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Tools for Collaboration in
Video-based Research

INTRODUCTION

The emergence of a range of new communi-

cation technologies has opened up numerous

opportunities for qualitative research in the
social sciences. These opportunities often

relate to the very topics, domains and data-

sets open to researchers. So, for example,

new technologies deliver new sites of social-

ity, including the innumerable online com-

munities of the web. They also deliver new

forms of social scientific data, ranging from
electronic blogs and chats through to forms
of sensor data relevant to the analysis of

social action and activity. However, they also

provide new means through which qualita-

tive researchers can share data and collabo-

rate on research projects - thus new

communication technologies not only deliver

new 'substance' to qualitative social science,

but also novel possibilities for the very
'organisation' of research efforts. This chap-

ter explores one case for which technologies

are affording new opportunities to engage in

Jon Hindmarsh

collaborative qualitative data analysis: the
case of digital video in social research.

The use of video in the social sciences has

grown significantly and now digital video
provides new ways of working with, collabo-

rating over and presenting video-based social

scientific data. In parallel, there has been an

increase in funding support for national and
international research projects and networks.

Therefore, there are very real opportunities

to create 'collaboratories' for video-based

research, where the notion of a collaboratory

refers to '... a center without walls, in which

researchers can perform their research with-

out regard to physical location - interacting

with colleagues ... sharing data and computa-

tional resources' (Wulf 1989: 19). However,

these possibilities demand consideration of
a range of practical and organisational prob-

lems in the coordination and management of

distributed research teams.

This chapter draws on findings from
Mixed Media Grid (MiMeG) (see Fraser

et al. 2006), a research project concerned
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with the development of tools to support
remote working with and around video data
in the social sciences, and explores these

challenges in some detail. In particular, the

chapter considers the development of digi-
tal video analysis in the social sciences, the

practical problems facing inter-institutional
research teams using digital video, and issues

raised for emerging technological solutions.

THE EMERGENCE OF DIGITAL
VIDEO IN SOCIAL RESEARCH

The use of film in the social sciences has a long
and distinguished history (see Heath et al.

2010). However, it is mainly to be found in
anthropology (and to a lesser extent manage-

ment studies) rather than sociology. The semi-

nal ethnogi-aphic films of A.C. Haddon and

others had a distinctive impact on the develop-

ment of ethnography and they leave a legacy of
recordings and scholarship that remains sig-

nificant to contemporary anthropological
endeavours (see Banks, 2001). Meanwhile in
management science. Henry Ford, building on

the scientific management principles of F.W.
Taylor, used Sim. to record, analyse and stream-

line the organisation of industrial work tasks -
research that informed decisions on how to

divide tasks between humans and machmes on

the assembly Unes (see Bryan, 2003).
As the twentieth century unfolded, fihn and

later video equipment became increasingly
affordable and manageable, and the oppor-

tunities of the research instrument became

more widely appreciated by social scientists.
Now that near-broadcast quality camcorders

are available relatively cheaply, we see sig-

nificant schools of video-based research not

only in anthropology, but also in sociology,
psychology, education, geography, linguis-

ties and more. These encompass research as

wide-ranging as studies of the use of inter-

active whiteboards in classrooms, through to

unpacking the organisation of teamwork in

operating theatres.

The fact that video-based research has

such a wide range of applications is in part
due to its amenability to both quantitative and
qualitative approaches to analysis. However,

the primary focus for this chapter will be on

the qualitative analysis of video materials.
Indeed, the affordances of video for quali-

tative researchers are well documented. As

Grimshaw summarises:

The two principal advantages of SIR [Sound-lmage
Data Records] are density and permanence. Other
records may have one or the other of these attrib-
utes; no other has both. (Grimshaw, 1982: 122)

Video captures a version of an event as it

happens. It provides opportunities to record
aspects of social activities in real time: talk,
bodily conduct, material environment, tool

use, etc., which give density to the data

record. It also resists in the first instance

reduction to category or code and thus pre-

serves the original record for repeated scru-

tiny, which delivers the permanence of the
data record. Thus, unlike other forms of

social scientific data, there is opportunity for
'time-out', to play back in order to re&ame,

refocus and re-evaluate the analytic gaze.

These are very powerful opportunities for the
researcher. They allow for multiple reviews

of the data - to assess the validity of analytic
claims, to explore different issues on differ-

ent occasions, or to consider the same issue

from multiple perspectives.

In some ways, many classical analytic

approaches in the social sciences do not

need or appreciate the level of granularity
that video affords, and therefore much of the
qualitative use of video is clustered around
approaches that do work at that level of gran-

ularity and that therefore can exploit these
affordances. For example, one of the most

dominant uses of recorded video as data (as

opposed to the use of video as illustration
or aide-memoire) concerns the study of the

real-time production of social order, steered

in the main by the approaches of ethnometh-
odology and conversation analysis. These

studies consider the range of resources that
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participants bring to bear in making sense
of, and participating in, the conduct of oth-

ers (see, for example, Goodwin, 2013; Heath,

2013; Mondada, 2014). Indeed, one of the

foundational principles ofethnomethodology
is that the sense of any action for participants
is inseparable from the immediate context of
its production. This notion of 'indexicality'

drives the analyst to evidence claims about
social action with regard to the local context
and to remain sensitive to the emergent char-

acter of context.

The notion of context that is invoked in
this analytic work does not prioritise 'setting'
or 'the identities of participants', but rather

the radically local interacdonal context; that

is, what has just been said and done (see
Heritage, 1984). Indeed, each action in inter-
action is seen to be context-shaped (intimately

organised with regard to the immediately
prior action) and context-renewing (creating

the context in which the next action will be

seen and understood). It is this approach to
context that delivers 'evidence' for analytic

claims in such video-based studies because,

through each next action, participants display
their orientation to, and understanding of, the

immediately prior action. In this regard, and

like many other qualitative approaches, the
participants' perspective is paramount.

To facilitate exploration of this sequen-

tial organisation of activities, the analytic
approach involves the detailed transcription
of conduct (for more information, see Heath

et al., 2010). The density of the video record

also enables the analyst to consider how the
local ecology of bodies, objects, texts, tools

and technologies feature in the action and
activity under scrutiny. This adds to the com-

plexity of the transcription work as it involves
not only the detailed transcription of talk, but

also the various visual and material forms
of conduct that constitute the interaction

(for a discussion of alternative approaches
to the transcription of audio-visual data, see

Bezemer and Mavers, 2011).

As Michael Agar suggests with regard to

ethnographic inquiry more generally, the

work of developing a 'critical way of see-

ing, in my experience at least, comes out of

numerous cycles through a little bit of data,
massive amounts of thinking about that data'

(Agar, 1991: 193). Similarly, qualitative
approaches to the analysis of video are driven
by consideration of single instances and, in

so doing, these approaches exploit the den-

sity and permanence of the video data record.

This close scrutiny of video data places dis-
tinctive demands on technological support
for such analytic work.

SHARING VIDEO DATA

The permanence of the video record also

allows raw data to be shared in various ways

with colleagues and peers. Digital video,
over and above its analogue predecessor,

provides more flexible ways of manipulating,
presenting and sharing social scientific data.
Even relatively basic computer software

packages allow for fairly complex means of
reproducing, enhancing and juxtaposing
images. For instance, the free video-editing

software for the Apple Mac (iMovie) can be
used to digitally 'zoom in' on interesting
phenomena, 'spotlight' relevant conduct or

create picture-in-picture videos to assist

analysis or presentation. Furthermore,

Intemet-based technologies provide a range

of ways of sharing, distributing and dissemi-
nating video data, via email, Dropbox or

even through electronic journal publications
that enable digital video data to be incorpo-
rated into scholarly articles (e.g. Sociological
Research Online, http://www.socresonliae.

org.uk/, or Academy of Management

Discoveries, http://amd.aom.org/).

The value of showing and sharing raw data
with colleagues and peers should not be under-

estimated. One criticism of ethnography, for
example, concerns the lack of 'transparency'

in ethnographic inquiry; that is to say, critics
highlight the difficulties of recovering what

the researcher saw and experienced, and

.i!J
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thus the very basis for their analysis. Within
video-based research, the core data are poten-

tially available to be examined in relation to
presented or published research accounts.

Furthermore, video enables colleagues, and

indeed students and supervisors, to work

together on the same materials. Thus there is

support for very closely organised collabo-

rative analytic work. One key institution for
this collaborative video analysis comes in the
form of the 'data session' .

COLLABORATIVE VIDEO ANALYSIS:
THE DATA SESSION

As social scientists began to analyse the
organisation of social interaction through the
detailed consideration of recorded materials,

whether audio or video, they also recognised
the value of being able to share data with
others, show those data to others and discuss

emerging analyses with regard to those data.

Indeed, the 'data session' has become a

common form for the collaborative analysis of

recorded materials in certain sub-disciplines
of the social sciences. These data sessions

essentially involve a number of researchers

viewing, commenting on and analysmg video

data together. Thus, they facilitate collabora-

tive interrogation of short stretches of recorded

data (from a few seconds to a few minutes,

depending on approach and concerns) and
enable participants to explore tentative formu-

lations and analyses and to receive immediate

comment, contribution and feedback from

colleagues in relation to those data.

In many situations, researchers in the

social sciences receive comments on their

work only through informal conversations,

more formal presentations or drafts of writ-

ten work. Sometimes survey researchers will

discuss aspects of their data to explore inter-

rater reliability or field researchers will share
and discuss their field notes on collaborative
projects. However, the video data session

provides opportunities for colleagues and

peers to co-participate in analytic work on an

unprecedented level. They are able to make

observations on data of naturally occurring

interactions, consider the analytic signifi-

cance of those observations, interrogate an

order to events, suggest avenues for further

inquiry, draw parallels with observations
from other settings, recommend relevant lit-

erature and the like. This can be an invalu-

able means for kick-starting (or restarting)
analytic endeavours.

Whilst the sessions are common features

of everyday practice and training within vari-
ous fields in the social sciences (Tutt and
ffindmarsh, 2011; Antaki et al., 2008), it

would be misleading to suggest that the prac-
tices of running data sessions are consistent

across all cases. Participants can range in num-

ber from a minimum of two to a quite sizeable

small group, of maybe twenty or so. The data

session can be highly structured, with a for-

mal introduction to the data, then the viewing

of the data, a few minutes for participants to
make notes, and subsequently an opportunity

for everyone to raise a point or an issue before

the session progresses further. Alternatively,

someone can just start the video and then any-

one can ask questions, raise issues and the ses-

sion can develop more organicaUy.

For some time, video data were displayed

using video players and TVs, but it is of
course far more common for digital video to

be played directly from computers via screens

or projectors (see Figure 26.1). These sessions
require participants to be able to see and dis-
cuss video-based source materials, but usu-

ally participants also have to hand additional
forms of mixed media data, including tran-

scripts, images and drawings. For example,

participants will routinely share documents
to chart, map or transcribe action unfolding

on the video. The most common of these is

some sort of transcript of the talk and actions
of participants featured on screen. Depending

on the type of research, this can range from

'soundbites' through to detailed phonetic and
gestural transcripts. There may also be 'indig-

enous materials' relevant to the analysis, such

Figure 26.1 Three video-based data sessions - they can range in number of participants and

also in display technologies (e.g. TV, laptop and computer screen are depicted here)

as documents taken from the scene (e.g. log

books, record cards, computer printouts) or

physical artefacts, such as instalments or

tools; photographs of elements of the scene
(e.g. signs, whiteboards, technologies); docu-

mentary materials that relate to the setting,

such as pages from manuals or textbooks that

describe standard procedures or rules for set-

tings such as this one; traditional field notes
made by the researcher during phases of data

collection; or sketches or diagrams produced
during the data session to clarify the standard

ecology of the setting or the character of the
tools and technologies in use.

Participants also often use multiple camera
viewpoints, and so two, tiu-ee or more record-

ings of a scene may have been taken that pro-

vide different angles and perspectives with
which to piece together adequate descriptions
of the action. Digital video affords skipping

between clips and angles and, as a result, data

sessions can be fluid, allowing people to ask for
different views, comparative clips and the like.

During a data session, the nature of the
equipment used normally demands that one
participant takes control of the video play-
back for the duration of the session. Most

frequently, control of the video falls to the
owner of the data; that is, the person who

brings the data to the session. This individ-
ual's first-hand experience of the data - and

most likely the research setting - is highly
relevant. They deal with questions about the
data, how they were collected, who features

on screen, the nature of activities in the set-

ting and the like. Thus the ethnographic
background remains critical to unpacking
action on screen.

Data sessions are used to support a range

of different lands of activities. They can
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be key regular group activities for stable
research collectives, whether they are formal

institutionally bound groups (e.g. DARG1 at

Loughborough University, CLIC2 at UCLA3

or WIT4 at King's College London) or infor-

mal (and maybe more transient) groups that
nevertheless meet regularly for the purposes

of data sessions. They can form key meetings

for research projects to discuss data or they

can be critical events for graduate schools,

whether to bring together supervisors with
individual students or to form a focus for a

number of students working with one or a

small number of supervisors. However, the

changing nature of research collaborations

is now suggesting a need for support for col-

laborative data analysis at distance and, more

specifically, distributed, rather than purely
collocated, data sessions.

DISTRIBUTED TEAMS AND VIDEO-
BASED RESEARCH

Within the last few decades we have wit-

nessed the emergence of highly networked
global research communities. Changes in the

funding and organisation of contemporary
research have led to increasingly multidisci-
plinary, multi-organisational and multina-

tional research projects (Cummings and
Kiesler, 2005). The demands on these research
teams are such that Internet and related com-

munication technologies are increasingly

adopted for the purposes of providing the
communicational infrastructures to support

collaborations between distributed research
laboratories or groups, termed 'collaborato-

lies' (Wulf, 1989). In various ways, these
represent new forms for organising scientific

project work (Pinholt, 2002). The early adop-
tion of the Internet and the development of
the World Wide Web were stimulated by sci-
entists keen to use them as mechanisms to

share data (Bemers-Lee, 1999; Hafner and

Lyons, 1998). However, research teams and

collectives are now drawing on increasingly

innovative technologies to share data and

expertise and to provide a forum for virtual
meetings between groups.

Although these trends are usually discussed
with reference to research in the natural sci-

ences, the developments are equally relevant

to the social sciences. The US National
Science Foundation, the UK Research
Councils and the research programmes of

the European Union all positively encourage
multi-institutional projects across the breadth

of research activities. Given the geographical
separation between partners within these pro-

jects, there are significant time and resource

constraints on meeting face-to-face to col-

laborate on work, which draw Cummings and

Kiesler to note that:

A major challenge for dispersed scientific collabo-
rations is coordinating work so that scientists can
effectively use one another's ideas and expertise
without frequent face-to-face interaction.

(Cummings and Kiesler, 2005: 704)

Within video-based research there are numer-

ous examples of explicitly funded national
and international groups that undertake data
sessions as a key element of their co-work-

ing. These can range from single projects
bridging two or more institutions, through to
formal networks and consortia involving

many institutions. There are even larger num-

bers of researchers who come together more

irregulariy and informally to leam from one
another's working practices and work in pro-

gress. There are numerous examples of

research teams and networks across individ-

ual nations, across Europe, between the US

and Europe, Japan and the US, Japan and
Europe and so forth.

It is generally recognised that 'distance
matters' (Olson and OIson, 2000) and that
collocation is the 'gold standard' for col-

laboration; however, researchers within these

fields are exploring methods and means for
undertaking distributed or remote collabora-
tive analysis on video materials. Thus, tech-

nologies are sought to enable collaborators

to more readily participate in colleagues'
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research, whether or not they are geographi-

cally collocated. Indeed, unlike analogue

video, digital video would seem to lend itself
to such collaborations. Digital video files 'are

simply computer files (albeit large ones) that
can be viewed, copied, published on the web
or attached to an e-mail for delivery anywhere

in the world, any number of times' (Shrum

et al., 2005), without degradation in original

file quality. They raise greater opportunities
for sharing and distribution amongst research
teams and the Internet, and related communi-

cation technologies are providing novel ways
to exploit these opportunities.

COMPUTER AIDED QUALITATIVE
ANALYSIS SOFTWARE,
COLLABORATION AND VIDEO
ANALYSIS

Silver and Pataschnik (2011) have called on

video-based researchers to outline more

explicitly the software that they use in devel-
oping their analyses. In a series of interviews

undertaken with leading video analysts in the
social scientists, we have explored these mat-

ters (see Fraser et al., 2006). Interestingly,

many video analysts principally use tools
developed for the work of (amateur) video
editing, management and production.

Software such as Final Cut, Adobe Premiere,

iMovie, MovieMaker (to capture and edit

video); Adobe Photoshop (to enhance
selected images for publication); Audacity,
Sound Soap or Soundstudio (to 'clean' and

edit digital audio); CatDV (to catalogue large

corpora of digital video) and the like are rou-
tinely adopted by video analysts in the social

sciences.

As Shrum et al. (2005) suggest, '[w]hile
tourists, parents and hobbyists were the tar-

get markets for manufacturers, professional

observers of social life were beneficiar-

ies'. Indeed, Secrist et al. (2002) describe
how Adobe Premiere supported their stud-

ies of infant development, making it more

possible to rearrange and navigate through

video datasets. However, many researchers

find that the work of social scientific video

analysis places specific additional demands
that are not dealt with sufficiently by these
sorts of program. For example, the demands

of producing textual representations of
video data, such as transcriptions of talk
and body movement, or the work of produc-

ing and organising analytic collections for
comparative purposes, or indeed the work

of collaborating on the analysis of a video
dataset, raise distinctive challenges (see

Box 29.1).

Many Computer Aided Qualitative
Analysis Software (CAQDAS) packages do

provide quite sophisticated support for digi-
tal video files (see Chapter 27, this volume).
However, maybe unsurprisingly, the core

CAQDAS packages tend to emphasise a
certain style of code-and-retrieve, segment-

and-sort analysis modelled on work with

textual field notes and interview materials.

There are packages (e.g. Atlas.ti) that

provide hyperlinking tools to support more
Hexible forms of analysis, but they still
focus support on links between segments

data, rather than the detailed analysis of the
segments themselves. For many undertaking

video-based research, this can be a limita-

tion. Whilst rough categories may be used to
organise video data clips, the analytic work
is often driven by the detailed considera-
tion of single cases. Indeed, it has been sug-

gested that for qualitative researchers, there

is 'a misalignment between the increasing

fidelity of audiovisual data and software

tools for their analysis... the more complex

the phenomena and data, the finer software

tools are required' (Silver and Pataschnik,

2011:82).
However, we are starting to see a much

wider array of systems designed from within
the various video analysis communities in the

social sciences, whether in sociology, anthro-

pology, linguistics, psychology or, maybe
most prominently, education (see Goldman

et al., 2007). As a result, there are more
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Box 29.1 Seven requirements for video analysis tools

1. PC and Mac Compatible

° To enable use of the best, low-cost video editing software currently available without the i
platforms

2. Interoperability

» To ensure that clips and transcripts can be moved in and out of different packages

3. Database Management

° To e.r]sure,thatthe same (:lip can be 'linked to'in a number of folders or collections without takir
additional hard-disk space "" ""

4. Flexible Video Playback

» To ensure that high quality video formats (e.g, raw digital video) can be played and that multiple video
be viewed simultaneously

5. Transcription Tools

* I? MtJ!tethe produdio"of transaiPts by supporting a range of text symbol types, by visualizing patterns
1 waveform or spectogram) and by allowing small sections of video files'to be i

repeatedly whilst the analyst simultaneously types the transcript

6. LINKS TO OTHER DATA TYPES

' To enable digital connections between different types of data in order to compare and analyticallv link
video with field notes, transcripts, images, system logs, etc.

7. OPPORTUNITIES FOR COLLABORATIVE WORKING

° To.support.(:o.llaboratiorl within (:o"ocated a"d distributed research teams by providing tools for, and
seamless movement between, asynchronous and synchronous collaboration'o'n video datas'ets^

software packages developed by researchers

that can handle audio and video materials in
more diverse ways and which are sensitive

to a range of analytic perspectives beyond
Grounded Theory. As Lee and Fielding
(1996) anticipated, CAQDAS systems may
not have been imposing an orthodoxy on

qualitative research practice, but rather there

was a 'cultural lag' as different approaches

developed suitable systems for their needs.

So, we are seeing some 'dimensions of

fineness' (Silver and Pataschnik, 2011)

emerging in various packages, especially

concerning (1) the integration and analysis of
different data sources and (2) the transcrip-
tion and representation of data extracts, but,

as we shall argue, the support is more limited

for (3) collaborative analysis.

Analysing Multiple Data
Sources

Often video-based research projects will
involve the collection of multiple views on a

scene: for example, capturing different per-

spectives on a virtual environment (Woods

and Dempster, 2011) or within a complex
organisational environment (Mondada,

2014). Thus, some of the more refined pack-

ages enable researchers to manage multiple

video views. Transana, for instance, enables

the synchronisation and simultaneous play-

back of up to four different video files.
Meanwhile DIVER is built to enable the

manipulation ofpanoramic views on a scene.

The Digital Replay System even supports the

integration of video data with associated data

relevant to analytic work, such as system

logs, text messages, field notes and the like.

A key issue in the management of these

multiple data sources is the issue of storage.

The approach adopted by Transana is impor-
tant here. A single video clip may be relevant
to multiple emerging analytic categories
or themes, but the size of digital video files
makes it prohibitive to create numerous ver-

sions of these clips to place within analytic
collections. Transana is therefore designed to

enable researchers to create links across and

between parts of the data to maintain a more

efficient use of disk space.

Transcription and Representation

Often video-based researchers need to create

annotations and transcripts using symbols
that are not usually available in standard
word processors. Some packages facilitate

multi-layered annotation tools (e.g. ANVIL),

enable analysts to view a video window
whilst simultaneously creating a transcript in

a separate window (e.g. DIVER, Transana,

inqscnbe, ELAN). Some also provide vari-
ous types of graphical representation of
speech (whether waveform or spectogram),

which allow analysts to refine their transcrip-

dons by viewing as well as hearing talk on
the video (e.g. Transana, InqScribe, ELAN).

This can increase the accuracy of the meas-

urement of gaps in talk, for example, because

the gaps can be 'seen' as well as heard.

Collaborative Analysis

There are numerous systems emerging that

provide various 'fine' levels of support for

social scientists to manage, manipulate and

analyse their video datasets. Maybe unsur-

prisingly, these packages are often founded
on a model of the individual analyst, but there

is growing recognition of the role that new
technologies can have in supporting and even

enhancing team-based research. For example,

consider two of the leading tools that support

collaboration in video analysis:

a DIVER (Pea et al., 2004; Pea and Lindgren,

2008) has, as a fundamental design principle,
the goal of supporting 'guided noticing', which
creates opportunities to share perspectives on

video records. This is done through posting an

individual DIVE (an annotated perspective on a
scene) to the webDIVER server, where it can be

viewed and commented on by others. In doing

so, it provides persistent and searchable records

of 'video pointing activities' linked to specific
moments in the video data.

<> Transana-MU (Dempster and Woods, 2011)

includes functionality to enable researchers to

share analytic annotations and collections with

remote colleagues. Multiple researchers in differ-

ent locations can connect to the same dataset at

the same time, and can observe changes to the

dataset undertaken by their colleagues in real
time. Moreover, they can use the text-based chat

function to discuss and share insights.

However, these are mainly mechanisms to

support asynchronous collaboration at the

database level by providing functionality for
analytic annotations, memos and notes to be

linked to relevant moments in a dataset.

Some limited opportunities are available for
interaction through text chat, but this cannot

support the richness and fluidity of a data
session. In spite of the importance and preva-

lence of data sessions for many video analy-

sis communities, there is at present limited

support for distributed, real time data ses-

sions. Providing dedicated support for group-

to-group(-to-group) video data sessions is

not a core focus for any of these systems, and

so they each provide rather limited support

for data-focused conversations.

TOWARDS DISTRIBUTED DATA
SESSIONS

We need a video infrastructure that is more interac-

tion-centric - for people to communicate deeply,

precisely, and cumulatively about the video content.
(Pea and Lindgren, 2008: 236)
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Through our interviews we identified a

number of existing practices adopted by
video analysts to address problems of distrib-
uted research (Praser et al., 2006). The usual

solution was to distribute the video data (via

courier or electronically) in order that indi-
viduals could analyse common datasets sepa-

rately, and then groups would arrange

face-to-face gatherings for data sessions.

Indeed, some respondents suggested that

they engaged in all aspects of research and
preparation of publications over the Internet
except for analysing video data together.

On the relatively rare occasions when

groups do arrange for distributed data ses-

sions, they report that their conferencing tools
are rather crude. Streaming video is found not

to be reliable or secure enough. Similar prob-

lems around reliability and quality related to
attempts to use 'screen share' programs for

data sessions, and so again groups would

distribute the data in advance, via hard drive,

DVD or Dropbox. They would then support
the meeting via telephone, Skype, FaceTime
or, in some cases, via Access Grid. Copies

of the data are played separately at each site.

To coordinate playback, participants shout
'press play now', so that each remote site

can watch the video data at roughly the same
moment before then going on to talk about it.

As the discussion and the analysis of video
data routinely demands constant comparison

of analytic observations with the video mate-

rials themselves, this is a very unsatisfactory
way of working.

Although there are numerous systems to

support distributed meetings, whether in
business or research contexts, these tend to

focus on face-to-face discussions, rather than

co-working with and around data (especially
video data). Indeed, the video link is sim-
ply to provide 'back channel' information.

Programs like Access Grid (Childers et al.,
2000), and the more sophisticated work in

the Memetic project (Buckingham Shum
et al., 2006) carry forward this approach.

However, the kinds of research meeting of

concern here, namely data sessions, demand

that participants can all see and discuss video
source materials. They also involve other

forms of mixed media, including transcripts,

images and drawings.

This dominant concern with support for
'face-to-face' meetings is rather surprising,

given that Sonnenwald et al. (2002: 19) note
that mediated collaboration is particularly
suited to work situations 'where people are

separated across physical distances and ...

where visual information needs to be shared

and acted on'. Indeed, in a study of 62 sci-

entific collaborations, Cummings and Kiesler
(2005: 718) found that 'the use ofcommuni-

cation technology (e-mail, instant messages,

phone conferences and video conferences)

did not give [Principal Investigators] at mul-
tiple universities an added advantage'. As a

result of their study, Cummings and Kiesler
(2005: 718) argue that collaboratories need
more technologies to help 'sharing and learn-

ing', to 'track the trajectory of tasks' and to

hold 'ongoing [research] conversations'.

There have been some attempts to repur-

pose the ePresence event broadcasting tool to

support video data sessions (Baecker et al.,

2007). Although the system allows for col-
laborative video viewing, the authors argue

that '[i]f ePresence is to serve as a collabo-

ratory ... then its capabilities for represen-

tation, reflection and interaction need to be

enhanced' (Baecker et al., 2007: 471). Of

particular note is the fact that support for
interaction and collaboration are limited.

Existing tools to support meetings provide
clumsy support for people to share, discuss

and gesture over and around video data and

associated materials. Thus there remains lim-

ited support for distributed data sessions.
Our MiMeG project explored and devel-

oped technological solutions to this. The
MiMeG software enables members of a

research team located at two or more sites

to simultaneously watch and discuss frag-

ments of video data. The control of the video

playback is assigned to one site, but partici-
pants can choose to formally switch control

to other sites. All sites are able to annotate

Figure 26.2 The MiMeG Interface includes video windows, playback controls, annotation
controls and windows for other media (transcripts, images, etc.). The system can be used

with computer screen and mouse or projection screen and pen-based input

the video stream in real time by drawing on
it using mouse or pen input, and these anno-

tations appear on all screens simultaneously.

They can also be recorded for later replay,

reflection and further analysis. Participants

are also able to display associated images
and transcripts at all sites simultaneously.

Furthermore, the system runs on PC or Mac

platforms and, using Skype, participants are
connected via a simple audio-conferencing

link. A more comprehensive introduction

to the software can be found in Fraser et al.

(2006) (see Figure 26.2).
There is no built-in video view of the other

group. We did try using the Skype video con-
ferencing tool for this, but it provides a fairly
rudimentary image of others which partici-
pants find too basic to add value. The inte-

gration of more advanced video conferencing

tools would raise standard problems of inte-

grating the common workspace in meaning-

ful ways (see Hindmarsh et al., 2000). The
development of die system began from an

understanding that the video data is critical to
the work of the session. Indeed, recent stud-

ies have shown that, especially for visually
complex tasks in which the focus of attention

changes frequently (such as identifying and
orientating to features in video data), a shared

view of the 'task space' is essential, and can

be more useful than a limited view of the
'person space' afforded by traditional video

conferences (e.g. Kraut et al., 2002).

The package is open source, but is now

unsupported. Our experiences with this sys-

tem allow us to reflect more generally on some

of the challenges facing similar eResearch
tools designed to exploit the affordances of
video to share and distribute data between

research groups and beyond.

CHALLENGES: 'ETHICS' AND
MATTERS OF PERSPECTIVE

In the course of developing this software and

putting it to work with existing research
teams in the UK and elsewhere, we encoun-

tered a range of social, organisational and

technical problems concerning the distribu-
tion, sharing and discussion of social scien-

tific video data (see Tutt et al., 2007). These
include, for example, a number of thorny

issues associated with institutional firewalls.
On the one hand, universities are keen to sup-

port inter-institutional research, and on the

other they are keen to restrict access into
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their own networks. As a result, we have

faced persistent (although variable, depend-
ing on the institutions involved) problems in
securing robust connections between institu-

tions to support MiMeG. In addition, there
are challenges relating to the 'interoperabil-

ity' of video formats and indeed packages.

However, here we will focus on two more

general concerns: issues of ethics and trust

when sharing video data over the Internet and

related technologies (see also Eynon et al.,

this volume), and difficulties associated with

distributed colleagues developing a common
orientation or perspective on video data.

Ethics and Trust in
Video-based Research

Retaining rich multimedia data, for instance
as examples in research reports, raises force-

fully ethical issues like anonymity, ownership
and confidentiality (Gibbs et al., 2002,30).

Ethical issues affect video analysts to differ-

ing degrees, depending largely on the nature
of their recordings. For example, those carry-

ing out lab-based experimental research face

fewer ethical concerns than those recording

naturally occurring data featuring children or
medical patients. However, although the use

of digital video is growing significantly, there
remains a relative lack of guidance on its use

in the ethical statements of the major research
associations. Whilst there are significant dif-

ferences between digital video and other
forms of social scientific data (e.g. question-

nau-es, interviews, field notes), there is little

or no explicit mention of its use in the ethi-
cal guidelines of the American Sociological
Association (ASA, 1999), the Economic
and Social Research Council (ESRC, 2015)

or the Social Research Association (SRA,

2003). That said, the Visual Sociology group
of the British Sociological Association (BSA,

2006) has developed a revised version of the
BSA's ethical guidelines that considers the
use of visual materials in research. Also,

rather interestingly, the General Medical

Council (2011) provides, in some ways, the
most comprehensive account of the use of

video materials, but of course focuses purely

on the recording of medical patients.

In the legal domain, the UK Data Protection
Act (1998) does potentially bear upon the

use and distribution of digital video in social
scientific research. Here, the security of data

related to identifiable living individuals is par-
amount and, with regard to digital data secu-

rity, the ESRC Research Ethics Framework
states:

Researchers may not appreciate the threat to data
integrity and security presented by routinely-used
collection and storage methods, such as computer

files on hard drives and similar devices, portable
computing equipment and memory, email and
databases. Periodic audit of data storage arrange-
ments at all levels is likely to be necessary to ensure
compliance with both legal obligations and good
research practice.

(ESRC,2015:23)

The implications of this are that the shar-
ing of video data across the Internet should

be entirely secure and probably authorised in
consent prior to collection. These challenges

will be considered in a moment. However, the

attitudes, opinions and existing practices of
social scientists working with video materi-
als are also significant in this regard. In work
reported elsewhere (see Fraser et al., 2006),

we note that one interviewee suggested that

'I'm unhappy with a lot of the legalisms.
I think it's more my own sense of having a

responsibility to the [participants]'- a state-
ment that reflected the sentiments of many
of our interviewees. The conditions of gain-

ing access to some organisations or other

sensitive settings often rests on restrictions

regarding use and distribution of video data.
Furthermore, the responsibilities that the
interviewee implied also extends to concerns

around sharing video data when there is a pos-

sibility that other researchers might be able to
form different conclusions, without first-hand

experience of the setting and the participants.
Recording digital video for research pur-

poses usually concerns participants in one
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of two ways. The most common fear from

participants is that they might appear onthe
television and be depicted in a bad light. The

other (lesser) worry is that they will not appear
on television at all. It is difficult to guaran-

tee appearances on a TV show. However, the

more common fear demands close control

on data and a good relationship with partici-
pants. For these reasons, researchers are keen

not to release control over their data.

One basic issue relates to the difficulties

of retaining confidentiality when faces are
visible on screen. There are steps that can

be taken using video editing packages to
blur or otherwise obscure the faces on mov-

ing images. This can be tedious work, but

it is generally not difficult. For example, it
is often necessary to add an effect or image

to an area of the screen in order to obscure

the face - of course as the person moves, the

position of the overlaid image will need to be
adjusted. More intelligent software tools are

increasingly available, but a more significant
problem relates to constraints imposed by
the analytic orientation. If the analyst needs
to present the relevance of gaze or facial

expression, then obscuring the face is not an

appropriate solution. In these instances, the

researcher should ensure that consent allows

for videos to be shared with faces visible.
Attempts to distribute social scientific video

data over Intemet-based technologies present

additional challenges. Essentially an issue of
control arises where the extent to which the
data can be accessed and redistributed by
others is at best uncertain because the digital
transmission of data is never entirely secure.

Streaming video is increasingly a feature of
Intemettechnologies,mostnotably through the
community-building website of 'YouTube ;

however, there is no way of preventing some-

one retaining copies of a video stream that has

been delivered to their computer. Technically,

efforts go simply into making it difficult for

others to copy the files, for example by setting
files to self-destmct after a period of time, or

most commonly by running the video through
the computer's short-term memory so that it

is not stored on the hard drive. The memory

is therefore wiped every time the user closes

the application or shuts down the computer.

However, these techniques can be fairly easily

modified by the recipient, and so they cannot

guarantee security.

Similarly, the encryption of streaming videos
does not prevent individuals from intercepting
and copying the video file. Complex access and
encryption mechanisms would still not be able
to guarantee the security of data. Furthermore,

if relymg on these mechanisms, it would be
much harder for researchers to articulate the

details of the security mechanisms, complicat-

ing matters of preparing consent forms, apply-

ing to ethics committees and, most importantly,

working with those bemg recorded.
The technology for streaming video data

is readily and widely available and simple
to use, but given a range of personal, ethi-

cal and technical issues it is unclear that the
willingness from the research community

to use it is so apparent. Indeed, this may be

borne out in the slow take-up of opportuni-

ties to publish data in electronic journals. As
mentioned earlier, there are technical oppor-

(unities for researchers to embed digital
video data within articles in electronic jour-

nals. However, aside from a small number of

exceptions (e.g. Brown, 2004; Buscher, 2005;

Lomax and Casey, 1998), this opportunity
has not been widely adopted by the video-

analysis communities. Relatedly, despite the
drive to archive data in the social scientific

community, again there are very few video-

based datasets available. In part, these trends

can be related to the lack of control over the

use of data that can be assured by those man-

aging the journals and archives.

To try to retain security as far as possible

with the MiMeG software, we began with a
model of data sharing in which we retained
key elements of existing practice. Essentially
we assumed that data would be distributed
amongst the research team, but rather than hav-

ing to meet face-to-face to work on the data,

MiMeG would facilitate a distributed data ses-
sion. As all parties have access to the raw data,
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there is no need to stream the video. The only

data transmitted over the Internet, therefore,

is 'positional' information to ensure that the

video is playing simultaneously at each site.
This solution exhibits additional system-

performance benefits. There are well-known

problems of 'lag' associated with stream-

ing video between sites, and with lower-

performance network links, this can mean

that video data will run slowly and maybe
even at different speeds at different loca-

tions. In terms of supporting communication

between researchers, this could be disastrous

to any attempts at successful deployment. For

MiMeG, because the video does not need to
be streamed, the only information that the
remote sites need to share is information

about the frame being viewed at each site in
order that they can be aligned. This avoids

many of the problems of lag associated with
transmission of complex multimedia data.

With later versions ofMiMeG, we decided
to provide options for researchers to select

for themselves how to distribute data. The

basic option described earlier is still possi-
ble. Alternatively, there is an option within
MiMeG to send the digital video file prior to

the beginning of the data session, thus the file
is distributed electronically once and then is

held at each remote site. The third option is
to stream the data during the data session in
order that a copy of the video is not released
in bulk by the main site. This will be use-

able only if researchers are using very high-
performance networking connections. This

set of options then allows the researchers to

decide the level of security with which they
are most comfortable for each dataset.

Sharing Perspectives

Aside from ethical and technical issues associ-
ated with the distribution of video data over
the Internet, there are also practical matters of

communication to be considered in the devel-

opment of tools to support distributed data
sessions. These are significant problems that

are common in the design and development of

groupware systems more generally. Indeed, in

his review of collaboratories, Pinholt (2002:
93) notes that 'a challenge for collaboratory

developers is producing tools and applications
that compensate for the absence of shared set-

ting' and the difficulties of sharing orientation

towards objects of interest. Many scholars
similarly suggest that collocation provides an
ease of establishing joint reference to objects
which is very difficult to attain in existing
video conferencing systems (e.g. Luff et al.

2014; Olson and Olson 2000).

Essentially the workspace for remote

collaborators is fragmented. The physical
envu-onments in which the participants are

working are separated and this has a range of

implications. Often the reason for co-workers

to get together is to discuss common visual
materials, whether documents, charts, slides,

images, photographs, models, prototypes
or, in the case at hand, video data. Object-

focused discussions in everyday work set-

tings can draw on the embodied resources

of participants (gaze, gesture and the like) to
encourage others to seamlessly shift orienta-

tion from one (feature of an) object to another.
However, when the space is spUt over two or

more remote sites, problems arise. Accounts

of co-working through shared document edi-

tors or virtual reality, or even advanced video

conferencing systems, routinely describe

problems that participants face in achieving
a common orientation to some (feature of an)

object (e.g. Hindmarsh etal., 2000).
This matter is further problematised when

the objects of interest are dynamic, mov-

ing images. As video is not static (unless on
freeze frame), the phenomena to be discussed

are fleeting - they may appear on screen for

only a fraction of a second. A glance, a ges-

ture, a nod, a movement of a pen, or whatever,

are difficult enough for an individual to spot,
let alone to show to others at a remote site.

In co-present data sessions, participants

have a full range of embodied resources at

hand to reveal phenomena (see Figure 26.3).

For example, they can point towards the

screen, or they can gesture "ver^e^
:enact'' on-screen behaviours (see Tutt

Hmdmarsh, 2011). In distributed data ^ses-^

^nTpardcipants therefore require^ too^s
^d^owc^to be able to interconnertbod-
aTconductatthe remote sitewith visible^
i?e7on"the"video data that they ^watching

l^aUy"A video window providedbistmt
ard desktop video conferencing system^
lM;Tn"this'regard. Indeed, a much Mgh^
lqulaUt7video-vFew on the ^skspac^' o^e
SsUnotjust a typical •head_and^
delr7view)'isjcritical'to get^a reaUense^the

^onat'the remote site~(Kraut .( ^200^
^wouldat least provide some^enseofte
ge'sturesproduced or the design of enactments

of on-screen activity.
furthermore, significart effort needs ^o

b^focusedon'the"means for annotating^

^deo"stream and associated material Fmm
ou7^udies"of distributed data sessions, the

design of annotations needs to b^highlyfl^
MeTand so we implemented freefonn^a-
tion'sto'enhance communicative possibil^

Moreoverjis critical that the emerging form
^annotation can be seen as it is produce

;attoA"^ after the event. This enabte^
lrcclipientto see the emerging trajectory rf the
ration and for the producer to^-eshape

fc annotation in the course of its P^tion^
STowever: is a non-trivial probl^and
demands further research and development.

THE RIGHT BRAIN STRIKES
BACK... AGAIN

CoUaborative research is not new to qualitative

SaFsdence. There is a long ^c?

guuished"histoxy ofj-uch work^Parti^
Sncuethnlo^aphy:0neneeds only to consider
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the pioneering studies of medical socialisation

(Becker et al., 1961) or factory work
CRoethlisberger md Dickson, 1939) or indeed
the collaborations between Margaret Mead and
Gregory Bateson on the collection and analysis
of anthi-opological fihn in the 1930s and 1940s
(Jacknis, 1988). However, the emergence of

new communications technologies and the pro-

Uferation of digital video do provide enhanced
opportunides for such research collaborations.

Digital video collaboratories can, in the
coming years, become realistic ventures,

connecting experts in formal and informal
networks more readily across the globe and

making coordination and collaboration in
inter-institutional funded research projects
more flexible. Furthermore, these tools pro-

vide the potential to make significant changes
to the organisation not only of research, but

also of research training. Currently, the con-

straints of time, space and resources restrict

opportunities for international experts to con-

tribute to graduate schools across the globe.

The systems outlined here represent emerging

opportunities for research students to have

comments on, and contributions to, their early

analytic endeavours from experts overseas.

However, there are still technical, organi-

sational and social challenges to be met. It is

clear from numerous studies in the sociology

of technology that successful technical devel-

opments arise in and through changing social
and organisational forms. The availability of
technology does not ensure its use.

The emergence of the e-Social Science pro-

gi'amme in the UK and the Cyber-Research

inidative in the US were heralded with an

emphasis on the opportunities afforded by
Grid computing to interrogate larger datasets,
to more efficiently and systematically fmd
and retrieve instances in datasets, to make

datasets available for others to re-analyse, and

to support the building and testing of more
robust models of human conduct. Although

these strengths will appeal to many positivist
researchers, they do not resonate well with the

analytic concerns of many qualitative research-

ers in the social sciences. This chapter has

attempted to explore some alternative benefits

of emerging eResearch tools and technologies

- benefits that build on a more sympathetic

understanding of contemporary qualitative
research practice.

In his seminal work 'The Right Brain
Strikes Back', Michael Agar (1991) argued

for the importance of fitting technological

developments to social scientific forms of

inquiry, not simply by addressing those prob-
lems that computers lend themselves to, but

by identifying the real problems facing social
scientists in order to make real innovations.

The challenge for eResearch is to ensure that

Agar's call is at the heart of its technologi-
cal developments. The emphasis must be on

addressing social scientists' problems and

demands, rather than building systems that

simply exploit what is technically feasible.
The CAQDAS field has continued to mark

Agar's words; eResearch must do the same.

To do that we need a thorough understanding
of social scientific practice, and therefore a

clear sociology of social scientific knowledge.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work has been supported by the MiMeG

ESRC e-Social Science Research Node
(Award No. RES-149-25-0033). The chapter
draws on research undertaken by all members

of the VidGrid and MiMeG research teams

and as such I am deeply indebted to them,
especially Mike Fraser, Katie Best, Greg
Biegel, Marie Gibbs, Christian Heath, Anne
Manuel, Muneeb Shaukat and Dylan Tutt. I
am also grateful to my colleagues in video-

based research for insights and updates, and

to the editors for their constructive and sup-

portive comments on earlier drafts.

NOTES

1 Discourse and Rhetoric Group
2 Centre for Language, Interaction, and Culture

3 University of California Los Angeles
4 Work, Interaction & Technology research centre

REFERENCES
Agar, M. (1991) 'The right brain strikes back'.

In'N. Fielding and R.M. Lee (eds.), Using

Computers in Qualitative Research. London:

Sage Publications, pp. 181-94.
American Sociological Association (ASA) (1999)

"Code of ethics'and policies and procedures

of the ASA committee on professional ethics.

New York, NY: ASA.
Antaki, C, Biazzi, M., Nissen, A. and Wagner, J.

(2008) Managing moral accountability in
scholarly talk: the case of a conversation analy-

sis data session', Text and Talk, 28: 1-30.

Baecker,"R., Fono, D. and Wolf, P. (2007)
Towards a video collaboratory'. In R. Gold-

man," R. Pea, B. Barren and 5. Derry (eds.),

Video Research in the Learning Sciences.

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, pp. 461-78.^

Banks," M.'(2001) Visual Methods in Social
Research. London: Sage Publications.

Becker, H.S, Geer, B., Hughes, E.C. and Strauss,

-A.L.'(1961) Boys in White: Student Culture in
Medical School. Chicago, IL: University of

Chicago Press.
Berners-lee, T. (1999) Weaving the Web:

"Origins and Future of the World Wide Web.
London: Texere Publishing.

Bezemer, J. and Mavers, D. (2011) 'Multimodal

transaiption as academic practice; a social

semiotic perspective'. International Journal

of'Socf'a/ Research Methodology, 14(3):

191-206.
British Sociological Association (BSA)^

Sociology Group (2006) Statement of Ethical

Practice. Durham, UK: BSA.
Brown, B. (2004) 'The order of service: the

practical management of customer

interaction', Sodological Research Online,

9(4). Available at http://www.socresonline org.
uk/9/4/brown.html (accessed 27 July, 2016).

Bryan, F. (2003) Rouge; Pictured in its Prime.
Dearbom, Ml: Ford Books.

Buckingham Shum, S., Slack, R., Daw, M., Juby,

B. Rowley, A., Bachler, M., Mancini, C.,

Michaelides, D., Procter, R., De Roure, D.,

Chown, T. and Hewitt, T. (2006). 'Memetic:

an infrastructure for meeting memory^

Proceedings of the 7th International
Conference on the Design of Cooperative

Systems, Carry-le-Rouet, France 9-12 May.
Buscher, M. (2005) 'Social life under the micro-

scope? '.Sociological Research Online, 10 (1).

Available at http://www.socresonline.org.

uk/To/Vbuscher.html (accessed 27 July, 2016)
Childers, L, Disz, T., Olson, R., Papka, M.E.,

Stevens, R. and Udeshi, T. (2000) 'Access

grid: immersive group-to-group coHabot-ative

visualization'. In "Proceedings of the 4th Inter-

national Immersive Projection Technology
Workshop, Ames, Iowa, 19 June 2000.^

CummingsJ.N. and Kiesler, S. (2005) 'Collabo-

rate research across disciplinary and organiza-

tional boundaries', Soa'a/ Studies of Science,

35 (5): 703-22. _ _^ ^
Dempst'er, P.G. and Woods. D.K. (2011) 'The

economic crisis through the eyes of Transana^,
Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 12 (1):

Article 16. . _ .,
Economic and Social Research Council

(2015) Framework for Research Ethics.

Svvindon, UK: ESRC.
Finholt.'T.A. (2002) 'Collaboratories', Annual

' Review of Information Science and Technology,

36:73-107.
Fraser, M., Hindmarsh, J., Best, K., Heath, C,

Biegel, G., Greenhalgh, C. and Reeves. S
(2006) 'Remote collaboration over video data.
towards real-time e-sodal science', [Special

isYue: Collaboration in e-Research, M. Jirotka,

R'~Procter, T. Rodden and G. Bowker (eds.)L

Computer Supported Cooperative Work, 15

(4): 257-79.
General Medical Council (2011) 'Making

using visual and audio recordings ofpatients'.^

Available at http://www.gmc-uk.org/guidance/
ethical_guidance/making_audiovisual.asp

(accessed 27 July, 2016).
Gibbs.G.R., Friese, S. and Mangabeira W.C.

(2002) 'The use of new technology in qualita-
tive"research', Forum Qualitative Sozial-

forschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research,
3 \2). Available at http://www.qualitative-
research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view-

Article/847 (accessed 27 July, 2016).
Goldman, R., Pea, R., Barron, B. and Derry^S.

(eds.) (2007) Video Research in the Learning
Saence5. Mahwah, NJ; Lawrence Erlbaum.

Goodwin, C. (2013) The co-operative,

transformative organization of human action

ancTknowledge',~/ouma/ of Pragmatics, 46

(D: 8-23.
Grimshaw, A. (1982) 'Sound-lmage

records for research on social interaction:^

some questions answered', Sociological

Methods and Research, 11 (2): 121-44.



468 THE SAGE HANDBOOK OF ONLINE RESEARCH METHODS

Hafner, K. and Lyon, M. (1998) Where Wizards

Stay Up Late: The Origins of the Internet
New York, NY: Simon and Schuster.

Heath, C. (2013) The Dynamics of Auction:
Social Interaction and the Sale of Fine Art
and Antiques. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Heath, C., Hindmarsh, J. and Luff, P. (2010)

Video in Qualitative Research. London: Sage
Publications.

Heritage, J. (1984) Garfinkel and Ethnomethod-
ology. Cambridge: Polity.

Hjndmarsh, J., Fraser, M., Heath, C., Benford,

S. and Greenhalgh, C. (2000) 'Object-
focused interaction in collaborative virtual
environments', ACM Transactions on

Computer-Human Interaction (ToCHI), 7 (4):
477-509.

Jacknis, I. (1988) 'Margaret Mead and Gregory
Bateson in Bali: their use of photography
and film'. Cultural Anthropology, 3 (2):
160-77.

Kraut, R., Gergle, D. and Fussel, S. (2002) The

use of visual information in shared visual
spaces: informing the development of virtual
co-presence'. In Proceedings of the 2002

AC M Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work (CSCW 2002). New York,
NY:ACM Press, pp. 31-40.

Lee, R. and Fielding, N. (1996) 'Qualitative data
analysis: representations of a technology; a
comment on Coffey, Holbrook and Atkinson',

Sociological Research Online, 1 (4). Available
at. http://www.socresonline.org.uk/1/4/

If.html (accessed 27 July, 2016).
Lomax, H. and Casey, N. (1998) 'Recording

social life: reflexivity and video methodology',
Sociological Research Online, 3 (2). Available
at http://www.socresonline.org.uk/3/2/1.

html (accessed 27 July, 2016).
Luff, P., Patel, M., Kuzuoka, H. and Heath. C.

(2014) 'Assembling collaboration: informing
the design of interaction spaces', Research

on Language and Social Interaction, 47 (3):
317-29.

Mondada, L. (2014) 'Instructions in the
operating room: how the surgeon directs

their assistant's hands'. Discourse Studies. 16

(2): 131-61.
Olson, G. and Olson, J. (2000) 'Distance

matters'. Human Computer Interaction, 1 5
(2/3): 139-78.

Pea, R. and Lindgren, R. (2008) 'Video

collaboratories for research and education:

an analysis of collaboration design patterns',

IEEE Transactions On Learning Technologies,
1 (4): 235-47.

Pea, R., Mills, M., Rosen, ]., Dauber, K.,

Effelsberg, W. and Hoffert, E. (2004) The
DIVER project: interactive digital video
repurposing', IEEE Multimedia, 11 (1): 54-61.

Roethlisberger, F. and Dickson, W. (1939)
Management and the Worker: Technical versus

Social Organization in an Industrial Plant. Cam-

bridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Secrist, C, De Koeyer, I., Bell, H. and Fogel. A

(2002) 'New tools for understanding infant
development in qualitative research', Forum

Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum:
Qualitative Social Research, 3 (2). Available
at http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.

php/fqs/article/view/847/1840 (accessed 27
July, 2016).

Shrum, W., Duque, R. and Brown, T. (2005)
'Digital video as research practice: methodol-

ogy for the millennium'. Journal of Research

Practice, 1 (1): Article M4. Available at http://
jrp.icaap.org/index.php/jrp/article/view/6/12
(accessed 27 July, 2016).

Silver, C. and Patashnick, J. (2011) 'Finding
fidelity: advancing audiovisual analysis using
software', Forum: Qualitative Social Research,

12 (1): Article 37.
Social Research Association (SRA) (2003) Ethical

Guidelines. London: SRA.

Sonnenwald, D., Solomon, P., Hara, N., Bolliger,

R. and Cox, T. (2002) 'Collaboration in the
large-using video conferencing to facilitate
large group interaction'. In A. Gunasekaran,

0. Khalil and M. Syed (eds.). Knowledge and
Information Technology Management in 21st
Century Organizations. Hershey, PA: Idea

Group Publishing, pp. 115-36.

Tutt, D. and Hindmarsh, J. (2011) Reenactments

at work: Demonstrating conduct in data
sessions'. Research on Language & Social
Interaction, 44 (3): 211-36.

Tutt, D., Hindmarsh, J, Shaukat, M. and Fraser

M. (2007) The distributed work of local
action: interaction amongst virtually collocated
research teams'. In Proceedings of the Euro-

pean Conference on Computer-Supported

Cooperative Work (ECSCW 2007). Berlin:
Springer, pp. 199-218.

TOOLS FOR COLLABORATION IN VIDEO-BASED RESEARCH 469

UK Parliament (1998) Data Protection Act
1998. London: The Stationery Office.

Woods, D.K. and Dempster, P.G. (2011) Tales

from the bleeding edge: the qualitative
analysis of complex video data using
Transana', Forum: Qualitative Social

Research, 12(1): Article 17.
Wulf, W. (1989) The national collaborator/. In

J. Lederberg and K. Uncaphar (eds.). Towards

a National Collaboratory: Report of an
Invitational Workshop at the Rockefeller
University. Washington, DC: National Science
Foundation.

FURTHER READING

Heath et al. (2010) outline an ethnomethodo-

logical approach to the analysis of video-
based materials. Silver and Pataschnick

(2011) chart the history of CAQDAS in
relation to audiovisual data. Finholt (2002)
provides a review of the emergence of

collaboratories in scientific research. Both

Olson and Olson (2000) and Cummings and

Kiesler (2005) suggest why distance matters
by outlining the limits to technical support

for distributed collaborative research work.

Agar (1991) encourages the development of
new technologies for social scientists to be

driven by problems and issues in social
research, rather than by what is technically

possible.

List of Websites

Adobe
Photoshop

Adobe
Premiere

ANVIL

Audacity

CAQDAS
CatDV

Digital Replay
System

DIVER

Dropbox

ELAN
Final Cut

iMovie

InqScribe

MiMeG
QuickTime

Sound Soap

Soundstudio

Transana

http://www.adobe.com/uk/products/
photoshop.html

http://www.adobe.com/products/premiere/

http://www.dfki.de/~kipp/anvil/index.html

http://sourceforge.net/projects/audadty/
files/

http://caqdas.soc.surrey.ac.uk/

http://www.squarebox.com

http://thedrs.sourceforge.net/

http://diver.stanford.edu/

https://wvw.dropbox.com/

https://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/

http://www.apple.com/final-cut-pro/

http://www.apple.com/mac/imovie/

http://www.inquirium.net/products/inqscribe

http://mimeg.sourceforge.net/

http://www.apple.com/quicktime/

http://www.bias-inc.com/products/

soundsoap/

http://felttip.com/ss;

http://www.transana.org/
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