group B, you can work at the

environment

desks. Turn the desks so you can all be at the same table.

organizes group roles

Could you take notes, Sophie?

Implementing distributes turns evenly

Let’s take one suggestion from each group at first. Paul?

authority

Sean?
Who of you haven’t answered yet?
draws attention to task
giving
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Now I’ll give you a task, listen carefully!

Communica-

Teacher’s communicative

tive function

acts
directs students' efforts

Examples of the meaning units in the data
Just stop playing games!

from off-task
urges students to answer

Ok, chop chop!

or progress in task

Let’s roll! So, your group will start thinking about…
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