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ABSTRACT
Teaching is one of many professions for which personalized feed-
back and reflection can help improve dialogue and discussion be-
tween the professional and those they serve. However, professional
development (PD) is often impersonal as human observation is
labor-intensive. Data-driven PD tools in teaching are of growing
interest, but open questions about how professionals engage with
their data in practice remain. In this paper, we present ClassInSight,
a tool that visualizes three levels of teachers’ discussion data and
structures reflection. Through 22 reflection sessions and interviews
with 5 high school science teachers, we found themes related to
dissonance, contextualization, and sustainability in how teachers
engaged with their data in the tool and in how their professional
vision, the use of professional expertise to interpret events, shifted
over time. We discuss guidelines for these conversational support
tools to support personalized PD in professions beyond teaching
where conversation and interaction are important.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The classroom is a constantly changing environment. Both course
content and standards for best practices in teaching constantly
evolve. Teachers must adapt to the needs of individual students
while also adapting to the group dynamics that make every class
unique. Teachers need to plan lessons, reflect on the effectiveness of
their practices, and develop strategies to engage students. Feedback
is critical for understanding what is working, and finding opportu-
nities for positive change [30, 76, 89]. Feedback can help teachers
develop reflective practices toward improved student learning and
greater equitable participation. Unfortunately, continuous feedback
for teachers can be hard to come by [1, 55].
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Class observations in which a professional with expertise in
teacher training observes one or two class periods can provide per-
sonalized, in-depth feedback for teachers about their teaching prac-
tices [1]. A review of studies found that such immediate feedback
was most effective for specific and corrective changes to teaching
behaviors [83]. However, observations often focus on performance
evaluations of the teacher as an employee rather than personal
growth [91]. In addition, more subtle teaching moves, such as con-
versational dynamics during class discussions are difficult for a
single observer to make sense of in real-time. While expert teach-
ing observations are more frequent for pre-service teachers, they
are less common for in-service teachers who would also benefit
from continuous feedback. Video recordings offer an alternative,
offering a more accurate recollection of events and rich opportuni-
ties for reflection [5, 7, 25, 92], but they require great effort. This
includes setting up and testing recording equipment and effort to
curate actions worthy of reflection from recordings [5, 27, 40, 54, 88].
More generic forms of professional development (PD) such as work-
shops and seminars can scale and provide background on changing
content and teaching standards, but they cannot provide the per-
sonalized and persistent guidance necessary for effective change
[4, 55, 80, 88]. In addition, most teacher PD sessions are singular
instances that do not provide opportunities for progress follow-ups
on new techniques and approaches. Finally, PD largely focuses on
standards or content rather than individual goals, strategies, and
strengths [52, 55].

Learning scientists have recently investigated technology for
observing teaching practices as a novel type of personalized PD, par-
ticularly for discourse pedagogy. Class discussion can give voice to
students’ reasoning and provide teachers with a greater understand-
ing of student cognition and learning process [2, 16, 39, 82]. Prior
work has found that even low cost recording equipment could accu-
rately capture and model conversational dynamics in the classroom
[31, 56]. Several current systems, both research and commercial,
use class audio recordings to provide teachers with automated feed-
back about their discussion practices [14, 26, 31, 36, 41, 56, 57]1.
Open questions remain about the design of such tools and their
impact in practice, which are relevant to the HCI and educational
technology communities for bridging research and practice. For
our work, we build upon ClassInSight as a tool that visualizes class-
room discussion data for personalized teacher PD and conversation
support [41]. Our approach to designing ClassInSight incorporates
data visualizations of discourse and collaborative reflection with a
PD researcher to answer the following research questions:

• How did teachers use features of ClassInSight in reflections
over time?

• What are the factors and barriers of adoption of discourse
visualization tools?

As part of a collaborative design-based research (DBR) [20]
project among three research institutions, we situate ClassInSight
within middle and high school science teaching and guided reflec-
tion sessions in which teachers discuss their class discussion data
with a PD researcher. This tool is an expansion of Gomoll et al [41]
that visualizes classroom discussion data in three different levels:
the Talk Ratio, Turn-Taking, and Transcript (Figure 1). In addition
1https://teachfx.com

to these visualizations, teachers follow a schema to structure their
noticings and reflections. As part of a longitudinal deployment over
3 academic years, 5 middle and high school science teachers from a
large city in the United States participated in 22 reflection sessions
during which they engaged with their discussion data in the tool. At
the end of the deployment, we conducted interviews with teachers
to understand their experiences in using the prototype. From their
interactions with the tool in reflection sessions and interviews, we
found themes related to quantification, contextualization, shifting
professional vision, and adoptability. We extend previous results
[41, 94] by showing how interactions with data within ClassInSight
impact reflections over time.

We make the following contributions. First, we provide an anal-
ysis of how the design of a data-driven discussion analysis tool,
ClassInSight, impacts professional learning and reflection in teach-
ing. Second, we contribute design implications that influence the
adoption of conversational support tools in professions that often
also lack frequent personalized feedback on professional interac-
tions (e.g. clinicians, vets, mentors, therapists, trainers, police, ad-
visors, lawyers, consultants). Our findings from the deployment
of ClassInSight provide lessons learned both within and beyond
teaching.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Teacher Professional Development (PD)

Practices & Professional Vision
How teachers notice and interpret events of their classroom is im-
portant in adapting to the various unexpected scenarios that can
occur. As much as teachers plan their lessons, they also need to
be able to respond to students and encounters on-the-fly [88, 98].
Professional vision, defined as the use of professional expertise and
knowledge to interpret events related to professional interactions
[42], encompasses this knowledge. Through development of pro-
fessional vision, teachers are able to describe, explain, and predict
classroom scenarios [86]. This concept is related to noticing, the
ability to discern and attend to the consequential features of in-
struction during reflection [95]. Professional development (PD) can
help teachers in developing professional vision. It is the continuous
education and training of a professional worker to update skills
and expertise [11, 24, 32, 43, 73, 78]. Recent literature has shifted
to framing PD as professional learning, which emphasizes the view
that professionals undergoing PD are continuous learners them-
selves [35, 66, 90, 100]. Koellner and Jacobs [60] present a model of
PD that is adaptive to individual teachers as they progress in their
professional learning.

Feedback is an critical component of PD and developing pro-
fessional vision. Continuous, formative feedback can help profes-
sionals in understanding their current performance and knowing
how they can best improve. However, personalized feedback is rare
because most PD consists of single-session workshops or semi-
nars that are not tailored to the professional’s context [4, 55, 80].
Consultations can provide more personalized PD, but are often
one-offs and are infrequent after initial professional training, as for
pre-service teachers [55, 99]. Additionally, quantifying certain mea-
sures that are not performance-based, such as dialogue, emotions,
or non-verbal behaviors, can be challenging.



ClassInSight: Designing Conversation Support Tools to Visualize Classroom Discussion CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

2.2 The Importance of Discussion in the
Classroom

Classroom discussions where both students and teachers are ac-
tively engaged in learning can help students explicate their rea-
soning [2, 16, 39, 82]. It gives students a voice in their learning,
helps them reason more deeply, and expand their evaluations of
arguments [2, 16, 39, 71, 81, 82]. Teachers can uptake student ideas
through following up with questions or further elaboration to pro-
mote further student engagement [22]. Productive discussion can
lead to improved curriculum mastery, reasoning, and education-
ally relevant attitudes in math, science, and literacy classes [50].
Learning scientists have explored frameworks for how teachers can
use discourse to engage with their students. For example, Resnick
et al [82] explain the concept of Accountable Talk to socialize dis-
cussion into a community of practice that normalizes grounded
argumentation and prompts students for further responses or coun-
terarguments. The framework of academically productive talk out-
lines how teachers’ talk moves such as asking students to restate
ideas or asking students to elaborate on reasoning can socialize and
encourage discussion [71, 82]. Michaels and O’Connor [70] concep-
tualized productive talk within four goals for students: sharing their
thoughts, listening to others, deepening reasoning, and engaging
with others’ ideas. These discourse frameworks can also provide
analytical tools for understanding how talk is used in a class. The
Scheme for Educational Discourse Analysis (SEDA) [47] and more
recently, the Teacher Scheme for Educational Discourse Analysis
(T-SEDA) [97] are coding schemes that highlight sequences of dia-
logue in classrooms. Talk moves include inviting, guiding, building,
connecting, evaluating, and reflecting on ideas to promote class-
room discussion [47, 97]. In this paper, we adopt the T-SEDA coding
scheme for our dialogue coding and visualizations.

Creating a learning environment conducive to productive discus-
sion takes deliberate and conscious effort potentially over months
[71]. Teachers may not know how to engage students in deep rea-
soning and fear that little to no students will respond [70]. Teachers
may also find argumentation uncomfortable in general and have
difficulty guiding students in respectful evaluation and argumenta-
tion [81]. Novice teachers in particular may not have experience
in noticing moments where they can strategically guide students’
discussion [15]. As a result, discussion that promotes deep reason-
ing and evaluation is far less common than discussion based on
close-ended questions and short responses [69, 81]. This provides
opportunities for PD to support teachers’ use of discussion in their
teaching [45, 46, 94]. For instance, Calcagni et al [9] reported on
a 15-month study with 20 institutions incorporating T-SEDA and
found that teachers felt more agentic in changing their dialogic
practices. Video feedback to contextualize and replay specific mo-
ments of discourse has been shown to improve productive talk use
and student learning outcomes [7, 12, 54, 88]. From these promising
results, technology to support discourse PD is a prominent area
within learning science and HCI research.

2.3 Conversational Support Tools for PD
Both learning science and HCI communities have explored technol-
ogy to scale conversational support towards developing teachers’
professional vision through discussion. This involves recording,

either through video, audio, or both, class events for later reflec-
tion. Prior work has examined how well automated models can
accurately identify teacher and student discourse variables from
recordings collected from low cost, easy to use recording equipment
[31, 56, 57, 84]. For example, Jensen et al [56] presented a model
that performed within the range of a human observer in identifying
discourse variables such as instructional talk, elaborated evaluation,
and authentic questions. Cook et al [23] also found that combining
models can lead to improved performance in detecting questions
from classroom discussion.

In addition to the breadth of work in modeling of classroom
discourse, several tools visually represent this data for feedback to
teachers. Chen et al [13, 14] explored using Classroom Discourse
Analyzer (CDA) to show the distribution of teacher and student
talk through visual representations of turn-taking patterns within a
class session. A randomized controlled trial with CDA showed that
teachers increased productive talk moves and more easily navigated
classroom video recordings CDA’s interface [12]. The TalkMoves
application [53] transcribes and visualizes classroom talk in a dash-
board according to six types of Accountable Talk instructional
moves (Keeping everyone together, Getting students to relate an-
other’s ideas, Restating, Pressing for accuracy, Revoicing, Pressing
for reasoning) to give immediate, automated feedback to teachers.
Researchers found that teachers that utilized the TalkMoves ap-
plication improved their talk moves in K-12 math courses [85]. A
randomized controlled trial with the M-Powering Teachers tool,
which displays percentage of student and teacher talk alongside a
transcript of the discussion, demonstrated an increase in teacher
uptake of student ideas through acknowledgements, questions, and
revoicing by 13% [26]. Gomoll et al [41] explored how different
granularities of visual representations of their talk moves can help
teachers shift create nuanced constructions of their professional
vision related to classroom discussions. In the commercial space,
TeachFX is a mobile application in which teachers can self-record
their classes and view how much they talk and engage students in
discussion. A pilot study with TeachFX showed a 45% increase in
student talk, particularly in Black and Brown students [36]. There
is promise in these tools for improving teacher discourse in the
classroom. How the design of these systems and data visualizations
facilitate teacher reflection as well as how teachers incorporate
these systems in practice are open areas of work, which we address
in this paper.

3 RESEARCH CONTEXT
This paper presents the latest cycle of a design-based research (DBR)
project with collaborations between three research institutions. As
part of a research-practice partnership, researchers and teachers
collaborated in a long-term partnership to address problems of
practice rather than problems of theory [19]. Our interdisciplinary
research team consists of faculty, postdoctoral researchers, graduate
students, and designers with expertise in learning science, human-
computer interaction, design, natural language processing, and
software development. We met weekly to discuss design directions
and decisions. DBR is complementary to human-centered design as
it involves iterative cycles of designing interventions and testing
these interventions in educational contexts [20]. DBR addresses
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Participant
Pseudonym Gender Teaching

Experience
Grades
Taught Current Subject Taught # of Reflection

Sessions
Jeff M 15 9-12th Engineering 6
Tom M 15 9-12th Earth Science, Chemistry 6

Sheila F 14 7th Science 2
Bonnie F 18 6th Science 5

Kate F 17 9-12th Earth Science, Chemistry,
Environmental Science 4

Table 1: Teacher demographics by pseudonym, gender, teaching experience, grades taught, current subject being taught, and
the number of reflection sessions teachers participated in.

learning in authentic educational contexts beyond narrowmeasures
of learning [21]. Our goal with this DBR project was to design a tool
that helps teachers facilitate discussions in science classrooms. As
developing discourse practice takes effort and time [71], we chose a
longitudinal approach to examine teachers’ reflections and learning
in-depth over 3 academic years. This approach is rooted in field
trials and longitudinal studies to understand users’ experience in
HCI [37, 59]. This study was approved by the Institutional Review
Board (IRB).

3.1 Teacher Participants
From the 2019-2022 academic years, 5 in-service middle and high
school science teachers (3 identified as female, 2 identified as male)
from 5 schools in the same public school district in a large city in the
southwestern United States participated in interviews, co-design
sessions, reflection sessions, and prototype testing with our team.
All teachers had at least 10 years of teaching experience (average
15.8 years) and taught various science subjects at the middle and
high school levels. Table 1 shows demographic information for our
participants and the pseudonyms we will use throughout the paper
for each teacher. All teachers and the parents of students in their
class consented to participating in our research. From these interac-
tions, we developed an early version of ClassInSight and deployed
it with teachers in collaborative reflection sessions [41]. This paper
discusses the latest design of our ClassInSight prototype and find-
ings from reflection sessions and final interviews with teachers. As
part of this longitudinal project took place during the COVID-19
pandemic, a large part of our data collection in classrooms and with
teachers took place over Zoom videoconferencing2.

4 CLASSINSIGHT: A DIALOGUE
VISUALIZATION TOOL FOR PERSONALIZED
PD

In this section, we describe the main features of ClassInSight, in-
cluding three data visualizations of classroom discussion and a
structured schema to guide reflections. We also describe each step
of our workflow in data collection, data coding, and data visualiza-
tion in the interface.

2https://zoom.us

4.1 Discussion Data Collection
D’Mello et al [31] defined a set of constraints for recording audio
in classrooms including the ease of use by teachers, affordabil-
ity of equipment, non-intrusiveness, and quality of recordings for
utility. Following these constraints, we obtained a pressure zone
microphone (PZM), a lapel mic, an audio mixer, and a laptop with
Audacity to record the audio through the mixer pre-COVID. A re-
searcher scheduled a visit to the participant teacher’s classroom
to set up the equipment and record classroom discussions. During
virtual instruction during COVID, a researcher recorded online
class discussions virtually. When classroom instruction resumed
in-person, the research team sent recording equipment to teachers
and provided instructions on how teachers could record discus-
sions on their own. A researcher remained available over phone
for real-time technical support. In total, teachers recorded 62 class
sessions. All audio recordings were transcribed with a third-party
transcription service3.

4.2 Dialogue Categorization & Coding
Multiple studies have shown that teachers’ intentional use of dia-
logue to guide students’ sensemaking is beneficial for their long-
term retention, domain transfer, and reasoning development [2, 16,
63]. With this premise, we intended to develop teachers’ noticing
and reflection of productive elements of their dialogic practice in
the classroom. In our previous iterations, we conceptualized discus-
sion around [17], but found that developing a shared meaning of
these talk codes between researchers and teachers constrained the
collaboration in reflection sessions [94]. Thus, in the current ver-
sion of ClassInSight, we adapted the works of [101] and [47] to use
a dialogue coding scheme according to the following codes: Build
on Ideas, Connect, Evaluation, Express or Invite Ideas, Guide Direction
of Dialogue, Invite Elaboration or Reasoning, and Make Reasoning
Explicit. Miscellaneous talk that did not fall within these categories
was labeled as Other Classroom Talk and Other Outside Talk. A
subgroup from the research team worked together to achieve inter-
coder reliability to in a complex and long process that spanned
two academic years to achieve a Cohen’s Kappa of .70 or above
between expert and novice coders which was considered very good
agreement [18].

3https://rev.com
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Figure 1: An overview of the ClassInSight interface: a) The legend with talk codes, color coding, and description, b) Theminiview
showing the Turn-Taking visualization as a tree visualization, c) The Transcript visualization shows the full transcript of
dialogue, d) the schema that guides reflection during collaborative reflection sessions.

4.3 ClassInSight Interface
After categorizing classroom discussion transcripts, the data is
visualized in the ClassInSight interface. Similar to our previous
version of the ClassInSight [41], the interface features three lev-
els of visualizations: the Talk Ratio visualization, the Turn-Taking
visualization, and the Transcript visualization, each highlighting
discussion at different granularities. This final version includes im-
proved design and interaction from teacher feedback as well as a
structured schema to guide teachers’ reflections. We describe each
of these features in this section. ClassInSight is implemented as a
web application in React.js.

4.3.1 Talk Ratio Visualization. The Talk Ratio visualization (Figure
2) gives a coarse-grained summary of discourse. It is on the first
page that teachers and researchers see in their reflection sessions.
The Talk Ratio visualization separates class discourse in terms of the
percentage of teacher versus student talk. This is similar to existing
tools that show proportion of talk in teacher PD [26] and other
professions [48]. Discourse is further broken down according to
the coding scheme discussed in Section 4.2 to show the percentage
of different types of talk and color codes for each category. This
provides a quantified overview of who is talking and what types of
talk are occurring.

4.3.2 Turn-Taking Visualization. The Turn-Taking visualization
(Figure 3) is a tree visualization that features teacher talk on the left

and student talk on the right. It shows a timeline of the discussion
and the cadence of the discussion. The bars represent the length of
each piece of dialogue, which is defined by how long each individ-
ual spoke. Each bar displays the colors for all codes that apply to
that piece of dialogue. The visualization is less quantified in terms
of concrete numbers and more qualitative about the sequence of
discussion between teachers and students. A legend (Figure 1a) in
the upper left corner of the interface shows the color and labels for
all codes as a visual reminder. An “i” icon beside each code provides
a short definition that teachers can hover over to see.

4.3.3 Transcript Visualization. The Transcript visualization (Figure
1c) provides the greatest amount of detail, showing a transcribed
reading of the class discussion and code labels above each dialogue
piece. To help users maintain understanding of where each piece
of dialogue occurs in the whole discussion, the miniview of the
Turn-Taking visualization (Figure 1b) is visible on the bottom left,
and a box outlines where in the Turn-Taking view each piece of
dialogue takes place and adjusts based on scrolling in the transcript.

4.3.4 Interaction between Visualizations. Similar to the interactive
visualizations in Chen et al [14], each visualization in our previous
iterations was on its own page and disconnected from the context
of the other visualizations. A significant change in the current ver-
sion is that each visualization is interactively connected to each
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Figure 2: The Talk Ratio visualization, which shows the overall classroom discourse in terms of talk category. The vertical
line separates the percentage of teacher talk versus student talk. Below the visualization is a breakdown of each talk move by
percentage. Clicking on any talk move shows excerpts from the transcript if available.

other, allowing teachers to make connections between the visual-
izations. For instance, in the Talk Ratio visualization, clicking on
the part of the visualization pertaining to Evaluation shows a list
of the excerpts related to the Evaluation code from the Transcript
visualization. Clicking on an individual excerpt would navigate to
the location of that excerpt within the Turn-Taking and Transcript
visualizations. Similarly, clicking on a specific section within the
Turn-Taking visualization would navigate to the location of that
dialogue within the Transcript visualization. Following design rec-
ommendations from [87], this interaction enables users to both
holistically view their data in the Talk Ratio and drill-down on spe-
cific data points via the Turn-Taking and Transcript visualizations.

4.3.5 Structured Reflection Schema. Previously, researchers and
teachers took notes in a separate location on their own during re-
flection sessions. To keep the context of reflection sessions and data
in one place, we included an interactive schema (Figure 1d) to struc-
ture reflection. The schema is persistent across all visualizations
on the right side of the interface so researchers and teachers can
add notes at any point during their reflection. The schema provides
text boxes for reflections regarding Initial Impressions, Noticings
from Data, Planning Goal, Next Steps, and Rationale. These sections
are based on the reflection and action cycles within the framework
of personal informatics [62] and in the action-reflection-planning
framework in teacher PD [38]. The sections of the schema were
shaped into a triangle to provide a flow and structure for reflection

during collaborative reflection sessions. Users can add notes within
the schema text boxes according to the specific section.

5 METHOD
Here we describe our reflection session and interview procedures
with participants and our data analysis of reflection session tran-
scripts and interviews. All reflection sessions and interviews took
place on Zoom video conferencing and were transcribed using
Rev.com.

5.1 Guided Reflection Sessions
The goal of reflection sessions was for teachers to reflect on class-
room discussion visualizations in a collaborative setting with a PD
researcher, identify changes to make in their practice based on these
noticings, and plan appropriate next steps. These reflections took
place at least once per academic year and were scheduled by email
between one of two PD researchers and the teacher. All reflections
were roughly 40 minutes to an hour long. Due to the COVID-19
pandemic and challenges in scheduling, reflection sessions took
place at variable time frames, with the shortest amount of time
between reflection sessions being 1 month and the longest being
16 months. After a class discussion was recorded and data was
processed, coded, and visualized in the tool, teachers were given
the option to review their data in preparation. During reflection
sessions, the researcher first reviewed what was discussed in the
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Figure 3: The Turn-Taking visualization shows the rhythm or cadence of the discussion with teacher talk on the left and student
talk on the right. Each bar represents a piece of dialogue and is proportional with the length of dialogue. The colors of the bars
represent the applicable talk to that specific piece of dialogue. A legend on the left displays the code labels and colors.

last reflection session or discussed the goal of the reflection. The
researcher then guided the teacher in navigating the visualizations
in the tool starting with the Talk Ratio visualization. Following
the structured reflection schema (Figure 1d), the researcher and
teacher first discussed teachers’ noticings in the visualizations, how
they made sense of it, and what goals to set based on their data.
All teachers participated in at least 2 reflection sessions, with the
maximum number of reflection sessions being 6 (see Table 1).

5.2 Participant Interviews
At the end of the deployment, we contacted teachers to partici-
pate in interviews regarding their experiences engaging with our
prototype. We interviewed 4 of the 5 teachers as one teacher (Bon-
nie) was unable to participate due to scheduling conflicts. Through
hour-long semi-structured interviews, we asked questions about
how teachers utilized the visualizations, what they noticed in their
data visualizations, and comparisons to existing PD practices. For
their time and participation, teachers received a $40 USD Amazon
gift card.

5.3 Data Analysis
To address our research questions, we first analyzed data using the-
matic analysis [8]. The first and second authors first read through
post-interview and reflection session transcripts. This amounted
to roughly 25 hours of data total. As our data was longitudinal,

we considered themes both for each individual teacher and across
time [93]. Our approach was inductive, developing codes as pat-
terns within the data emerged. We then used affinity diagramming
to group 353 quotes from reflection sessions and 72 quotes from
post-interviews together based on emerging themes. Affinity dia-
gramming is a common qualitative analysis technique that involves
iteratively grouping relevant data into higher-level themes or affini-
ties [49]. The first and second authors then discussed these themes
together and iterated on them until a consensus was reached and
shared with the rest of the research team.

6 FINDINGS
We connect main themes of quantification, context, shifting pro-
fessional vision and adoptability to our research questions of how
teachers used features of the tool in their reflections over time (Sec-
tions 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3) and the factors and barriers to adoption of
discourse analysis tools (Section 6.4). Each quote from a reflection
session is labeled with (R) and the number of the reflection session
(i.e. (R2) would denote a quote from a teacher’s second reflection
session).

6.1 Quantification of Discussion Data in the
Talk Ratio Visualization

The Talk Ratio gave a quantified summary of teacher and student
talk and the types of talk that occurred. Teachers noted this in their
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post-interviews. In particular, 2 teachers mentioned how quantifica-
tion of discussion gave them insights into their facilitation practices.
As Kate stated, “I do think it’s good to see the categorization and the
amount of time or the relative amount of time...to see how much time
is spent on the different types of communication, and I do like the
bar graph indicating when there’s a lot more or a lot less.” Sheila
thought the Talk Ratio visualization helped her see her class from
an external perspective, “The whole point of being able to see and
being able to have like that fishbowl of the dynamics in my classroom
is really helpful.” As the first visualization teachers saw, the Talk
Ratio gave a coarse overview of the discussion from which they
could form initial impressions.

6.1.1 Dissonance from the Talk Ratio Quantification. Seeing the
Talk Ratio often led to initial surprise or dissonance throughout
all reflection sessions for teachers. For instance, Jeff mentioned,
“It’s odd that this one was 82% [teacher talk] to 18% [student talk],
because...I thought this one might be more [like] 60% to 30%. So I’m
a little surprised that it went more the other way” (RS4). This disso-
nance continued into later reflections as well, “I was still surprised
at how much of the talking came [from] my side because I thought
that it was still much more the students, but it appears that it was
still majority me according to this” (RS6). Similarly, Bonnie experi-
enced dissonance from the Talk Ratio, “So, this is a little surprising
to me to have less student talk this time, and I, in my head, I’m like,
‘Why?’” (RS4). This dissonance likely occurred because the data dif-
fered from teachers’ expectations about their talk practices. As Kate
noted, “It’s always shocking to me how much time I spend talking”
(RS2).

In post-interviews, teachers mentioned how the dissonance expe-
rienced from seeing the Talk Ratio provided a different perspective
to their discussion. Jeff noted, “The thing that I found most striking
is I’m always talking more than I think I am so to see the graph of it
is really helpful to let me know how much I need to get the students
talking more.” He further elaborated, “What seems like a normal
amount seems like a lot...But it turns out that because a lot was only
15% before that, they were only talking 19% now, and it seems like
they’re talking a lot more than usual. Then [I’ll see] the graph and
say, ‘oh wow they were only talking 19%!”’ Kate also mentioned
this dissonance in terms of talk codes in the Talk Ratio, “There’s
a personal perception and then there’s actually seeing the data, and
so for me to see how much time I really did spend on Building and
Connecting versus Evaluating or other talks helped a lot.” The Talk
Ratio was a way for teachers to see how much their expectations
were accurate to the discussion data.

6.1.2 Learning from Dissonance. According to the theory of cogni-
tive dissonance, dissonance leads to people’s need to resolve it [10].
In our study, teachers resolved their dissonance by adding to their
beliefs about their talk and setting new discussion goals. Jeff noted,
“I think in class, hopefully [the Talk Ratio] will get closer to 50/50...That
might still be doable in the near future...But I’m still working on paus-
ing more, giving students time to think and respond” (RS3). 2 teachers
talked about their discussion goals in terms of “moving the line”
in the Talk Ratio visualization. Jeff said, “I still wanna move this
line left and get more students talking” (RS4). Sheila also mentioned,
“Toward the end of the year, that line shifts where it’s mostly, that’s
where you want it to be, is that it’s mostly student” (RS2). Dissonance

led teachers to think about whether and why their data confirmed
or contradicted their expectations. Bonnie discussed, “I like that [the
Talk Ratio] breaks it down by percentages so I can see,...is this where
I want it to be? And it helps me start thinking about are these the
results that I expected or are they different from the results I expected?”
(RS2). Tom stated his expectations in terms of concrete percentages,
“I would think that Building on Ideas should be an important part of
a lesson...Build on Ideas, 4% doesn’t look very substantial” (RS3). In
post-interviews, 2 teachers mentioned using the Talk Ratio to ask
questions about their discussion behaviors. Tom stated, “I think it’s
a positive thing when students are talking...What are the things we
can do to get students to participate...in the class?” Sheila also said,
“Am I giving them an appropriate amount of time and opportunity
in order to answer questions? Am I actually asking questions that re-
quire them to answer using more than one word?” For these teachers,
dissonance led to a desire for greater understanding about their
discussion data.

6.2 Contextualization: Recalling and
Understanding Dialogue Data in the
Turn-Taking and Transcript Visualizations

From the quantification of talk in the Talk Ratio, teachers then used
the Turn-Taking and Transcript visualizations to further understand
and contextualize what occurred through recalling moments and
gaining an understanding of discussion dynamics.

6.2.1 Recalling Classroom Events in the Transcript. To understand
what happened in a class, teachers used the Transcript visualization
to recall specific moments. Jeff referred to specific lines in the
Transcript, “And then...line 290, [I am] kind of just reassuring them
again like, ‘Hey, like nothing to be ashamed about.”’ (RS2). Kate also
used the Transcript to recall and explain events, “So yeah, here’s
where we’re getting into the article that we read, and yeah, so here’s
where they’re actually starting to classify” (RS4). Tom added that he
sometimes found surprise in the Transcript, “It’s always weird when
I see what I actually say in class. I find it so strange because it’s totally
different than my impression of what I’m saying” (RS3). Recollection
of discussion provided teachers with context into what was said
and strategies used. As Bonnie noted the value of this recollection,
“The value that I see in...having a transcript...[is] to be able to look at
the actual conversations...You still have to look at the actual content.”
(RS4).

6.2.2 Understanding Classroom Dynamics in the Turn-Taking and
Transcript. Where the Transcript helped teachers recall moments
in class, the Turn-Taking guided teachers towards where to look.
As Kate noted, “I will say this turn-taking is kind of also eye-opening
in terms of making a more visual representation of the percentages
from the Talk Ratio” (RS2). She noticed, “There’s long stretches where
I’m the only one talking a lot” (RS2). Tom identified “chunks” of
teacher dialogue, “To start off, I seem to be saying larger chunks, and
then there’s a period of time where [the chunks are] quite short and
then they get longer again, towards the end of the class” (RS4). He
noted how these chunks led him to examine the Transcript, “So
[I’m] looking at the colors and...at what I’m saying, and then what
the students are saying, and trying to relate those two, which I think
is exactly what you would wanna do with this kind of information”
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(RS4). Jeff also noticed chunks in his discussion data, “So I’m seeing
like big blocks of me [talking] still. But it seems like there’s some
good back and forth” (RS2). Teachers used the Turn-Taking and
Transcript to answer questions about their data. For example, Sheila
looked at, “What part of the speaking is instruction? What part of
the speaking would be giving directions?” (RS1). When Bonnie used
the Turn-Taking visualization, she noticed, “I was talking for this
long and there’s no student responses happening yet. And I’m scrolling
down...and I go ‘Okay, something occurred here. Oh, what kind of
questions was it or was something sticking out?’” (RS1). The Turn-
Taking and Transcript visualizations together contextualized the
quantification seen in the Talk Ratio to give further understanding
about class discussions.

In post-interviews, teachers had generally positive feedback
about the Turn-Taking and Transcript visualizations. They con-
firmed the value of the Transcript for recalling class events. As
Tom said, “That’s what I find shocking is when I would read [the
Transcript], I would immediately go ‘Oh! Now I know exactly where I
was,’ I would just come back very quickly.” Kate felt the Transcript vi-
sualization was, “the most effective or most significant for me because
it really helps me understand the way I was presenting the lesson
and how much I was allowing for the students to participate...instead
of how I thought I was doing, which aren’t always the same thing.”
Teachers mentioned that the Turn-Taking visualization gave quick
insights into the rhythm of discussion. Tom mentioned, “It was
on [the Turn-taking] that you could click on [the graph] and that
will take you to what was being said at that period of time. And I
thought that was useful. It made sense to me [and] is easy for me to
understand my lesson and access what I wanted to look at.” Sheila
stated how the Turn-Taking gave visibility to her discussion facili-
tation, “Just by scanning through [the Turn-Taking], I think you can
tell [if] you’re giving your students time to actually talk, if you’re
preparing them well enough in order to discuss on their own, or giving
them the opportunity to talk to each other to respond individually.”
Kate also specifically mentioned the connection between the Turn-
Taking and Transcript visualizations in the miniview, “I think this
[miniview] on the left is very helpful and then I do think that seeing
the dialogue as well is really helpful to see who’s actually engaged...so
I think this page together is very helpful.” However, Jeff was critical
of the two visualizations, stating, “I probably wouldn’t look at what
[students] said...What they say really isn’t as important as how much
they say.” He noted instead, “To me [the Turn-Taking] needs to be
broken up by students so just one accumulated bar for student one,
[another] the bar for student two because I want to see which student
is talking how much.”

6.3 Shifting Professional Vision
Where contextualization refers to how teachers viewed and re-
flected on past data for understanding, we observed how teachers
shifted in their professional vision in which they examined their
data with an eye towards future actions.

6.3.1 Early Noticings: Quantification of Discussion. Related to our
findings about quantification, teachers often focused on the amount
of student talk in early reflection sessions, which may reflect their
level of noticing [95]. This led teachers to evaluate their data.
Kate evaluated her use of talk codes, “The student breakout group

shows...Making Reasoning Explicit and Building on Ideas. Those parts
are definitely good” (RS1). Jeff evaluated the discussion cadence,
“There was a good portion where it seemed like it was kind of back
and forth. But maybe not fully reaching that goal, something that I
still need to continue to be aware of ” (RS2). Bonnie noted specific
wording, “I think it was the wording in the question, and I know how
I would do it differently next year for sure...I was hoping to get at
least a few questions kind of like, you know, touched upon.” However,
evaluation of data could also lead to negative feelings. In her second
reflection session, Sheila said, “[I] still...feel so inadequate. It’s really
sad because...it’s really hard to get them engaged” (RS2). Though we
observed this in one teacher, Sheila only had two reflection sessions
so we were unable to see how or if these were resolved.

With an emphasis in noticing quantitative aspects of talk, teach-
ers set quantitative goals to increase student talk in general in early
reflection sessions. Bonnie stated her goal to “have less teacher talk
and more student interaction because that’s where more learning
takes place” (RS1). Jeff set goals around how many students spoke,
“I’d say that the types of goals we want to set...would maybe be the
number of people that interact, trying to reach a certain percentage
of people interacting in conversations” (RS1). These goals reflected
how teachers interpreted their data at their stage of professional
learning.

6.3.2 Shifting Expectations of Data. Over multiple reflection ses-
sions in engaging with the tool, teachers’ professional vision shifted
in their expectations of data. Early on, Bonnie did not know what
to expect in her Turn-Taking visualization, “I didn’t have an expec-
tation actually...No expectation, I didn’t know what I was gonna see”
(RS2). By her last reflection, she knew what to look for in her data,
“This is the kind of stuff I wait for, is what do they understand about
the new concepts we’re getting into?” (RS5). Kate began to notice
how her actions impacted discussion, “I was happy to see the Build
on Ideas because...I had been purposeful about wanting to get them
to remember what we’d done the week before. So it was nice to see
that that was actually captured in the data” (RS4). Notably, Kate
spoke about her expectations and strategies in terms of the talk
codes. Jeff also showed this shift. In an early reflection, he stated,
“So they’re making connections. That’s what I want” (RS2). During his
last reflection session, he was more specific, “A lot of times before the
students would say...very short answers, but now we’re getting some
multiple sentence ideas...it seems like we’re getting more complete
thoughts out of each student this way...When I had put them in small
groups before, it didn’t look like this” (RS6). Over time, we saw how
teachers had more directed noticings and expectations in their data.

We also observed two teachers set goals beyond quantitative
talk goals. Bonnie set goals related to types of talk, “I wanted to
put that as a goal for discussion, that they’re building on each other’s
ideas or they’re using some of it to reformulate their own” (RS3).
Kate deliberately shifted away from looking at the quantity of talk,
“We had mentioned that we weren’t really gonna focus on the Talk
Ratio” (RS3). She set a goal for more student evaluation, “I would
like to get to the point where I could have students interacting with
each other and have them evaluate each other” (RS3). However, Jeff
preferred the Talk Ratio visualization through all his reflection
sessions, “Mostly what tells me [that I’m moving forward] is where
this line is in the middle...The Talk Ratio is probably still...the most
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useful thing for me.” All teachers changed in their expectations of
data, but quantification of talk sometimes super-ceded focusing on
other aspects of discussion.

6.4 Adoptability: Factors and Barriers for
Adoption of Conversation Support
Technology

In post-interviews, teachers addressed multiple aspects of conver-
sation support tools and their implementation that would lead to or
hinder adoption and continued usage of these sorts of technology.

6.4.1 Personalization, Persistence, and Regularity of Data. Teachers
expressed frustration that prior PD experiences did not seem ap-
plicable to their own classrooms and contexts. Sheila noted, “[We]
will get curriculum from people who have written the curriculum for
our grade level...and we’re like who are the students that these people
are writing this for? Definitely not mine.” Tom also said, “Teachers
would be forced to change, but [the PD professionals] don’t know
why a certain teacher is effective or why they’re successful with their
students.” In contrast, teachers appreciated the personalized PD
provided in our tool. Kate stated, “This is the only PD that’s been
specific to me and my behavior in the classroom and my presentation
of lessons...this was like getting into the nitty gritty of how I actually
am in the classroom and no PD has ever even come close to that even
when I get evaluated every two years.” Sheila thought, “Any data is
helpful to see what I’m doing great and what I’m doing that I should
be better at. . . This would be something that we have clear, concrete
data as to. . .what did we do, are we meeting reaching our own per-
sonal goals that we’re actually putting forth?” Teachers felt the data
within the tool provided personalized feedback where they could
see their growth whereas generalized seminars did not.

Teachers also expressed frustration at the lack of follow-up and
accountability from prior PD seminars and workshops. Sheila said,
“PD that we have are all ‘here you go, implement’... Typically it’s a one
and done...and there is not any real accountability as to whether or not
you’re even doing anything.” Kate concurred, “Usually PD stops at the
idea phase like ’oh here’s a great idea to engage your students, now go
do it.’” Jeff also mentioned that the lack of follow through, “Our big
complaint as teachers has been we never see [the PD] again, and we
never analyze how we do things are changed.” These statements from
teachers align with findings that PD is often neither personalized
nor persistent [4, 55, 80, 88]. In contrast, teachers appreciated the
persistence of multiple reflection sessions. As Tom said, “You guys
have been more persistent. . . Because you keep on coming back and
you keep on reminding me, ‘Okay, this is what we did last time.”’ Jeff
said this form of PDwas “more about the progress in the journey...This
process has been I think much more useful being long-term rather
than these one and done things that most districts do.” Tom valued
the accountability of the reflections, “What I’m getting out of this is
it was requiring me to reflect, which teachers should do anyways. . . I
know some percentage do, but I don’t think it’s the whole group.” Sheila
added that separation from the district was an important factor,
“This is not intrusive. [It’s] low risk, given that. . . it’s helping me stay
accountable to me because I’m also accountable to you [as researchers],
but you’re not accountable to my district.” However, challenges in
data collection and coding led to large gaps between classes and

reflection sessions. After long periods of time, the Transcript may
be less effective in recalling class events. As Tom said, “There would
be this delay in terms of...[the reflection session] and when the lesson
was. So...I was asked to look at [the data] ahead of time, which I would
do, but that would be an extra step...I’d be asked these questions and at
the same time I’d be trying...to remember what was said.” We found
that persistence of reflection is important if done with somewhat
consistent regularity. These findings suggest a need to restructure
teacher PD to enable greater personalization and shift away from
the “one-and-done” nature of current PD practices.

6.4.2 Learning Curve of Technology and Talk Codes. Teachers ex-
pressed a learning curve in both using our prototype as well as
understanding the talk codes. Some of the barriers came from a gen-
eral resistance to technology. As Tom stated, “Teachers need to take
advantage of the technology that’s available and they’re not. A lot
of teachers are technology phobic and you know they’re being forced
to learn how to use programs and stuff.” Bonnie stated a learning
curve specifically in using our prototype, “First of all, just navigat-
ing [the app]...that in itself is a learning curve. There’s two things
happening here. One is how was the lesson? And the other is how
is the app?...So there’s several moving parts here.” Tom also talked
about challenges in learning to understand and interpret the data
visualizations and talk codes, “So brown is Invite...I wasn’t quite sure
how it was being decided that the snippets that I was reading, um, how
that matched with invite. Because I would’ve thought that all of mine
would’ve been brown, because I’m always asking the students, ’okay,
what do you think?’” (RS5). Jeff also expressed confusion about the
talk categories, “I’m sitting here looking back at the [legend] and
saying, ’okay, that one’s Connect. And then over here, Evaluation.’
I’m thinking, how’s Evaluation different from Reasoning? (RS6). This
is a limitation of developing a shared understanding of discussion
theory and practice between researchers and teachers.

6.4.3 Granularity and Types of Data Presented. Related to the learn-
ing curve of interpreting data within the tool was the granularity
of data presented. Jeff mentioned the data in the Turn-Taking and
Transcript visualizations was too fine-grained, “I thought that the
very basic Talk Ratio is helpful, but a lot of the other things...were
too much information and not really useful...The granular level of
detail...[for] a teacher using a daily or weekly tool, it’s just too much
information [and] too time consuming.” Bonnie found it challenging
to navigate through specific talk codes, “This Other Teacher Talk
is really interesting...I’d have to go through each [excerpt] to know”
(RS2). She also felt that talk data did not capture the spectrum of
student learning, “Just because they’re not saying [anything] doesn’t
mean they’re not writing an elaborate report or talking about it with
each other” (RS2). Jeff suggested measures related to individual
student talk, “I’d like to see what’s the total [talk] for student one?
What’s the total for student two?” (RS3). Tom wanted to see silence
or wait time reflected, “If I didn’t say anything for 15 minutes, there
would just be no timestamps. There’s no space indicating that there
was 15 minutes of quiet time” (RS3). These different forms of data
could help teachers reflect more deeply on their discussion.
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6.4.4 Generalization of Discourse Visualization. Beyond our reflec-
tion sessions, teachers mentioned other situations where personal-
ized discourse analysis would be useful. Kate suggested collabora-
tion with other teachers, “I would love to have...a colleague cohort
working with [data], but I would use it, even if I was just on my own. I
think it’s that helpful and valuable in terms of improving the quality
of teaching.” Sheila thought discussion data could be useful for new
teachers, “I would think for any new teacher...unless someone’s watch-
ing you and giving you feedback, you don’t know what you’re doing.”
Teachers also mentioned discourse analysis for other settings. Tom
stated how discussion data would be useful in supervision meetings,
“I was supervising maybe four people and...you spend a lot of time
thinking about...what they’re doing, what you want them to do, and
how to...achieve that goal. So that’s an opportunity where...you would
be interested in recalling specific conversations and you know what
was said.” Kate also thought this data could be useful for staff meet-
ings, “We have staff development dates coming up, and I would love to
have this kind of data for staff development because I don’t think the
facilitator, who is also the principal, really understands he talks 95%
of the time. . . I would love to see it in any kind of a group meeting.”
Jeff similarly thought, “I think it might be interesting if they looked
at...this sort of thing but looking at professional development, and
how teachers interact with instructors and administrators...It’s kind of
funny how a lot of the [PD facilitators do] exactly the opposite of what
they tell us to do.” Teachers found discourse analysis useful both for
their own insights as well as other situations where interactions
are ephemeral and subject to personal perceptions.

7 DISCUSSION & FUTUREWORK
In answering our research questions, 1) How did teachers use fea-
tures of the app in their reflections over time? and 2) What are the
factors and barriers of adoption of discourse visualization tools?, we
found how teachers used data visualizations in our tool to under-
stand their discussion practices towards future actions. The themes
of quantification, contextualization, shifting professional vision,
and adoptability cut across these questions. In this section, we dis-
cuss lessons learned from our longitudinal deployment and design
implications that might generalize to other professions.

7.1 Design Implications
7.1.1 Resolving Dissonance. The Talk Ratio visualization was de-
signed to answer the question of how much teachers talked versus
students. Several systems like the M-Powering Teachers tool [26]
and TeachFX [36], include a similar visualization that quantifies
discussion. In answering our first research question, we found that
a visualization of talk ratio or talk percentage can be effective at
sparking dissonance when the data does not match expectations.
As dissonance can cause varying degrees of emotional reaction, it
can lead to a desire for resolution [10]. We found that over time,
teachers in our study sought to resolve dissonance through seeking
understanding in the Turn-Taking and Transcript visualizations.
This is in line with prior findings that dissonance can motivate
self-reflection and understanding [6, 41]. However, dissonance may
cause negative emotions that may not be resolved in a single reflec-
tion session. Sheila, who only had two reflection sessions, noted

inadequacies after seeing her Talk Ratio data. In addition, disso-
nance in quantification of data could emphasize how much talk
occurred rather than what types of talk occurred. It may be that the
percentage in the Talk Ratio could lead to inherent evaluation about
performance, whether positive or negative. Prior work in personal
informatics systems also finds that users may be demotivated if
their data shows they did not reach their goals [44]. One possible
direction to mitigate these reactions is to include positive feedback
alongside the quantitative data, similar to the positive prompts
the M-Powering Teachers tool provides [26]. Another direction is
margin-based design, which includes a range in which users could
achieve their goals. Jung et al [58] found that setting goals within a
margin allowed users to evaluate their behaviors as “good enough”
rather than a failure. These directions could help to reduce nega-
tive emotions associated with dissonance and lead to productive
reflection.

7.1.2 Scaffolding Attention to Relevant Data. Teachers generally
found the Turn-Taking and Transcript visualizations useful for
adding context to the Talk Ratio data and resolving potential disso-
nance. We noticed that teachers changed in their expectations of
this data over time as they viewed these visualizations, representing
a shift in their professional vision. However, some teachers found
the data too granular. As a result, their early reflections and goals
centered around the Talk Ratio visualization and quantification
of talk. One potential reason is that the Talk Ratio was the first
visualization teachers saw and was separated from the more closely-
integrated Turn-Taking and Transcript visualizations, making it
more challenging to connect patterns between the three visual-
izations. A potential implication is creating layered visualizations
that tell a narrative about teachers’ discussion data through sto-
rytelling elements that allow for both coarse-grained exploration
and fine-grained explanation in data [33, 67]. Data annotations that
extract relevant points in the data can also scaffold sense-making in
complex visualizations [33, 51]. In our own work, we are currently
building annotations into the data visualizations for teachers to
better connect their reflection notes to specific points in the data.

A larger discussion is what “relevant” data means. As part of this
research-practice partnership, our goal was to increase teachers’
usage of academically productive talk and designed our tool around
this goal. Some teachers found the talk codes difficult to actually
apply in their classroom discussions and instead mentioned aspects
of discussion they found more relevant, such as how much individ-
ual students spoke or wait time. While researchers explained talk
codes to teachers during reflection sessions, these codes and defi-
nitions were not co-constructed or designed with teachers as they
were informed by prior research. A mismatch between what mea-
sures researchers value versus the views of teachers (and students)
may hinder adoption and acceptance of technology in practice
[75, 77]. Developing a shared understanding of discourse terminol-
ogy and its meanings is an ongoing challenge in research-practice
translation [94]. Co-designing definitions or terminology that fit
within teachers’ understanding of talk and discourse may improve
how teachers interpret their discourse data. Another implication
is to progressively reveal parts of the data that foreground and
background elements of the visualizations according to teachers’
own professional vision. We found how teachers’ shifted in their
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expectations of data and the goals they set from quantitative to
characteristics of the discussion. Scaffolding professional vision
through hints, notifications, or other guidance for what and when
to analyze classroom data could proivde adaptive support to teach-
ers in examining their discussion data [72]. This is an important
area that requires close conversation and collaboration between
teachers and research and design teams.

7.1.3 Discourse Analysis Tools for Professions Beyond Teaching. Be-
yond teaching, many other professions rely on quality interactions
between professionals and those they serve. These professions in-
clude those in healthcare, mental health, coaching, and customer
service. Prior work on automated systems in the professions often
focuses on productivity such as systems in algorithmic manage-
ment [3, 61] and personal informatics systems to track workers’
time usage [34]. Conversation analysis using instrumented sensors
(such as microphones) to improve professional interactions is a
growing area [38, 48, 64, 65]. For instance, psychotherapists valued
the automated feedback about how they converse with patients
the CORE-MI system provided [48]. Liu et al [64, 65] found that
a system that visualizes non-verbal behaviors improved medical
students’ awareness of these behaviors in doctor-patient rapport.
These professions, like teaching, have a set of established best prac-
tices and also lack ongoing, personalized feedback and PD. Teachers
themselves mentioned other situations where conversation support
could help generate dissonance towards behavioral change and in
recalling specifics about interactions. Our themes from this work
could apply to professions for which discourse and interaction are
key components of professional success, but are not easily quanti-
fied or evaluated. Future work could explore what these types of
interfaces could look like in other professions for broader profes-
sional learning.

7.2 Challenges with Classroom Studies and
Implications for Scaling Conversation
Support

7.2.1 Challenges of Authentic Classroom Studies and Alternative
Implementation Models. Our model of reflection consisted of collab-
orative reflection sessions where teachers discuss their discussion
data in depth with a PD researcher. This model is line with instruc-
tional coaching and personalized teaching consultations where PD
experts observe teachers’ progress over time and provide feedback
[28, 55]. Our findings are closely tied to the model in which they
were situated, collaborative reflection sessions with a PD researcher
that covered one class session in-depth. While teachers appreciated
the personalized and persistent PD provided, constraints in sched-
uling, the COVID-19 pandemic, and data processing and coding
time meant that reflection sessions did not happen at consistent
intervals. This irregularity may have impacted teachers’ reflection
of the data though we observed changes in teachers’ noticings and
expectations of their data even with these challenges. This provides
promise for different implementation models of reflection using dis-
course visualization tools. For example, because some schools may
not have the resources to provide teachers with regular one-on-one
PD, teachers mentioned possibly creating communities of practice
between peers or mentorship communities between experienced

and novice peers [79]. A structural model might be setting time
aside specifically for teaching reflection. School administrations
could create these structures for teachers to record their own classes
and take the time to reflect on their data themselves or with peers.
This could provide teachers with agency in their reflection and
incorporation of classroom technologies [96].

7.2.2 Scaling Conversation Support with AI. For self- or peer-regulated
reflection structures to occur, automation of transcribing discus-
sions and categorizing talk is necessary. In this current iteration,
discourse was human-coded for ground truth accuracy, which is
a labor-intensive and time-consuming process. Several automated
models can classify discourse with accuracy on par with that of hu-
mans and can scale teacher feedback on discussion [31, 56, 57, 84].
We are currently working on automated models that can reliably
classify the discourse categorized in our tool. However, even with
human-coding, there are challenges with inter-rater reliability and
agreement in talk categories [18], and people in general may not
trust AI judgments due to lack of transparency [74, 102]. We found
that teachers expressed confusion in how the talk codes were cat-
egorized even with human coding, which may impact trust and
how teachers might perceive any feedback provided from an AI
system. A mixed-initiative approach in which users can evaluate
and refine automated outputs could create a collaborative feedback
loop [29]. Increasing transparency in how AI judgments are made
could improve trust through explanations alongside confidence
scores to explain where models are potentially less accurate. Our
own future work is exploring designs with code correction and con-
fidence scores. Other work could expand on how teachers perceive
the accuracy and usefulness of AI feedback.

7.2.3 Privacy Implications. We focused on audio recordings of dis-
cussion for this work, which has limitations in capturing the full
spectrum of learning behaviors. Multimodal data beyond audio
(such as video or wearables) could capture both verbal and non-
verbal behaviors [31, 67, 68]. However, these modalities of data
(including audio data) are part of a significant conversation around
privacy concerns, particularly with the involvement of K-12 stu-
dents and parental consent. State laws and district-level policies
dictated how we collected classroom data and what types of data
we could collect. We had multiple discussions with school lead-
ership and our institution’s IRB to ensure informed consent from
participants as well as compliance to laws and policies. As laws vary
depending on location, navigating these restrictions could be a chal-
lenge in automated discourse support. In addition, sharing of data is
an important consideration. In our study, teachers mentioned that
the separation between the research team and administration was
the reason why they were comfortable sharing their data with us.
They may have felt differently if administration was more involved
in the use and analysis of their data. Since schools, districts, or
PD organizations are likely to be the stakeholders who purchase
and implement these types of conversation support tools, future
research on guidelines around the collection, use, and sharing of
data are necessary to move this field forward.
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7.3 Limitations
There are several limitations to this work. The COVID-19 pan-
demic caused major disruptions to our data collection workflow.
As classes were shifted online, data collection paused for a portion
of the 2020-2021 school year and resumed during online teaching.
While online teaching did make audio recording easier due to built-
in recording functions (e.g. the Record function in Zoom), it also
led to significant differences in classroom discussion behaviors.
Teachers reported that their students engaged far less in discussion
than in in-person classes. As a result, there were large discrepancies
in teacher versus student talk for courses recorded online, which
may have impacted how teachers reflected on their data towards
their discussion goals during this period. In addition, the regularity
with which reflection sessions could be scheduled was impacted
by the teachers’ schedules, time constraints of talk coding, and the
pandemic. This meant that reflection sessions sometimes occurred
months after data was collected, which could affect teachers’ mem-
ory of the specific class and how they might take action towards
their discussion goals. Student behavioral and learning outcomes in
class over time from reflections were not in the scope of this paper,
but these would likely influence how teachers engaged with their
data. Lastly, our sample size of teachers was small with one of the
5 teachers in our study being unable to participate in interviews.
However, the reflection sessions provide a rich longitudinal data
set for understanding teachers’ reflections on their discussion data
in ClassInSight.

8 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we present ClassInSight, a tool that visualizes con-
versational data to provide teachers with personalized PD in their
classroom discussions. From 22 reflection sessions and interviews
with 4 middle and high school teachers, we found that themes of
quantification, contextualization, shifting professional vision, and
adoptability affected how teachers interacted with their data and
the affordances of the tool. Over time, their professional vision
developed from simply evaluating their data to generating expecta-
tions and questions about their data and the context of discussions.
We contribute an understanding of how design can impact teacher
reflection over the course of a longitudinal deployment. We dis-
cuss the design implications of these themes for conversational
support for professions where conversation is a critical aspect for
professional success.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We sincerely thank our teacher participants for their time and
participation within this longitudinal study. We also thank Daniel
Noh, Lesley Yan, Sara Bai, Gabriella Howse, and Lucia Fang for
their design and data analysis efforts. This work is supported by
the McDonnell Foundation #1822813 and a NSF STEM Education
Postdoctoral Research Fellowship #2222530.

REFERENCES
[1] Jeff Archer, Steven Cantrell, Steven L Holtzman, Jilliam N Joe, Cynthia M Tocci,

and Jess Wood. 2016. Better feedback for better teaching: A practical guide to
improving classroom observations. John Wiley & Sons.

[2] Christa Asterhan, Sherice Clarke, and Lauren Resnick. 2015. Socializing intel-
ligence through academic talk and dialogue. Socializing Intelligence Through

Academic Talk and Dialogue (2015), 1–480.
[3] Lyndsey L. Bakewell, Konstantina Vasileiou, Kiel S. Long, Mark Atkinson, Helen

Rice, Manuela Barreto, Julie Barnett, Michael Wilson, Shaun Lawson, and John
Vines. 2018. Everything We Do, Everything We Press: Data-Driven Remote
Performance Management in a Mobile Workplace. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (<conf-loc>, <city>Montreal
QC</city>, <country>Canada</country>, </conf-loc>) (CHI ’18). Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3173574.3173945

[4] Deborah Loewenberg Ball, David K Cohen, et al. 1999. Developing practice,
developing practitioners: Toward a practice-based theory of professional edu-
cation. Teaching as the learning profession: Handbook of policy and practice 1
(1999), 3–22.

[5] Geraldine Blomberg, Alexander Renkl, Miriam Gamoran Sherin, Hilda Borko,
and Tina Seidel. 2013. Five research-based heuristics for using video in pre-
service teacher education. Journal for educational research online 5, 1 (2013),
90–114.

[6] Monique Boekaerts and Lyn Corno. 2005. Self-regulation in the classroom: A
perspective on assessment and intervention. Applied psychology 54, 2 (2005),
199–231.

[7] Hilda Borko, Jennifer Jacobs, Eric Eiteljorg, and Mary Ellen Pittman. 2008.
Video as a tool for fostering productive discussions in mathematics professional
development. Teaching and teacher education 24, 2 (2008), 417–436.

[8] Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2006. Using thematic analysis in psychology.
Qualitative research in psychology 3, 2 (2006), 77–101.

[9] Elisa Calcagni, Farah Ahmed, Ana Laura Trigo-Clapés, Ruth Kershner, and Sara
Hennessy. 2023. Developing dialogic classroom practices through supporting
professional agency: Teachers’ experiences of using the T-SEDA practitioner-led
inquiry approach. Teaching and Teacher Education 126 (2023), 104067.

[10] Sebastian Cancino-Montecinos, Fredrik Björklund, and Torun Lindholm. 2020.
A general model of dissonance reduction: Unifying past accounts via an emotion
regulation perspective. Frontiers in psychology 11 (2020), 540081.

[11] Ronald M Cervero. 2001. Continuing professional education in transition, 1981?
2000. International Journal of Lifelong Education 20, 1-2 (2001), 16–30.

[12] Gaowei Chen, Carol KK Chan, Kennedy KH Chan, Sherice N Clarke, and Lau-
ren B Resnick. 2020. Efficacy of video-based teacher professional development
for increasing classroom discourse and student learning. Journal of the Learning
Sciences 29, 4-5 (2020), 642–680.

[13] Gaowei Chen, Sherice N Clarke, and Lauren B Resnick. 2014. An analytic tool
for supporting teachers’ reflection on classroom talk. Boulder, CO: International
Society of the Learning Sciences.

[14] Gaowei Chen, Sherice N Clarke, and Lauren B Resnick. 2015. Classroom dis-
course analyzer (CDA): A discourse analytic tool for teachers. Technology,
Instruction, Cognition and Learning 10, 2 (2015), 85–105.

[15] Sherice Clarke, David Gerritsen, Rebecca Grainger, and Amy Ogan. 2016. Un-
covering teachers’ pedagogical reasoning in science discussions. Singapore:
International Society of the Learning Sciences.

[16] Sherice Clarke, L.B. Resnick, and C.P. Rosé. 2015. Dialogic instruction: A new
frontier. Handbook of Educational Psychology: Third Edition (01 2015), 378–389.

[17] Sherice N Clarke, Iris Howley, Lauren Resnick, and Carolyn Penstein Rosé. 2016.
Student agency to participate in dialogic science discussions. Learning, Culture
and Social Interaction 10 (2016), 27–39.

[18] Sherice N Clarke, S Sushil, Katherine Dennis, Ung-Sang Lee, Andrea Gomoll,
and Zaynab Gates. 2023. Developing Shared Ways of Seeing Data: The Perils
and Possibilities of Achieving Intercoder Agreement. International Journal of
Qualitative Methods 22 (2023), 16094069231160973.

[19] Cynthia E Coburn and William R Penuel. 2016. Research–practice partnerships
in education: Outcomes, dynamics, and open questions. Educational researcher
45, 1 (2016), 48–54.

[20] Design-Based Research Collective. 2003. Design-based research: An emerging
paradigm for educational inquiry. Educational researcher 32, 1 (2003), 5–8.

[21] Allan Collins. 1992. Toward a design science of education. Springer.
[22] James Collins. 1982. Discourse style, classroom interaction and differential

treatment. Journal of reading behavior 14, 4 (1982), 429–437.
[23] Connor Cook. 2018. An open vocabulary approach for detecting authentic ques-

tions in classroom discourse. In . Proceedings of the 11th International Conference
on Educational Data Mining (EDM 2018).

[24] Gloria Dall’Alba and Jörgen Sandberg. 2006. Unveiling professional development:
A critical review of stage models. Review of educational research 76, 3 (2006),
383–412.

[25] Patrick J Dawson, Karen E Dawson, and Steven R Forness. 1975. Effect of Video
Feedback on Teacher Behavior1. The Journal of Educational Research 68, 5 (1975),
197–201.

[26] Dorottya Demszky, Jing Liu, Heather C Hill, Dan Jurafsky, and Chris Piech. 2023.
Can automated feedback improve teachers’ uptake of student ideas? evidence
from a randomized controlled trial in a large-scale online course. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis (2023), 01623737231169270.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173945
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173945


CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA Ngoon et al.

[27] Sharon J Derry, Roy D Pea, Brigid Barron, Randi A Engle, Frederick Er-
ickson, Ricki Goldman, Rogers Hall, Timothy Koschmann, Jay L Lemke,
Miriam Gamoran Sherin, et al. 2010. Conducting video research in the learning
sciences: Guidance on selection, analysis, technology, and ethics. The journal of
the learning sciences 19, 1 (2010), 3–53.

[28] Laura M Desimone and Katie Pak. 2017. Instructional coaching as high-quality
professional development. Theory into practice 56, 1 (2017), 3–12.

[29] Sebastian Deterding, Jonathan Hook, Rebecca Fiebrink, Marco Gillies, Jeremy
Gow, Memo Akten, Gillian Smith, Antonios Liapis, and Kate Compton. 2017.
Mixed-initiative creative interfaces. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference
Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 628–635.

[30] Sidney D’Mello, Blair Lehman, and Natalie Person. 2010. Expert tutors feedback
is immediate, direct, and discriminating. In Twenty-Third International FLAIRS
Conference.

[31] Sidney K D’Mello, Andrew M Olney, Nathan Blanchard, Borhan Samei, Xiaoyi
Sun, Brooke Ward, and Sean Kelly. 2015. Multimodal capture of teacher-student
interactions for automated dialogic analysis in live classrooms. In Proceedings
of the 2015 ACM on international conference on multimodal interaction. 557–566.

[32] Lois Brown Easton. 2008. From professional development to professional learn-
ing. Phi delta kappan 89, 10 (2008), 755–761.

[33] Vanessa Echeverria, Roberto Martinez-Maldonado, Simon Buckingham Shum,
Katherine Chiluiza, Roger Granda, and Cristina Conati. 2018. Exploratory
versus explanatory visual learning analytics: Driving teachers’ attention through
educational data storytelling. Journal of Learning Analytics 5, 3 (2018), 73–97.

[34] Daniel A Epstein, Daniel Avrahami, and Jacob T Biehl. 2016. Taking 5: Work-
breaks, productivity, and opportunities for personal informatics for knowledge
workers. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting Systems. 673–684.

[35] The Research Partnership for Professional Learning. n.d.. Transforming Teacher
Professional Learning Together: A Call to Action. https://annenberg.brown.edu/
sites/default/files/rppl-brief.pdf

[36] Kristie Ford and Kendra Welling-Riley. 2021. Student talk in science class. The
Learning Professional 42, 3 (2021), 58–61.

[37] Jodi Forlizzi and Katja Battarbee. 2004. Understanding experience in interactive
systems. In Proceedings of the 5th conference on Designing interactive systems:
processes, practices, methods, and techniques. 261–268.

[38] David Gerritsen, John Zimmerman, and Amy Ogan. 2018. Towards a framework
for smart classrooms that teach instructors to teach. In International conference
of the learning sciences, Vol. 3.

[39] Robyn M. Gillies. 2013. Productive academic talk during inquiry-based science.
Pedagogies: An International Journal 8, 2 (2013), 126–142. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1554480X.2013.767770 arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/1554480X.2013.767770

[40] Ricki Goldman, Roy Pea, Brigid Barron, and Sharon J Derry. 2014. Video research
in the learning sciences. Routledge.

[41] Andrea Gomoll, Sherice Clarke, and Katherine Dennis. 2021. Zooming in:
Exploring the construction of professional vision in teachers’ reflection with
visualizations of classroom discourse. In Proceedings of the 15th International
Conference of the Learning Sciences-ICLS 2021. International Society of the Learn-
ing Sciences.

[42] Charles Goodwin. 2015. Professional vision. In Aufmerksamkeit: Geschichte-
Theorie-Empirie. Springer, 387–425.

[43] Ruth Grant. 1992. Obsolescence or lifelong education: Choices and challenges.
Physiotherapy 78, 3 (1992), 167–171.

[44] Rebecca Gulotta, Jodi Forlizzi, Rayoung Yang, and Mark Wah Newman. 2016.
Fostering engagement with personal informatics systems. In Proceedings of the
2016 ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems. 286–300.

[45] Sara Hennessy and Maree Davies. 2019. Teacher professional development to
support classroom dialogue. The Routledge International Handbook of Research
on Dialogic Education. Abingdon, UK: Routledge (2019).

[46] Sara Hennessy, Tatjana Dragovic, and Paul Warwick. 2018. A research-informed,
school-based professional development workshop programme to promote di-
alogic teaching with interactive technologies. Professional Development in
Education 44, 2 (2018), 145–168. https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2016.1258653
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2016.1258653

[47] Sara Hennessy, Sylvia Rojas-Drummond, Rupert Higham, Ana María Márquez,
Fiona Maine, Rosa María Ríos, Rocío García-Carrión, Omar Torreblanca, and
María José Barrera. 2016. Developing a coding scheme for analysing classroom
dialogue across educational contexts. Learning, culture and social interaction 9
(2016), 16–44.

[48] Tad Hirsch, Christina Soma, Kritzia Merced, Patty Kuo, Aaron Dembe, Derek D
Caperton, David C Atkins, and Zac E Imel. 2018. " It’s hard to argue with a com-
puter" Investigating Psychotherapists’ Attitudes towards Automated Evaluation.
In Proceedings of the 2018 Designing Interactive Systems Conference. 559–571.

[49] Karen Holtzblatt and Hugh Beyer. 1997. Contextual design: defining customer-
centered systems. Elsevier.

[50] Christine Howe, Sara Hennessy, Neil Mercer, Maria Vrikki, and Lisa Wheatley.
2019. Teacher–student dialogue during classroom teaching: Does it really impact
on student outcomes? Journal of the Learning Sciences 28, 4-5 (2019), 462–512.

[51] Jessica Hullman, Nicholas Diakopoulos, and Eytan Adar. 2013. Contextifier:
automatic generation of annotated stock visualizations. In Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on human factors in computing systems. 2707–2716.

[52] Andy Jacob and Kate McGovern. 2015. The Mirage: Confronting the Hard Truth
about Our Quest for Teacher Development. TNTP (2015).

[53] Jennifer Jacobs, Karla Scornavacco, Charis Harty, Abhijit Suresh, Vivian Lai, and
Tamara Sumner. 2022. Promoting rich discussions in mathematics classrooms:
Using personalized, automated feedback to support reflection and instructional
change. Teaching and Teacher Education 112 (2022), 103631.

[54] Jennifer K Jacobs, Hilary Hollingsworth, and Karen B Givvin. 2007. Video-based
research made “easy”: Methodological lessons learned from the TIMSS video
studies. Field Methods 19, 3 (2007), 284–299.

[55] Kartik Jayaram, Andy Moffit, and Doug Scott. 2012. Breaking the habit of
ineffective professional development for teachers. McKinsey on society (2012),
1–12.

[56] Emily Jensen, Meghan Dale, Patrick J Donnelly, Cathlyn Stone, Sean Kelly,
Amanda Godley, and Sidney K D’Mello. 2020. Toward automated feedback on
teacher discourse to enhance teacher learning. In Proceedings of the 2020 chi
conference on human factors in computing systems. 1–13.

[57] Emily Jensen, Samuel L. Pugh, and Sidney K. D’Mello. 2021. A deep transfer
learning approach to modeling teacher discourse in the classroom. In LAK21:
11th international learning analytics and knowledge conference. 302–312.

[58] Gyuwon Jung, Jio Oh, Youjin Jung, Juho Sun, Ha-Kyung Kong, and Uichin Lee.
2021. “Good Enough!”: Flexible Goal Achievement with Margin-based Outcome
Evaluation. In Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems. 1–15.

[59] Maria Kjærup, Mikael B Skov, Peter Axel Nielsen, Jesper Kjeldskov, Jens Gerken,
and Harald Reiterer. 2021. Longitudinal studies in HCI research: a review of CHI
publications from 1982–2019. Springer.

[60] Karen Koellner and Jennifer Jacobs. 2015. Distinguishing models of professional
development: The case of an adaptive model’s impact on teachers’ knowledge,
instruction, and student achievement. Journal of teacher education 66, 1 (2015),
51–67.

[61] Min Kyung Lee, Daniel Kusbit, Evan Metsky, and Laura Dabbish. 2015. Working
with machines: The impact of algorithmic and data-driven management on
human workers. In Proceedings of the 33rd annual ACM conference on human
factors in computing systems. 1603–1612.

[62] Ian Li, Anind Dey, and Jodi Forlizzi. 2010. A stage-based model of personal
informatics systems. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on human factors
in computing systems. 557–566.

[63] Karen Littleton and Christine Howe. 2010. Educational dialogues: Understanding
and promoting productive interaction. Routledge.

[64] Chunfeng Liu, Rafael A Calvo, and Renee Lim. 2016. Improvingmedical students’
awareness of their non-verbal communication through automated non-verbal
behavior feedback. Frontiers in ICT 3 (2016), 11.

[65] Chunfeng Liu, Renee L Lim, Kathryn L McCabe, Silas Taylor, and Rafael A
Calvo. 2016. A web-based telehealth training platform incorporating automated
nonverbal behavior feedback for teaching communication skills to medical
students: a randomized crossover study. Journal of medical Internet research 18,
9 (2016), e246.

[66] Karen V. Mann. 2002. Thinking about learning: Implications for principle-based
professional education. Journal of Continuing Education in the Health Professions
22, 2 (2002), 69–76. https://doi.org/10.1002/chp.1340220202

[67] Roberto Martinez-Maldonado, Vanessa Echeverria, Gloria Fernandez Nieto, and
Simon Buckingham Shum. 2020. From data to insights: A layered storytelling
approach for multimodal learning analytics. In Proceedings of the 2020 chi con-
ference on human factors in computing systems. 1–15.

[68] Roberto Martinez-Maldonado, Katerina Mangaroska, Jurgen Schulte, Doug El-
liott, Carmen Axisa, and Simon Buckingham Shum. 2020. Teacher tracking
with integrity: What indoor positioning can reveal about instructional prox-
emics. Proceedings of the ACM on Interactive, Mobile, Wearable and Ubiquitous
Technologies 4, 1 (2020), 1–27.

[69] Katherine L. McNeill and Diane Silva Pimentel. 2010. Scientific discourse in
three urban classrooms: The role of the teacher in engaging high school students
in argumentation. Science Education 94, 2 (2010), 203–229. https://doi.org/10.
1002/sce.20364 arXiv:https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/sce.20364

[70] Sarah Michaels and Catherine O’Connor. 2015. Conceptualizing talk moves
as tools: Professional development approaches for academically productive
discussion. Socializing intelligence through talk and dialogue (2015), 347–362.

[71] Sarah Michaels, Catherine O’Connor, and Lauren B Resnick. 2008. Deliberative
discourse idealized and realized: Accountable talk in the classroom and in civic
life. Studies in philosophy and education 27 (2008), 283–297.

[72] Tova Michalsky. 2020. Preservice teachers’ professional vision for and capacity
to teach self-regulated learning: Effects of scaffolding level. Teachers College
Record 122, 3 (2020), 1–48.

[73] Hayes Mizell. 2010. Why Professional Development Matters. ERIC.
[74] Tanya Nazaretsky, Mutlu Cukurova, and Giora Alexandron. 2022. An instrument

for measuring teachers’ trust in AI-based educational technology. In LAK22:

https://annenberg.brown.edu/sites/default/files/rppl-brief.pdf
https://annenberg.brown.edu/sites/default/files/rppl-brief.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554480X.2013.767770
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554480X.2013.767770
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/1554480X.2013.767770
https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2016.1258653
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2016.1258653
https://doi.org/10.1002/chp.1340220202
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20364
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20364
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/sce.20364


ClassInSight: Designing Conversation Support Tools to Visualize Classroom Discussion CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

12th international learning analytics and knowledge conference. 56–66.
[75] Tricia J. Ngoon, David Kovalev, Prasoon Patidar, Chris Harrison, Yuvraj Agar-

wal, John Zimmerman, and Amy Ogan. 2023. "An Instructor is [Already] Able
to Keep Track of 30 Students": Students’ Perceptions of Smart Classrooms for
Improving Teaching & Their Emergent Understandings of Teaching and Learn-
ing. In Proceedings of the 2023 ACM Designing Interactive Systems Conference
(Pittsburgh, PA, USA) (DIS ’23). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 1277–1292. https://doi.org/10.1145/3563657.3596079

[76] David J Nicol and Debra Macfarlane-Dick. 2006. Formative assessment and
self-regulated learning: A model and seven principles of good feedback practice.
Studies in higher education 31, 2 (2006), 199–218.

[77] Hannele Niemi. 2002. Active learning—a cultural change needed in teacher
education and schools. Teaching and teacher education 18, 7 (2002), 763–780.

[78] Julia O’sullivan. 2003. Unlocking the workforce potential: is support for effective
continuing professional development the key? Research in Post-Compulsory
Education 8, 1 (2003), 107–122.

[79] Kevin Patton and Melissa Parker. 2017. Teacher education communities of
practice: More than a culture of collaboration. Teaching and Teacher education
67 (2017), 351–360.

[80] Anna Popova, David K Evans, Mary E Breeding, and Violeta Arancibia. 2022.
Teacher professional development around the world: The gap between evidence
and practice. The World Bank Research Observer 37, 1 (2022), 107–136.

[81] Lauren B Resnick, Christa SC Asterhan, Sherice N Clarke, and Faith Schantz.
2018. Next generation research in dialogic learning. Wiley handbook of teaching
and learning (2018), 323–338.

[82] Lauren B Resnick, Sarah Michaels, and Catherine O’Connor. 2010. How (well
structured) talk builds the mind. Innovations in educational psychology: Perspec-
tives on learning, teaching and human development (2010), 163–194.

[83] Mary Catherine Scheeler, Kathy L Ruhl, and James K McAfee. 2004. Providing
performance feedback to teachers: A review. Teacher education and special
education 27, 4 (2004), 396–407.

[84] Danner Schlotterbeck, Pablo Uribe, Roberto Araya, Abelino Jimenez, andDaniela
Caballero. 2021. What classroom audio tells about teaching: a cost-effective
approach for detection of teaching practices using spectral audio features. In
LAK21: 11th International Learning Analytics and Knowledge Conference. 132–
140.

[85] Karla Scornavacco, Jennifer Jacobs, and C Clevenger. 2022. Automated feedback
on discourse moves: Teachers’ perceived utility of a big data tool.. In Annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association.

[86] Tina Seidel and Kathleen Stürmer. 2014. Modeling and measuring the structure
of professional vision in preservice teachers. American educational research
journal 51, 4 (2014), 739–771.

[87] Ather Sharif, Sanjana Shivani Chintalapati, Jacob O Wobbrock, and Katharina
Reinecke. 2021. Understanding screen-reader users’ experiences with online
data visualizations. In Proceedings of the 23rd International ACM SIGACCESS
Conference on Computers and Accessibility. 1–16.

[88] Miriam Gamoran Sherin, Rosemary S Russ, Bruce L Sherin, and Adam Colestock.
2008. Professional Vision in Action: An Exploratory Study. Issues in Teacher
Education 17, 2 (2008), 27–46.

[89] Valerie J Shute. 2008. Focus on formative feedback. Review of educational
research 78, 1 (2008), 153–189.

[90] Chelsea Stewart. 2014. Transforming professional development to professional
learning. Journal of adult education 43, 1 (2014), 28–33.

[91] James W Stigler and Kevin F Miller. 2018. 24 Expertise and Expert Performance
in Teaching. The Cambridge handbook of expertise and expert performance (2018),
431.

[92] Kathleen Stürmer, Tina Seidel, and Stefanie Schäfer. 2013. Changes in profes-
sional vision in the context of practice: Preservice teachers’ professional vision
changes following practical experience: A video-based approach in university-
based teacher education. Gruppendynamik und Organisationsberatung 44 (2013),
339–355.

[93] Rachel Thomson and Janet Holland. 2003. Hindsight, foresight and insight: The
challenges of longitudinal qualitative research. International Journal of Social
Research Methodology 6, 3 (2003), 233–244.

[94] Tarang Tripathi, Ung-Sang Lee, Barbara Lee, S Sushil, Zaynab Gates, Katherine
Dennis, Sherice Clarke, and Andrea Gomoll. 2022. Designing to Support Teacher
Reflection on Science Classroom Discourse: Insights From Implementation. In
Proceedings of the 16th International Conference of the Learning Sciences-ICLS
2022, pp. 1637-1640. International Society of the Learning Sciences.

[95] Elizabeth A van Es and Miriam G Sherin. 2021. Expanding on prior conceptual-
izations of teacher noticing. ZDM–Mathematics Education 53 (2021), 17–27.

[96] Rama Adithya Varanasi, René F. Kizilcec, and Nicola Dell. 2019. How Teachers in
India Reconfigure Their Work Practices around a Teacher-Oriented Technology
Intervention. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 3, CSCW, Article 220 (Nov.
2019), 21 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359322

[97] Maria Vrikki, Ruth Kershner, Elisa Calcagni, Sara Hennessy, Lisa Lee, Flora
Hernández, Nube Estrada, and Farah Ahmed. 2019. The teacher scheme for

educational dialogue analysis (T-SEDA): developing a research-based observa-
tion tool for supporting teacher inquiry into pupils’ participation in classroom
dialogue. International Journal of Research & Method in Education 42, 2 (2019),
185–203.

[98] Tali Wallach and Ruhama Even. 2005. Hearing students: The complexity of
understandingwhat they are saying, showing, and doing. Journal of Mathematics
Teacher Education 8 (2005), 393–417.

[99] Christopher Watling, Erik Driessen, Cees PM van der Vleuten, Meredith Van-
stone, and Lorelei Lingard. 2013. Beyond individualism: professional culture
and its influence on feedback. Medical education 47, 6 (2013), 585–594.

[100] Ann Webster-Wright. 2009. Reframing professional development through un-
derstanding authentic professional learning. Review of educational research 79,
2 (2009), 702–739.

[101] Gordon Wells and Rebeca Mejía Arauz. 2006. Dialogue in the classroom. The
journal of the learning sciences 15, 3 (2006), 379–428.

[102] Yunfeng Zhang, Q Vera Liao, and Rachel KE Bellamy. 2020. Effect of confidence
and explanation on accuracy and trust calibration in AI-assisted decisionmaking.
In Proceedings of the 2020 conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency.
295–305.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3563657.3596079
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359322

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Teacher Professional Development (PD) Practices & Professional Vision
	2.2 The Importance of Discussion in the Classroom
	2.3 Conversational Support Tools for PD

	3 Research Context
	3.1 Teacher Participants

	4 ClassInSight: A Dialogue Visualization Tool for Personalized PD
	4.1 Discussion Data Collection
	4.2 Dialogue Categorization & Coding
	4.3 ClassInSight Interface

	5 Method
	5.1 Guided Reflection Sessions
	5.2 Participant Interviews
	5.3 Data Analysis

	6 Findings
	6.1 Quantification of Discussion Data in the Talk Ratio Visualization
	6.2 Contextualization: Recalling and Understanding Dialogue Data in the Turn-Taking and Transcript Visualizations
	6.3 Shifting Professional Vision
	6.4 Adoptability: Factors and Barriers for Adoption of Conversation Support Technology

	7 Discussion & Future Work
	7.1 Design Implications
	7.2 Challenges with Classroom Studies and Implications for Scaling Conversation Support
	7.3 Limitations

	8 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

