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GEMMA CAREY AND CATHERINE GRANT 

5. PEER ASSISTED REFLECTION IN STUDIO MUSIC 
TEACHING 

INTRODUCTION 

Scholars continue to identify and describe various concerns about traditional 
approaches to one-to-one learning and teaching music. These include the limited 
adaptability, relevance, and generalisability of the learning that often takes place 
(e.g. Mills, 2002; Carey & Grant, 2014); student submissiveness and dependence, 
teacher dominance, and other issues of power that can arise between teacher and 
learner (Burwell, 2013; Carey, 2008; Long et al, 2014); and the lack of formal 
accreditation for one-to-one pedagogy (Gaunt, 2009), meaning that standards of 
teaching across and even within institutions may be erratic. Notwithstanding recent 
calls by sector bodies like Association Européenne des Conservatoires (AEC) for 
teacher professional development, skills renewal, and improved quality assurance 
and enhancement processes (AEC, 2010), in many conservatoires around the world, 
there remains ‘the tendency to maintain time-honoured practices that continue to be 
exempted from scrutiny’ (Carey et al, 2013b, p. 151). As such, the ‘intense critical 
scrutiny’ (Long et al, 2014) of traditional one-to-one pedagogy in recent research 
has not yet filtered through to practice, which remains relatively unchanged (Perkins, 
2013). This situation seems poised to shift, partly because music institutions are 
facing such high pressure to be more accountable and transparent to their parent 
universities and through them, their clients (the students). 
 In addition to the external pressures, ongoing critical reflection by conservatoire 
music teachers on their pedagogical approach and style is essential simply to ensure 
good teaching practices and concomitant optimal learning outcomes for students. 
Functionally, reflective practice holds promise to disrupt a self-perpetuating inertia 
in which teaching approaches and styles remain ‘regulated through dominant norms 
and expectations in the educational community . . . with certain rules, standards, and 
expectations related to what it means to be a teacher or a student in this particular 
educational context’ (Nerland, 2007, p. 400).  
 This article presents and explores one possible model for encouraging one-to-one 
teachers in conservatoires to reflect critically on their pedagogical choices and 
practices. It reports on a pilot project at an Australian music institution that used 
video as the basis for a collaborative activity in which instrumental and vocal 
teachers reflected critically on their teaching approaches and practices. In light of 
the need to develop ‘best practice’ models for one-to-one pedagogy that incorporate 
professional growth strategies for teachers (Burwell, 2005; Gaunt, 2007) – the 
overarching aim of the research project reported on in this paper – this project was 
driven by several objectives within its institutional context. These were: (1) to 
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progress teachers’ understanding of their own one-to-one pedagogical practices and 
approach; (2) to encourage teachers to build upon and improve these existing 
practices; and (3) to foster a supportive and collaborative environment for one-to-
one teachers to explore and improve their teaching practices. 

PEER ASSISTED REFLECTION 

Reflection on teaching practices is an acknowledged and common way for teachers 
to foster professional skills development and improve teaching standards across the 
gamut of educational contexts, from primary to tertiary, one-to-one to group, and 
discipline to discipline. In a pedagogical context, reflection may be defined as 

a natural process of active self-evaluation, often coupled with effective 
communication (Harris et al., 2001). Reflection can help teachers see things in 
new ways, leading in turn to growth as professionals both in and outside of the 
classroom. It often requires teachers to hear and consider a variety of 
perspectives. (Glazer, 2004, p. 33) 

 Reflection is an authentic, self-directed, non-prescriptive approach to 
development that encourages teachers to take responsibility for their own 
professional growth (Glazer, 2004). Habits of reflection can deepen teachers’ 
understanding of their own practices and foster the development of an authentic 
teacher identity (Sellars, 2013). In the conservatoire, as in other educational settings, 
reflective activities (such as journalling, online discussions, and peer observation 
workshops) may help one-to-one teachers to ‘see’ and make use of alternative 
pedagogical approaches (Carey et al, 2013b, p. 151). In turn, this may begin to 
catalyse a shift in pedagogical practices – both at the individual and collective 
(institutional) levels – from those based on longstanding tradition and lore (Persson’s 
‘commonsense teaching’, 1996) to those derived from sound empirical models and 
knowledge (‘trained’ or ‘expert’ teaching; Persson, 1996).  
 Although reflection on pedagogical practices is a process teachers may undertake 
individually, collaborating with a colleague, termed in this paper peer assisted 
reflection, is an approach that has proven valuable across a range of contexts. Several 
studies indicate that the effectiveness of reflective practice is heightened if teachers 
work together: the collaborative aspect helps teachers to gain a variety of 
perspectives; can initiate changes in teachers’ perceptions of themselves and their 
teaching; and can add to feelings of autonomy and confidence in their own 
professional development  (e.g. Van Gyn, 1996; Beatty, 2000; Glazer, 2004). Martin 
and Double have argued that as an action-based approach to developing teaching 
skills in higher education, peer observation with peer assisted reflection 

can directly benefit the individual teacher, can enhance colleagiality [sic] and 
can have a significant effect on changing departmental culture. It is 
acknowledged that insights into personal practice are gained both from the act 
of observing as well as from being observed. (1998, p. 161)   
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 In the area of higher music pedagogy, the range of possible approaches to peer 
assisted reflection is vast, and well represented in the literature. McPhail (2013) 
describes a process by which he conducted a violin lesson in front of teacher-
colleagues (‘critical friends’, p. 168) in the context of a professional development 
session; he reports that the session helped make explicit various aspects of his 
teaching approach, while also providing him the opportunity ‘to gain immediate 
feedback from colleagues in a Community of Inquiry’ (McPhail, 2013, p. 164). Other 
collaborative approaches to developing reflective practice and professional growth, 
including mentoring, advising and coaching (Renshaw, 2009), have been more often 
described in relation to the teacher-student (or even student-student) dyad (e.g. 
Gaunt et al, 2012 on mentoring), rather than in relation to the professional 
development of teachers. These approaches encompass characteristics of peer 
assisted reflection, in that another person acts as a sounding-board for ideas and 
approaches, and can ‘hold a mirror’ to one’s own practices. Another approach with 
powerful potential to contribute to teacher reflection and development is peer co-
mentoring, defined as ‘a collaborative developmental process, with a mutual 
exchange [of] knowledge, skills and experience aiming towards shared learning and 
helping individuals to place their own development within wider cultural and 
educational contexts’ (Gaunt et al, 2012, p. 40).  
 Several studies theorise and explore the use of video as a reflective tool for teacher 
professional development. McCurry (2000), for example, constructs a framework ‘to 
inform the practical use of video in new models of critical inquiry and reflection in 
professional development’ (p. 6); and using a case study approach, Calandra et al 
(2006) describe one preservice teacher’s experience of capturing teaching episodes 
on video and reflecting on them as part of her professional development, an activity 
that reportedly helped develop her identity as a teacher. A major benefit of using 
video in a reflective way is the opportunity for retrospective and repeated viewing, 
both from the teacher (allowing deeper insights) and from others (allowing 
alternative perspectives) (Wang & Hartley, 2003). Calandra et al propose that using 
video recordings can bring ‘a more unbiased authenticity to reflective dialogue 
among peers and teacher educators’ (2006, p. 138). Video technologies also have the 
potential ‘to document the richer, more complex events and situations of teaching 
and learning, [and] provide . . . teachers with the necessary context to observe, and 
reflect carefully on different issues of teaching and learning in action’ (Wang & 
Hartley, 2003, p. 112).  
 While few music-specific studies have described the use of video as a medium 
for reflective practice, the use of video has substantial precedent in music research. 
Gustafson (1986) used video footage of music lessons to analyse factors that may 
influence behaviours and interactions; Rostvall and West (2003) used videotaped 
lessons to describe and analyse instrumental teaching and learning; Young et al 
(2003) drew on video recordings of lessons to analyse instrumental teaching 
strategies in a higher education institution; Daniel (2006) used video footage to 
compare piano teaching in one-to-one and group settings; and Carey et al (2013b) 
used video recordings of one-to-one lessons to create a scheme characterising 
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teacher-student interactions in the conservatoire context. In addition to these music-
specific studies, much other research describes the use of video as a research tool 
across other contexts, and generally (e.g. Bowman, 1994; DuFon, 2002). 

BACKGROUND TO THE PROJECT 

Context 

This research took place in the context of a broader ongoing project, Transformative 
One-to-one Teaching and Learning (“TOTAL”; outlined in depth in Carey, Lebler 
& Gall, 2012; Carey et al, 2013a, 2013b; Carey & Grant, 2014, in press; see also 
www.transformative121.org). In the first phase of the project (2011-2013), the 
research team developed a descriptive scheme to characterise specific pedagogical 
practices and interactions between teacher and student that commonly take place in 
one-to-one tuition. In this way, the scheme provided an evidenced-based way to 
describe and code the nature and quality of those pedagogical practices that are 
visible and able to be altered or controlled by the teacher. The aim of the second 
phase (2013-ongoing) is to put this scheme to use in supporting teacher development 
across institutional and international contexts.  
 All instrumental and vocal teachers at Queensland Conservatorium Griffith 
University, the Australian institution leading the TOTAL project, were invited to 
participate in its development and implementation. From a pool of twenty one-to-
one teachers who responded positively, six were selected for close engagement in 
the pilot research and practical activities, on the basis of considerations of 
representativeness across instrument specialisations, employment status, and gender 
(see Table 1). (From 2014, this has been widened to participation of around a dozen 
full-time and part-time teachers across all institutional specialisations: strings, 
keyboard, voice, woodwind, brass, percussion and jazz.) 

Table 1. Participating teachers 

 Gender Instrument group Employment 

Teacher 1 F Jazz voice Full-time 
Teacher 2 F Woodwind Part-time 
Teacher 3 F Classical voice Full-time 
Teacher 4 M Brass Full-time 
Teacher 5 F Keyboard Part-time 
Teacher 6 M Strings Full-time 

 
Students at QCGU typically attend one individual lesson per week as a part of their 
studies, with only the teacher and student present. Over one semester, each of the six 
participating teachers video-recorded their lessons with two undergraduate students, 
one first-year and one in a later year of study. For the recording, teachers used a 
Zoom Q3 Video Recorder mounted on a tripod, or a similarly unobtrusive, relatively 
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inexpensive, high-quality, and easy to use device. Using the descriptive scheme 
referred to above, the research team then coded and analysed the resulting 
approximately 78 hours of raw video, teacher by teacher – not in order to evaluate 
the teaching, but rather to identify, characterise and map what could be observed of 
it (see Carey et al, 2013a, 2013b).  
 This analysis formed the basis for a qualitative characterisation of the pedagogical 
practices employed by each of the six teachers. These characterisations revealed two 
broad approaches to pedagogy, which may be labelled transformative and transfer 
(for reasons argued in Carey et al, 2013a). These approaches are not black and white, 
but rather lie along a continuum. Key characteristics of each are outlined in Figure 
1.  
 

 

Figure 1. Key characteristics of ‘transfer’ and ‘transformative’ approaches to teaching  

Characterisation of Pedagogical Styles 

Each of the six teachers in this study adopted characteristics of both transfer and 
transformative pedagogy in their lessons, but the transfer style of teaching was more 
prevalent on average (see Figure 2). Those three teachers who adopted 
predominantly transformative pedagogical strategies (including reciprocity, 
exploration of ideas, contextualisation, and personal and artistic development) 
tended to do so even more with advanced students than first-year ones. Likewise, the 
three teachers who displayed more transfer characteristics also increased their use of 
transformative pedagogical strategies with advanced students. All six teachers 
emphasised personal and artistic development to a greater degree as students 
advanced in their studies. It is important to note, then, that transfer and 
transformative are not labels that are usefully applied to teachers, but rather describe 

Transfer

emphasis on skills, assessment and 
performance outcomes

teacher controls pace, content, and 
direction of learning

teacher uses instruction and gets 
students to imitate

outcomes are defined and focused

approach to pedagogy is largely pre-
defined

Transformative

emphasis on learning outcomes

student controls pace, content, and 
direction of learning

teachers uses exploration and 
collaboration to solve problems

learning outcomes are contextualised 
and broad

approach to pedagogy is flexible and 
responsibe
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teaching practices and strategies. While each may be appropriate in certain contexts 
and at certain stages of a student’s development, generally speaking, the 
transformative approach has been shown to have better learning outcomes for 
students (Carey & Grant, in press; see also Biggs, 2003; Cranton, 1994; Lysaker & 
Furuness, 2011; King, 2005, McGonigal, 2005; Mezirow, 1991, 1997, 2000; Taylor, 
1998, 2007).  

 

Figure 2. Pedagogic styles of study participant teachers. Reprinted from “Characterising 
one-to-one conservatoire teaching: Some implications of a quantitative analysis”, by 

Gemma Carey, Ruth Bridgstock, Peter Taylor, Erica McWilliam, and Catherine Grant, 
published in Music Education Research (2013), Vol 15:3, pp. 357-368. Reprinted by 

permission of the publisher Taylor & Francis Ltd, www.tandfonline.com 

At this stage of the TOTAL project, each of the teacher-participants received from, 
and discussed with the research team, an individual and confidential report that 
summarised and interpreted the outcomes of the analysis of their videoed lessons. It 
tabled their strengths in pedagogical approach, as well as potential areas for growth. 
A follow-up focus group was held to invite feedback from teachers on their 
experiences and perspectives on the project to date, and stimulate discussion about 
possible future direction. The teachers reported feeling better equipped to reflect on 
their teaching having received individual feedback, and several expressed an 
intention to continue self-recording their lessons as a possible way to further their 
own reflective practice.  

METHODOLOGY 

Based on the discussions from this focus group, the six teacher-participants and 
researchers collaboratively designed the next phase of the project. Individually, 
teachers reviewed segments of their own videoed lessons. Working from a simple 
framework outlining the characteristics of transfer versus transformative teaching (a 
slightly more detailed version of Figure 1 above), the teachers looked for 

http://www.tandfonline.com/
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characteristics of each style within their lessons, and reflected on the choice and 
appropriateness of that approach within the context of the lesson. Teachers then 
formed pairs and carried out the reflection again, together watching a part of each 
other’s recorded lessons, and discussing what they saw and heard against the 
framework. Each teacher chose their own lesson segment(s) that would form the 
basis of the reflection; this encouraged teacher ownership as well as prioritising 
‘safety’ in the collaborative aspect of the activity.  
 Teacher pairings were decided informally during the focus group, though 
participants were encouraged to work with a teacher from outside their own broad 
instrumental area (e.g. vocal with brass, keyboard with wind). The intention behind 
this was to encourage focus on broader issues of pedagogy – the ‘how’ of teaching 
(McPhail, 2013), rather the ‘what’ (like instrument-specific technical issues). As it 
happened, pairings were such that more transfer-style teachers (Teachers 4-6) 
partnered with more transformative-style ones (Teachers 1-3) (see Table 2 and cf. 
Figure 2 above).  

Table 2. Pairing of teachers for collaborative reflection 

 Gender Instrument group Employment 

Teacher 1 F Jazz voice Full-time 
Teacher 4 M Brass Full-time 
Teacher 2 F Woodwind Part-time 
Teacher 6 M Strings Full-time 
Teacher 3 F Classical voice Full-time 
Teacher 5 F Keyboard Part-time 

 
 
After the activity, teachers were invited to submit a short reflection on their 
experience of watching the videos, as well as a brief meta-reflection on the activity 
itself. Guidelines to teachers for this feedback included the following stimulus 
questions: 
– What was the experience of watching your own videos like, for you? 
– Did anything surprise you about your teaching (or how your students responded)? 
– How did you draw on the transfer-transformative table (if at all) in your 

discussions and your own reflection? 
– What did you learn about your own teaching from this activity, if anything? 
– Do you find it useful to undertake this reflective activity in pairs? Did your partner 

observe things in your teaching that you hadn't considered or noticed? 
– Do you think you'll make efforts to change anything about your teaching after 

doing this activity? 
– Could this activity be improved? How?  
– Any other comments? 
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 Feedback fell into two main areas: (1) what the teachers learnt about their teaching 
practices and approach through the process of peer assisted reflection; and (2) the 
teachers’ experiences of undertaking this activity (‘meta-reflection’). Thematic 
analysis (Glense, 2006) was used to code and analyse the data within each of these 
two areas. In the final stages of analysis, the authors provided the six teachers with 
a draft of this article and invited comment. Feedback gathered in this way fed into 
the final version of the paper, engendering the circularity between data collection 
and analysis phases that is characteristic of qualitative research (Corbin & Strauss, 
2008).  

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Peer Assisted Reflection 

For some teacher-participants, the process of carrying out the activity of peer assisted 
reflection inspired a rethink of their teaching practices and approaches. Teacher 1 
felt specifically ‘that [she] could structure the beginning of each lesson more 
formally’, and Teacher 2 reported, ‘I am concerned I talk too much. I would like to 
be more concise with my communication thus allowing for greater impact.’ More 
broadly, Teacher 5, whose individual profile had suggested a tendency towards 
transfer pedagogy, observed some characteristics of this approach in her teaching: 

. . .  I felt my style was driven by the 20th century model of efficiency and best 
value for the customer with no time ‘wasted.’ . . . The videos suggest I think 
of myself as a teacher, a role which is rapidly disappearing . . . In 2013 we 
don’t want to be taught or led . . . The very words teacher and lecturer seem 
outdated, and mentor or associate much more relevant. This is provoking more 
re-evaluation for me. 

Teacher 3 ‘observed mostly positive traits although I was struck by the at times 
overbearing nature of my teaching persona!’ Consistent with the individual profile 
of all teachers in this study, this teacher could identify aspects of both transfer and 
transformative teaching in her videos, the latter being more salient in the case of the 
more advanced student: 

Watching the lesson with my first year student it was quite evident that I 
utilized a lot of characteristics of transfer teaching in the approach to the lesson 
. . . It seemed a little overly authoritative however I recall finding it necessary 
to adopt a fairly dominant persona with that particular student . . . It seemed 
however a fairly ‘controlled’ environment perhaps overly prescriptive . . . I 
appear to give strong advice regarding practice methods, behaviour, protocol 
etc.  

In the case of my advanced student . . . it was evident that my teaching had 
moved much more strongly towards a transformative style. My actual teaching 
has more musical and interpretive elements . . . The student demonstrates more 



MOST SIGNIFICANT CHANGE 

9 

 

independence and it is clear that we have established a type of communication 
which has moved beyond vocal mechanics. My persona reflects that of 
working with an emerging professional and the interaction between student 
and teacher represents the voice of the more experienced colleague as opposed 
to a distant authority. 

For Teacher 2, whose profile had suggested a predominantly transformative 
approach, watching the videos helped her better understand the reasons for this. 
It confirmed, for example, 

. . . that I tend to teach in a sympathetic/empathetic way. Both [observed 
students] are relatively conservative in nature and I adjust my own character 
and teaching delivery according to their personalities. . . . It did appear that I 
was a collaborative teacher for the most part and willing to experiment with 
ideas rather than dictate. . . . I was very surprised that the students seemed to 
respond positively to this style. . . . Both students have since graduated and are 
living very enriching musical lives of which I am still a part of as mentor and 
colleague. 

Teacher 6 reported that nothing especially surprised him in watching the videos, 
adding:  

It was very nice to watch these lessons with the 2 students, especially a couple 
of years later as they are both about to graduate now. . . . It was immediately 
apparent to me what I was doing in those lessons and the videos helped me to 
recall those very lessons in time. 

Meta-Reflection 

Overall, most teachers appeared to find the activity of peer assisted reflection useful. 
Teacher 2 felt it ‘was a good process to do to make yourself feel not alone in the 
1:2:1 world of teaching. It would be great if there was more of this shared 
knowledge’. Teacher 4 commented: 

I did very much enjoy watching [Teacher 1] work with her students and I would 
also like to view lessons of some other teachers as I found the experience quite 
rewarding and enlightening. 

His partner, Teacher 1, also had a positive experience: 

It was very interesting to watch [Teacher 4’s] lessons and to see the similarities 
in our approaches to our respective instruments . . . This has been a very 
positive experience and I also would be happy to support more cross-area 
communication and consultation.  

 Teacher 3 and Teacher 5, a pair, had a somewhat less favourable experience, 
partly due to a misunderstanding about the framework to be used as the basis for 
discussion (they used a significantly more in-depth version, provided initially with 
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the individual teacher reports, which led to some confusion and complication). 
Further, Teacher 5 felt the process of video reflection should be ‘only for personal 
observation of one’s own videos. Making comments on another’s teaching is 
distasteful and I would think counter-productive’. Both these teachers also suggested 
that pairing two teachers of the same instrument would enable more meaningful 
comments and a more useful exchange overall; Teacher 3 explained, ‘We both felt 
“unqualified” to make any informed comments on one another’s teaching’. 
 Soon after sending this feedback, however, Teacher 3 informed the lead author 
that her perspective had shifted, after reading a certain excerpt from a pedagogy text 
(namely Watkins & Scott, 2012, p. xiv). The excerpt, she reported by email, was: 

part of a discussion re the benefits of a ‘well-conceived’ pedagogy class and 
what it has the potential to achieve and produce including: 

“A heterogeneous class of outwardly unrelated instrumentalists, singers, 
and conductors will begin to see themselves as a unified group of fine 
musicians with very similar goals, who can benefit from considering each 
other's approach.” 

I was remembering this in light of [my] negative feedback regarding pairing of 
different instrumental disciplines such as me with [Teacher 5] when in fact we 
all need to take another step back and view the whole through a much more 
holistic lens – at least I do! (Teacher 3, personal communication, 6 February 
2014) 

The mixed experiences of these two teachers in carrying out this activity point to a 
number of factors for future consideration, including the possible benefits of 
introducing teachers to the proven benefits of undertaking reflective activities 
collaboratively, as well as some strategies for how to do so ‘tastefully’; and a clearer 
articulation of the reasons for pairing teachers from different disciplines, as 
articulated in the Methodology section of this paper. 
 Feedback from teachers on the actual experience of watching back the videos was 
mixed. Some of the teachers were used to seeing themselves teach on video, and 
were relatively comfortable with the nature of the activity. Teacher 1, for example, 
reported that she generally encouraged all her students to record their lessons, 
sometimes subsequently watching sections back with them to clarify a point. Teacher 
6 felt it was interesting to watch the videos ‘both alone and together and to have 
some time to discuss what we both thought was going on in those lessons’. Not all 
teachers were as comfortable with the use of video as a reflective tool, like Teacher 
2, who reported that the experience of watching her own lessons was ‘excruciating. 
This was something very new for me . . . It was very evident that I was quite 
concerned about the video camera in the room’. If watching themselves teach on 
video is an unfamiliar or even unpleasant experience for teachers, this may affect 
their engagement with this approach to peer assisted reflection. One remedy may be 
to encourage teachers to regularly video-record their lessons as a matter of course, 
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both to familiarise themselves with the process and experience in an informal 
context, and to support their own learning and reflection.  
 Opinions also varied on the helpfulness of the transfer-transformative framework 
and individual teacher analyses, in relation to the reflection. Teachers 1 and 4 only 
indirectly referred to the transfer-transformative characterisation: ‘it did come up in 
discussion but it wasn’t a focus of our activity’ (Teacher 1). Teacher 3 ‘found the 
statements contained within the [individual analysis] to be strongly representative of 
what I viewed in the videos’, and Teacher 2 ‘identified with [her] analysis, however 
understanding this knowledge and then seeing it in action (playback) was very 
powerful’. In contrast, Teacher 6 reported that both he and his partner (Teacher 2) 

felt somewhat confused . . . as to why it was that each of us respectively was 
characterised by this analysis as being predominantly of one style or the other, 
when from our observations, we seemed to be saying and doing very much the 
same kinds of things . . . . in short, I think we both observed more similarities 
in our teaching than differences.  

This teacher also conceded that further or repeat viewings of the videos may reveal 
‘other things’ in relation to the transformative-transfer characterisation, and that 
watching videoed lessons from other teachers again may help place these 
characterisations in more perspective. Both these valid suggestions may be 
considered for future implementations of the activity. Further opportunity for 
discussion between teachers and the researchers on the individual characterisations 
and what they mean practically in terms of observed and observable pedagogical 
approach (as outlined in Carey et al, 2013b) may also be helpful.  
 Teacher 6 also provided detailed suggestions about future iterations of this 
activity, including videoing more lessons over an extended period to reveal possible 
changes in pedagogical practices. He also noted some practical changes he would 
make in his own approach to carrying out the video task: 

Some improvements could be made with regards to camera angle and 
microphone levels. While I have some experience with videoing lessons, . . . 
including where to stand and to make sure that conversations are clearly 
audible and that demonstrated physical actions are always within view, I 
noticed in particular that when I was teaching a male student, we both mumbled 
quite a bit in a fairly bass register and somewhat monotone in quality making 
it hard to always tell what was being said exactly. While I can guess the words 
with some accuracy due to the observed context, I very much doubt that an 
outsider could, especially a non-musician or even a non-string specialist . . . A 
similar issue was apparent in [my partner’s] lessons, perhaps even more so. 

These comments may point to the need for some simple guidelines or brief training 
for teachers in videographic techniques, in future iterations of this activity.  
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IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Recent literature firmly suggests that at least some one-to-one music teachers (and, 
arguably, institutions) retain a notion of conservatoire pedagogy that aligns with the 
historical master-apprentice approach (Burwell, 2013). Culturally and historically, 
this ambiguous and complex term implies a pedagogy in which teaching and learning 
‘relie[s] on expert practitioners conveying experiential knowledge to students 
through demonstration and description of the results to be achieved and the 
accompanying sensations’ (Callaghan, 1998, p. 25 in relation to bel canto vocal 
training; cited in Burwell, 2013, p. 279). From their individual profiles (developed 
in advance of the research reported on in this paper), this seems likely to be true, to 
some extent, of some of the teacher-participants in this study. While this is no bad 
thing in itself, the strong evidence that transformative pedagogy generally improves 
student engagement, ownership, and learning outcomes may create ‘particular 
challenges for instrumental music teachers who have a considerable body of pre-
determined technical and musical knowledge to impart’ (McPhail, 2013, p. 161).  
 In a previous paper (Carey & Grant, 2013a), we suggested that professional 
development activities for one-to-one conservatoire teachers should focus on 
exploring opportunities for making pedagogical practices more transformative. Peer 
assisted reflection on videoed lessons offers one such opportunity. Especially for 
teachers who incline towards more ‘transfer’-style pedagogy, ongoing reflective 
practice may assist in professional development and growth strategies that foster a 
more transformative pedagogy – as evidenced in this current study, where the 
process of peer assisted reflection at times catalysed teachers’ further reflection and 
action. Through iterative processes like this, instrumental and vocal teaching and 
learning in the conservatoire may gradually start to shift away from the traditional 
and now rather questionable characteristics of what it entails in its master-apprentice 
incarnation, such as ‘the use of demonstration and imitation; [and] the master 
positioned as representative of the practice, with a high level of expertise’ (Burwell, 
2013, p. 297).  
 Based on the feedback provided by teachers, the peer assisted reflective activity 
reported on in this paper seems to have met its local aims within the host institution: 
first, to progress participating teachers’ understandings of their own approaches to 
one-to-one pedagogy, and second, to encourage those teachers to build upon and 
improve these existing practices. Although the activity was intended to be 
exploratory rather than interventionist in its current scope, longitudinal research with 
these same teachers into the future would help indicate whether, or to what extent, 
the reflective activity feeds back into those teachers’ long-term pedagogical and/or 
reflective approaches. A third aim of the activity was to foster a supportive and 
collaborative environment for these teachers, in which they may safely explore and 
improve their teaching practices with colleagues. The ongoing conversations about 
pedagogy among the teachers, and their expressed intention to continue working 
together to reflect on their own and each other’s teaching, suggests that this aim was 
also met, at least to some degree. In this way, the peer assisted reflective activity 
described here responds to the recent call by the ‘Polifonia’ Working Group for 
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Instrumental and Vocal Teacher Training in Europe (see Lennon & Reed, 2012) to 
increase dialogue and collaboration at all levels, including the local, on the diversity 
of approaches to one-to-one pedagogy.  
 Aside from these outcomes, the process of peer assisted reflection described in 
this paper incidentally but by no means unimportantly addresses two imperatives in 
the context of one-to-one music education. First, by providing a structured platform 
for teachers to share conversations about their teaching practices, it contributes to 
assuaging the professional isolation often experienced by one-to-one teachers 
(Triantafyllaki, 2010). Second, by encouraging peer-to-peer dialogue within the 
institutional context (and perhaps particularly by drawing on videographic data to do 
so), it responds to a call for greater transparency in the practices of teachers in the 
one-to-one setting. This call comes not only from within the research literature (see 
Carey & Grant, 2013a) but also from the media and even the public: widespread 
media reportage from early 2013 ‘revealed an endemic culture of harassment and 
abusive behaviour at all five of the UK’s specialist music schools’, leading to public 
scrutiny of these institutions and raising serious questions about the culture within 
music institutions generally (Tregear, 2014, p. 28). 
 Peer assisted reflection using video may help improve the practice of one-to-one 
pedagogy not only at the level of the individual teacher, but also within the 
institutional and even broadly disciplinary context, by systematising the ongoing 
improvement of pedagogical skills among teachers (Gaunt et al, 2012). In addition 
to its direct effect on students through changes in pedagogical practices, it may have 
an indirect effect on them, the next generation of teachers, who in seeing their 
teacher engage in reflective processes (from the presence of the video camera in their 
lessons) may be encouraged to engage in a similar process themselves – whether as 
student, or later, as teacher. Thus, small-scale reflective activities hold potential to 
generate ‘big K knowledge’, that is, knowledge generated ‘cumulatively . . . and 
passed from one generation to the next through the institutions of formal education’ 
(Garvey & Williamson, cited in McPhail, 2013, p. 164).  
 The activity detailed in this paper is by no means sufficient in scope to claim 
generalisability across teachers, institutions, or contexts. Yet for the participating 
teachers, it seems to have stimulated sufficient interest in the process and value of 
peer assisted reflection for them to wish to continue engaging in it, at least for now. 
Future research may investigate how best to develop, embed and progress reflective 
activities within the wider movement towards transformative teaching in music 
institutions. This is a movement with real political value in a tertiary education sector 
under increasing financial and social pressure, in which demands are rising for the 
highest possible quality and contemporary relevance of music education (Tregear, 
2014). Expanding this small-scale activity to other music institutions, and more 
widely at the same institution, may help us understand the contribution peer assisted 
reflection may make in impelling us towards this goal.  
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