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project undertaken to make personally meaningful work. Again, technology takes a subsidiary
role to that of art. Mr. Foster’s aim is for students to learn about creative production in order
to teach children to be leaders, to pursue excellence, to cooperate with each other, to be
organized, and to work as (what he terms) a family, because he observes, making videos is
mostly done in groups. Additionally, a fourth strength is that the community is at the heart of
the program. Students post their works on websites. Also student video work is constantly
submitted to international, national, and local filmmaking festivals, competitions and
screenings. Mr. Foster not only submits students’ works to student festivals but also to
professional ones. Moreover, in this program the use of social media is used extensively and
highly motivates students. Web 2.0 in this school is used constantly. Teachers and students
regularly post, for example, videos to YouTube, and this school has an extensive, complex
YouTube site of its own. One student, Sam, had over two and a half million viewers watch his
YouTube video between December 2011 and December 2012. This garnered a lot of media
attention including Sam being interviewed on radio and television news shows.

Video 3. The little Drummer Boy. This video is done by a grade 11 student, Sam, at
Orangeville Collegiate Institute. The genre is a music video. The video is available to the
international public using Web 2.0 and is posted by students and their teachers.

Like Mr. Smith at Applewood Alternative High School, Mr. Foster and Mr. Christo at
Orangeville Collegiate, stress quality and set high standards for their students. Student
motivation is high—youths take pride in their achievements, awards, community recognition,
and the positive attention they receive as result. It is evident that, although Mr. Foster is
demanding and exacting, he is also passionate about film. It is obvious that his students
respond to his enthusiasm. Again, like Applewood, there are students who have continued to
study film and become professional filmmakers.
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Program Commonalities

There are five major similarities between Granite, Applewood, and Orangeville schools
pertaining to the following: (1) the project/content driven student-centered curricula, (2)
collaboration, (3) the outreach to the community at large, (4) the major role art plays in each
program, and (5) the minor role technology plays in the schools, acting in a secondary role to
that of the artistic process.

Researchers have found that many educators are confused with just how to teach using
technology (Buckingham, 2007; Lin, Castro, & Grauer, 2011; Roland, 2010). The challenge is
to decide how we teach (Mullen & Rahn, 2010; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). Firstly, I found that
all teachers involved in this study based their teaching on student-centered, project-driven,
inquiry-models. This correlates with the literature—many researchers advocate for this
approach (Beach & Bertram, 2005; Bielicky, 2008; Choi & Piro, 2009; Jenkins, 2009; Lin,
Castro, Sinner, & Grauer, 2011; Prensky, 2010). Using this approach, students become
involved in researching, problem solving, creating, critically examining, communicating, and
utilizing multimodal expression both on an individual and collaborative basis. Through this
inquiry based student centered model, authentic learning is constructed by connecting the
learning to students’ own personal interests and concerns. Many researchers support this view
(Castro, Sinner, & Grauer, 2010; Lin, Castro, Sinner, & Grauer, 2011; Prensky, 2010; Watts,
2008). Jenkins (2009) postulates that students do their best work when they address subject
matter that is interesting to them personally. Taking this further, Prensky (2010) believes that
teachers should tap into what motivates students by finding out their passion concerning an
idea and allowing them to pursue this in the class. He states, “...whatever is learned through
the motivation of passion is rarely if ever forgotten” (Prensky, 2010, p.4). In this study, it was
found that teachers would set parameters around project-driven curriculum whether it be in
the case of Ms. Patterson who asked students to deal with human rights issues, or the other
teachers who often asked students to work within genres creating their own themes at the
secondary level. Setting some boundaries without limiting students’ choice allowed authentic
learning.

Secondly, collaboration is key in the schools and there are two types: student-to student, and
teacher-to-teacher. I observed that all teachers foster student collaboration. Indeed researchers
corroborate on the major role that collaboration is given in regard to teaching art and digital
technologies (Betts, 2008; Castro & Grauer, 2010; Castro, Sinner, & Grauer, 2010; Jenkins,
2009; Lin, Castro, Sinner, & Grauer, 2011; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). Specifically in regard to
videomaking, Buckingham (2007) writes that it is a shared interactive knowledge of “social
norms and cultural conventions ... the social, collaborative nature of cultural learning,
production and expression” (p. 47). Additionally, it was observed that all the lead teachers at
the three schools, Ms. Patterson, Mr. Smith, and Mr. Foster ended up collaborating with
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another teacher in order to strengthen their particular video programs. I have found no
literature in video pedagogy about this type of collaboration between teachers. In the case of
Ms. Patterson and Mr. Smith, they sought another teacher to work with who had extensive
experience in an area they believed needed strengthening—technology. They believed the
program could benefit from having someone who was comfortable with, knowledgeable, and
enthusiastic about technology. In the case of Mr. Foster, however, he had expertise in both the
art and technology aspects of video/film. Thus, he selected someone who could work with
him as a team member in order to deal with the expansion of the program, which he could no
longer handle on his own. All teachers teamed with another educator who could offer
necessary support to run the video program well.

Thirdly, building community connections was a common aspect of all three schools. Of note
is the role community plays in the financial support at the three schools—every one of the
teachers sought and received grants to build their program. Common in all three schools were
guest speakers, students visiting professional work sites, special workshops, and asking
professionals to mentor youths. A significant aspect was the dissemination of video works
through school websites, video festivals, school screenings, and film screenings throughout
the world. Orangeville Collegiate Institute was the exception, however, in regard to the
planned utilization of Web 2.0 to enable student videos to reach mass audiences. Buftffington
(2008) discusses Web 2.0’s potential as a dynamic, community building, cooperative, content
sharing, participatory digital environment. It is evident that Mr. Foster is exploring its
potential. Disseminating videos to a real world audience is key (Prensky, 2010). The issue of
dissemination of media is changing through such sites as YouTube. Jenkins (2009) claims that
students are “finding themselves in situations that no one would have anticipated a decade or
two ago. Their writing is much more open to the public and can have more far-reaching
consequences” (p. 25). In the case of Mr. Foster, he is taking advantage of Web 2.0’s
dissemination capabilities.

Fourthly, teaching video without art and aesthetics makes the quality of learning and video
production far inferior. Technology at the exclusion of art—and indeed without the foundation
of art—is too often how video classes are being taught today. Watts (2008) writes that many
educators emphasize technology in video production and the skills necessary to produce
videos almost to the exclusion of the message, aesthetics, and critical inquiry. In a recent
study in the United States, Hobbs, (2006) claims that few educators use video for creative
ventures. The seminal British media researcher, David Buckingham (2007) concurs with this
author claiming he is dismayed by Britain’s pedagogical approach to technology which he
observes is, on the whole, misguided. He advocates that we turn to arts education as a model
wherein students use media/technology for self-expression and the promotion of creativity in
the integration of information communication technologies (ICT). Gouzouasis (2006) argues
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that technology must be informed by the arts—that art should provide meaning for digital

artworks. He writes,
Without the contribution of the knowledge of visual and performing artists, new
media content appears lifeless and their applications, abjectly meaningless save
for a purely mechanistic function, are incapable of transforming the human
spirit... an arts infused new media context, therefore, it is the sensibility of the art
educator whose careful design engages artistic endeavor. Leaving such matters
solely to ICT instruction where the arts are invisible suggests that good practice is
ignored (Gouzouasis, 2006, p. 3).

I found that all three teachers in this study approached the teaching of videography with an
arts education framework. Even though at Granite Public School the teacher is a generalist
educator, she has a genuine interest in visual arts and has been taking additional courses in
visual arts education at the graduate level. As a result, she has infused an arts education
approach in her teaching. Additionally, Ms. Patterson had a further impetus to teach from an
arts focused approach—her school has a focus on the arts. Both Mr. Foster and Mr. Smith
obtained an undergraduate degree in the arts and specialized in arts education at a Faculty of
Education. These faculties have staff within Canadian universities trained so that they teach
future educators from Kindergarten to grade 12 within both public and private schools. Mr.
Smith and Mr. Foster both integrate art within the curriculum and structure video projects in a
similar manner to teaching traditional art forms. In order to promote students’ imaginations
and self-expression, all the teachers involved in this study utilized a pedagogical approach that
is project and content driven. This correlates to Choi and Piro (2009) who write that,
“Digitally based instruction in the arts, including the use of state-of-the-art technology,
supports the advancement of free and creative expression as well as reflection, and is
essential” (p. 32).

Lastly, all the teachers involved in this study shared a common approach to integrating
technology within their curricula. Rather than telling their learners to look at an iMovie book,
for example, and proceed through it page by page to learn about video, they began with a
project and asked students to explore an idea using art and aesthetics as a foundation. All the
teachers proceeded to use the technology to help in the creation, communication, and
dissemination of the moving image. Technology was not used for its own sake; it did not drive
the curricula but took on a secondary role to that of pursing an artistic idea to fruition.

Conclusion and Recommendations

There are dissimilarities found between schools. It is interesting to note that the focus of the
school’s program in video and the way the video was taught varied widely between the three
schools studied. Watt’s (2008) points out that video production is not straightforward nor is it
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formulaic, and the results of this study corroborate this point of view. At Granite Public
School, human rights issues drive the program, and the school wide focus on these issues
offered inspiration to teachers and students. Ms. Patterson integrated videography within a
variety of subjects typical of a grade five curricula using student work stations as a model
wherein students conducted group projects together. In contrast, at Applewood the focus is on
at- risk students and retaining youths in the educational system. As such, the teaching
approach is far more flexible and open-ended in which teachers address large gaps in student
learning as a result of attendance issues. The program is focused on the individual student and
the classes are largely conducted as informal studio art workshops. Orangeville Collegiate
Institute is also dissimilar from the other two schools having a focus on developing a well-
rounded human being who is exposed intensively to a highly structured academic program
with formal classes and workshops often given in video production involving a two-tiered
approach: one for Hollywood style productions and the other to promote small group or
individual filmmaking. Thus, even though at the basis of each program was project/content
driven with a student-centered curricula, the teaching styles varied. This corroborates with
Cuban’s (2001) findings that there is no one teaching style when teachers integrate technology
within their classes—styles vary from school to school, from teacher to teacher, and indeed
from class to class depending on the teachers’ intentions and student needs. Cuban notes that a
teacher can often change his/her teaching style within one class. Thus, the program focus and
teacher’s pedagogical approaches vary in response to specific school mandates, educators’
aims, and student needs. In line with Watts’ (2008) conclusions, at the present time educators
may have to find their own content and references, target explicit outcomes, and interpret
existing curricula. In reality, they may even have to write their own curriculum if it is not
developed within their state or province and given the present situation this may be highly
likely. Wilks, Cutcher & Wilks (2012) recently advised that the “reality is that in many art
classrooms the possibilities have not yet been embraced. Art educators will need assistance to
develop a vision for planning and interpretation of ICT in their curricula” (p. 64). The three
school models discussed are examples of some possibilities.

The emphasis at all three schools is on building students’ technical, aesthetic, literacy, and
communication skills in relation to personalized student-centered content. In the case of
Orangeville Collegiate Institute, attention is also placed on studying film/video history,
specifically building students’ film knowledge and critical analytical skills. Thus, all teachers
involved in this study avoided a “point and shoot” teaching approach—namely to teach video
merely by placing cameras in students hands. Watt (2008) states that media production is not
uncomplicated, easy, and clear-cut; nor is it prescribed, methodic, and rigid. It is not merely a
matter of pointing the camera to record. Freedman (2003) admonishes teachers who take this
technicist approach and advise them to take responsibility to guide students to a more critical
practice. All educators who were involved in this study were informed by scaffolded learning
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processes meaning that they built upon students’ knowledge and skill development from
lesson to lesson. Youths learned about the basics of film theory from developing skills and
knowledge in researching, creating, and communicating, to disseminating artistic videos,
while dealing with and developing competences in multimodal literacy.

It was found that Ms. Patterson, Mr. Smith, and Mr. Foster have developed a vision that
student video production can be artistic, creative, of superb quality, and that this is possible
with all students—even those who are at-risk. Based on the findings of this study it is
recommended that educators teach using varied teaching styles and structure a video program
that is project/content driven with student-centered curricula that fosters collaboration
between students and collaboration between teachers. Effective supportive teacher-to-teacher
collaborative partnerships help to foster strong programs. Planning an extensive dialogue with
the community on an international, national and local level is key for a variety of reasons
including dissemination and recognition of student works, fiscal support, the professional
training of students, and added in-service training for teachers for the purpose of the
acquisition of further filmmaking skills, content sharing, and knowledge acquisition. Lastly,
even though there is a deep connection between conceptual intention, aesthetic production,
and technical possibilities (Mullen & Rahn, 2010) it is important in a video program for
technology to take a backseat to art. The primary role in teaching video is given to art. This
enables students to strive for aesthetic vision, creative and artistic practice, and imaginative
digital video. Merely teaching technology without an emphasis on art in a video class makes
video production hollow and bereft of artistic merit. Consequently, student artistic learning
lacks and leads to unimaginative uninspired video artworks. Thus, in outstanding digital video
practices, it is key that students’ skills and knowledge are grounded in aesthetic values and the
arts.

Notes

Research on model new/media video programs was supported by a grant from the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC). The assistance of that body
is gratefully acknowledged.
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