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Abstract 
 

Video-based teacher professional development offers great promise, but also poses some 
significant – and heretofore relatively unexplored – risks. Teachers typically teach alone, 
behind closed doors.  Adhering to norms of privacy and noninterference, they rarely share 
with one another problems of practice. Moreover, when they are called upon to discuss 
classroom events, they seldom have access to concrete representations on which to ground 
their discussion. One exception is video-based professional learning, in which teachers 
collaboratively analyze a colleague's filmed lesson. On account of this advantage, among 
others, video-based professional development has generated much interest and enthusiasm in 
the past couple of decades. In particular, video-based learning has potential to integrate key 
elements of effective teacher learning: exploring theory in relation to concrete problems of 
practice; cultivating collaborative critical discussions; and making classroom practice public.  
However, video-based learning involves a risk - the risk of hurting one's own or a colleague’s 
public image, or face (Goffman, 1955/1967). Face threat may undermine teachers' openness 
towards the sharing of problems of practice. On the other hand, extensive face-work, which 
prevents or mitigates such threat, may constrain critical discussion and impede learning.   To 
what extent do teachers in video-based discussions orient towards face threats and engage in 
face work? How do they manage face concerns, and what are the implications of their face 
work for their professional learning?   While numerous studies have acknowledged the 
importance of face issues in teacher video-based learning, to our knowledge no study has 
specifically focused on the issue. This article addresses this gap, by investigating the 
implications of face threat and its management on teacher professional video-based learning in 
16 case studies of video-based discussions in 6 school-based teacher teams. 

 
Video-based teacher professional development offers great promise, but also poses 
some significant – and heretofore relatively unexplored – risks. Teachers typically 
teach alone, behind closed doors.  Adhering to norms of privacy and noninterference, 
they rarely share with one another problems of practice (Little, 1990; Lortie, 1975). 
Moreover, when they are called upon to discuss classroom events, they seldom have 
access to concrete representations on which to ground their discussion. One exception 
is video-based professional learning, in which teachers collaboratively analyze a 
colleague's filmed lesson. On account of this advantage, among others, video-based 
professional development has generated much interest and enthusiasm in the past 
couple of decades (e.g. Goldman, 2007; Hiebert, Gallimore & Stigler, 2003; 
Lieberman & Pointer Mace, 2010; Sherin, 2004; Tochon, 1999). In particular, video-
based learning has potential to integrate key elements of effective teacher learning: 
exploring theory in relation to concrete problems of practice; cultivating collaborative 
critical discussions; and making classroom practice public (Darling-Hammond & 
Sykes, 1999; Pickering, Daly & Pachler, 2007; Stoll & Louis, 2007; Villegas-
Reimers, 2003). Recent studies have demonstrated the potential of video-based 
discussions to enhance teacher learning (Borko, Jacobs, Eiteljorg & Pittman 2008; 
Rosaen, Lundeberg, Cooper, Fritzen & Terpstra, 2008; Santagata, 2009; Seidel, 
Prenzel, Rimmele, Herweg, Kobarg, Schwindt & Dalehefte, 2007; Sherin, Jacobs & 
Philipp, 2011; Sherin & van Es, 2009).  
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However, video-based learning involves a risk - the risk of hurting one's own or a 
colleague’s public image, or face (Goffman, 1955/1967). Face threat may undermine 
teachers' openness towards the sharing of problems of practice. On the other hand, 
extensive face-work, which prevents or mitigates such threat, may constrain critical 
discussion and impede learning.   To what extent do teachers in video-based 
discussions orient towards face threats and engage in face work? How do they 
manage face concerns, and what are the implications of their face work for their 
professional learning?   While numerous studies have acknowledged the importance 
of face issues in teacher video-based learning (e.g., Borko, Jacobs, Eiteljorg, & 
Pittman 2008; van Es 2012; Zhang, Lundeberg, & Eberhardt 2011), to our knowledge 
no study has specifically focused on the issue. This article addresses this gap, by 
investigating the implications of face threat and its management on teacher 
professional video-based learning in 16 case studies of video-based discussions in 6 
school-based teacher teams. 

The article is organized as follows: First, we describe our framework for teacher 
learning, review the ways in which face has been addressed - and overlooked – in the 
literature on teacher video-based learning, and present the concept of face as 
discussed by Goffman (1955/1967). Second, we present the program from which the 
data have been taken, and our methods of analysis. Next, we present findings about 
the prevalence of face-work in our data as well as accounts of various face-work 
strategies. We exemplify the implications of face-work on teacher learning by 
analyzing in detail one video-based discussion. Finally, we conclude the article with a 
discussion of the implications of this study for research and practice in video-based 
teacher professional learning. 

 

1. Teacher Learning Through Productive Pedagogical Discourse 

Teaching is a complex endeavor; teachers need to simultaneously consider multiple 
goals, commitments and needs, and attend to multiple momentary events and 
problems that call for immediate decisions. A professional teacher needs to be able to 
identify such moments, to understand what is happening and why, to be able to draw 
upon a wide repertoire of alternatives and the judgement to decide which course of 
action is most appropriate (Lefstein & Snell, 2014). A critical aspect of teachers’ 
professional learning is thus the development of sensitivity, interpretation, repertoire 
and judgment. One way to develop such skills may be for teachers to work with 
master teachers within the classroom, stop the flow of events when a critical moment 
arises, and collaboratively analyze it and discuss possible alternatives. While this 
might be possible in other professions (such as medicine), teachers seldom get to 
watch each other's work and to collaboratively analyze it (Little, 1990). 

Productive pedagogical discourse has the potential to bypass these constraints and 
facilitate teachers’ on-the-job learning. Productive pedagogical discourse, in the 
manner that we use the term is grounded in rich representations of instructional 
practice and students' learning and thinking, such as classroom videos, students' work 
or detailed stories (Horn, 2015; Little, 2003; van Es & Sherin, 2002). It is focused on 
problems of practice (Horn, 2005; Horn & Little, 2010; Zhang, Lundeberg & 
Eberhardt, 2011), using actionable frames to discuss them (Horn, 2015). Productive 
pedagogical discourse encompasses pedagogical reasoning, which includes 
connecting between teaching and learning and critically considering various related 
antecedents, implications and action possibilities (Horn, 2015). It involves a 
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conducive contrast between diverse perspective, and is oriented towards inquiry: 
description precedes analysis which precedes judgment which precedes suggesting 
solutions.  

A prominent challenge in the cultivation of productive pedagogical discourse is the 
representation of classroom practice. Video of teaching and learning is a particularly 
useful form of representation. In this study, we explore the implications of face-work 
for teacher video-based learning, employing the framework of productive discourse 
that we have described. In this manner, we align ourselves with a tradition of scholars 
who foreground social processes over individual ones, focusing on the learning 
opportunities provided within the discourse, i.e., the ways in which professional 
knowledge is made accessible to participants. (e.g., Horn & Kane, 2015)    

 

2. Face in Video-based Teacher Learning 

The use of video in teacher learning, in various professional development settings, is a 
means of representing classroom practice that has gained momentum over the past 
decade. A video clip allows teachers to explore, probe, and reflect upon a classroom 
episode without the constraints of the real-time setting and with the ability to pause 
and rewind. It can afford exploration from different perspectives and through various 
lenses, is conducive to collaborative discussion and meaning-making, and offers a 
window into teaching practice afforded by few other tools.1 But such deprivatization 
of classroom practice also entails exposure, and therefore video, more than any other 
representation of practice, has the potential to threaten the face of the filmed teacher. 
Suddenly the teacher’s practice is on display, much more starkly so than with other 
representations of practice such as curricular materials or student work.  

The face threat inherent to video-based professional development, with potential 
implications for teacher learning, is implicit in the scholarly literature. For instance, 
the need for sensitivity and a supportive collegial environment to dispel the comfort 
and self-consciousness that teachers feel when viewing each other’s classroom 
practice is noted in many studies (e.g. Arya, Christ, & Chiu 2013; Cherrington & 
Loveridge 2014; van Es 2012; van Es, Tunney, Goldsmith, & Seago 2014; Rigelman 
& Ruben 2012; Zhang et al., 2011). Researchers have reported teacher self-
consciousness as a reason for refusal to participate (Borko et al., 2008), and that 
facilitators “reminded the teachers to be sensitive when watching and critiquing other 
teachers’ videos” (Zhang et al. 2011, p. 363). Researchers also note participants’ 
reluctance to adopt a critical stance when viewing and discussing video of a colleague 
(Cherrington & Loveridge 2014; Chieu, Kosko, & Herbst 2014; van Es et al. 2014). 
Some even advocate the use of animated rather than real classroom video clips (Chieu 
et al. 2014; Chieu, Herbst, & Weiss 2011; Moore-Russo & Wilsey 2014). They cite 
the face concerns endemic to live video as one among several benefits: “Furthermore, 
teachers may feel more comfortable criticizing the actions of cartoon teachers (in 
animation artifacts) than criticizing the actions of human teachers (in video artifacts)” 
(Chieu, Herbst, & Weiss 2011, p. 599). Borko and colleagues (2008) point to the 
potentially vexing relationship between a supportive community and the absence of a 
critical stance: “Turning the spotlight onto the students and providing empathy in this 

                                                            
1cobs, For reviews of the use of video in professional development, see for instance: Borko, Ja 1

Eiteljorg & Pittman 2008; Cherrington & Loveridge 2014; Masats & Dooly 2011; Rosean, Lundeberg, 
Seidel, Stürmer, Blomberg, Kobarg & Schwindt 2011; Sherin & van Cooper, Fritzen & Terpstra 2008; 

.berhardt 2011Zhang, Lundeberg, Koehler & EEs 2009; Tripp & Rich 2012;  
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regard may have helped the group to further develop their supportive and protective 
community, while sidestepping a more critical discussion of pedagogical strategies” 
(p. 433). 

While the potential face threat of video is widely recognized, if by many other names, 
it seems that the issue has seldom been the focus of empirical investigation. To check 
our intuitions in this regard, we performed a systematic review of the relevant 
literature in three leading journals in the field, Journal of the Learning Sciences (JLS), 
Journal of Teacher Education (JTE), and Teaching and Teacher Education (TATE), 
over a period of ten years, from 2006 to 2015. A search using the terms “professional 
development” and “video” yielded 403 candidate articles. We narrowed these down to 
those publications that investigated teachers’ viewing of video-recordings of 
classroom practice (as opposed to the term “video” appearing as a research tool, for 
instance), and in which it is a focal point of the article (as opposed to a single sentence 
mentioning that teachers viewed video), yielding a total of 56 articles (see Appendix 
A for the full list): 3 in JLS, 19 in JTE and 34 in TATE. These articles describe both 
pre-service and in-service professional development, with methodologies ranging 
from participant-observation to researcher-facilitated interventions to experimental 
studies. Of the fifty-six articles, not a single one focuses on issues of face. However, 
face issues hover over and animate much of the research, as these concerns are 
mentioned in twenty-two articles, impacting on intervention design in ten instances 
(e.g Borko, Jacobs, Eiteljorg & Pittman 2008; Dobie & Anderson 2015; van Es 2012). 
For example, in their intervention Borko and colleagues emphasized " creating and 
maintaining a learning community, in which group members felt comfortable 
watching, discussing, and learning from video." (p. 421). 

van Es (2009) characterized the various roles that teachers play in video club 
discussion, and closely analyzed the roles of Prompter and Critic. She found that the 
role of Critic, played at different times by different people (cf. van Es & Sherin 2008), 
was significant in moving past the usual peer support and sharing of practices to 
critical discussion of teaching and learning. However, she also found that nearly twice 
as many Critic remarks focused on students than on teachers, and suggested that face 
concerns may explain this finding: “By directing the comments away from the 
teachers in the clip to the relationship between students and the pedagogical strategies 
they observed, the teachers may have been careful to avoid openly critiquing one 
another, keeping in line with an implicit rule of the club, which was to not evaluate 
one another’s practice” (p. 127). Lefstein and Snell (2011) found that teachers in a 
video-based workshop were more apt to engage critically in individual written 
reflection of a colleague’s video than in collaborative discussion of the same 
materials, and explicitly, though briefly, address face management: “Inadvertently, 
our juxtaposition of the two excerpts likely promoted comparative evaluations of 
teacher style, which subsequently led to considerable work on the part of all 
participants to minimize face threats” (p. 510). In contrast to researchers advocating a 
critical stance, Tripp and Rich (2012) present the goal orientation of the participating 
teachers as intertwined with their public image: “It also appeared that teachers used 
video to prove to their discussion groups that their teaching was getting better” (p. 
736). 

The framing of the professional development activity may set the stage for ensuing 
face-work. Dobie and Anderson (2015), in their study of teachers expressing 
contrasting ideas, documented two groups in which no particular instructions or 
ground rules for the video club were offered, and another in which participants were 
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instructed “not to critique anybody’s teaching, not to focus on classroom 
management,” but to attend to student ideas and thinking (p. 233). They found that the 
third group exhibited dispreference for disagreement, talked in “serial” turns 
addressing the facilitator rather than one another’s ideas, and engaged in limited, 
short-lived conversations. On the other hand, the group for which “open discussion” 
was the norm consistently and explicitly engaged with one another’s ideas in 
sustained and focused conversation. While there is not necessarily a direct correlation 
between the framing and the participation norms, the authors do suggest that the 
framing is significant; declaring potentially face-threatening discussion to be off 
limits may curtail possibilities for productive teacher discourse. 

The significant face concerns attendant to the viewing by teachers of their own 
classroom practice, and some potential consequences of these concerns for the 
affordances provided by video-based professional development, are highlighted in 
three studies comparing the use of different types of video. Two (quasi-)experimental 
studies compared individual teachers’ viewing of video clips of their own teaching 
with that of other teachers (Kleinknecht & Schneider 2013; Seidel, Stürmer, 
Blomberg, Kobarg, & Schwindt 2011). While the findings are somewhat equivocal 
regarding which type of video results in greater engagement and motivation, both 
studies found that teachers engaged in more in-depth reasoning and consideration of 
alternatives with videos of other teachers than of themselves. The researchers then go 
on to discuss the implications of these findings for facilitation; Kleinknecht and 
Schneider hypothesize that teachers may need greater scaffolding when viewing video 
of themselves, while Seidel and colleagues suggest that group settings would require 
the kinds of community (cf. van Es 2012) and trust that foster a safe space for 
exposure of one’s own practice. A third study compared the affordances of three types 
of video for teacher learning, self, other (within the group), and published materials, 
in the context of a university-based professional development program (Zhang et al., 
2011). Although face concerns were not the focus of the study, a challenge that 
emerged for participants surrounding collaborative analysis of their own videos – and 
that did not present itself in the other two types – was the sense that colleagues were 
too polite and insufficiently critical to reap the full benefits of their input. 

The use of classroom video in teacher learning has been celebrated as a means of 
deprivatizing practice and fostering productive, critical discussion. The tension 
between these aims – with the documented tendency of deprivatization to depress 
critical rigor – points to face concerns and their management in teacher discourse as a 
key to understanding the use of this popular and well-studied tool. Numerous studies 
have indirectly addressed face-work issues, either citing them as an impediment or 
designing interventions to take account of them, but we lack systematic and direct 
study of this phenomenon and its implications for teacher learning from video.  

 

3. Face Threat and Face-work 

Goffman’s (1955/1967) theory of face and face-work is based on the premise that 
people care what others think about them – i.e. their public image or face – and that 
this overarching concern is one of the key building blocks structuring social 
interaction. Goffman begins his analysis of face with the idea of a “line”: one’s 
expressed position on the situation at hand, including one’s “evaluation of the 
participants, especially himself” (p. 5). So, for example, in a teacher staff meeting, a 
veteran teacher might take the line that her vast experience entitles her to a privileged 
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role as the most expert teacher in the group, who has much to offer but little to learn 
from the conversation. Maintaining this line requires the cooperation of the other 
teachers in the group, and may be difficult to sustain if, for example, the team leader 
takes the line that all team members have something to learn and all should enjoy 
equal status. 

Goffman defines face as “the positive social value a person effectively claims for 
himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact”. Note the 
rather circuitous formulation: “effectively claims for himself” and “…others assume 
he has taken”. Face involves unintentional as well as strategic action: “regardless of 
whether a person intends to take a line, he will find that he has done so in effect” (p. 
5). Likewise, participants to the interaction interpret and monitor one another’s line 
(the line they assume has been taken) and collaborate to protect, repair and otherwise 
preserve it. So, to continue the above example, other teachers on the team, and even 
the team leader, may act with deference to the veteran teacher, regardless of what they 
think of her, in order to prevent loss of face. Such actions are called face-work, 
defined by Goffman as “the actions taken by a person to make whatever he is doing 
consistent with face” (p. 12), both one’s own face and that of others.  
Being “in face” involves three conditions: one’s line presents an image of oneself that 
is internally consistent, that is upheld by others, and that is confirmed by external 
evidence. So, to continue the above example, if the veteran teacher’s expert teacher 
image is consistent with the quality of the advice she dispenses, if that advice is met 
with approval by the others, and if it is confirmed by all available evidence about the 
quality of her practice and her students’ achievement, we can say that she is in face. 
And, in such an event, she will likely “[respond] with feelings of confidence and 
assurance… that [she] can hold [her] head up and openly present [herself] to others” 
(p. 8). On the other hand, if her face is threatened, for example, by team members’ 
rejection of her ideas, or by a video-recording that reveals her classroom to be less 
fabulous than she has led all to believe, she will likely experience discomfort and 
embarrassment, and may even become flustered.  

Since being in face feels good and losing face is unpleasant, it is unsurprising that 
people usually act in ways that maximize the former and minimize the latter. 
Interestingly, Goffman argues that we are not only invested in our own faces but also 
in others’ faces: “Just as the member of any group is expected to have self-respect, so 
also he is expected to sustain a standard of considerateness; he is expected to go to 
certain lengths to save the feelings and the face of others present, and he is expected 
to do this willingly and spontaneously because of emotional identification with the 
others and with their feelings” (p. 10). Consequently, participants in interaction will 
generally seek to avoid situations that threaten their own or another’s face, to save 
face when it is threatened, and to work to repair the situation when face has been lost 
(though in certain situations people engage in aggressive face-work such as scoring 
points).  

Face-work is not a special type of activity, but rather is a constant and inherent 
dimension of social interaction. Goffman writes, “almost all acts involving others are 
modified, prescriptively or proscriptively, by considerations of face” (p. 13). 
Sometimes these modifications are conscious and strategic, but often they are 
“habitual and standardized practices… like traditional plays in a game or traditional 
steps in a dance.” (p. 13)  
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As noted above, we expect the activity of teachers discussing their own practice, 
especially when the discussion is focused on video-recorded representations of one of 
the participant’s own practice, to be face-threatening.  This expectation is rooted in 
the aforementioned norms of privacy and in the frequent gaps between teacher 
discourse about teaching and teaching as actually enacted in classrooms (e.g. 
Rampton & Harris, 2010).  In this study we therefore explore: 

a) to what extent are teachers oriented towards face-work when learning from 
video? 

b) what are prevalent strategies of face-work in teachers learning from video? 
c) what are the implications of such face-work for teacher learning from video-

based discussions of practice? 

 

4. Methods 

4.1 Context and Data Collection 

This study is part of a collaborative, design-based implementation research project 
aiming to foster pedagogical discourse and leadership. In this project we work 
together with the management and coaches of a large Israeli school district to develop 
teacher leadership and teacher team collaborative discourse. Leading teachers in this 
program are in-school team coordinators, responsible for facilitating weekly 90-
minute in-school meetings with their teams (among other responsibilities). They 
participate in a bi-weekly professional development workshop in which they are 
introduced to tools to facilitate productive pedagogical discourse, such as a video 
analysis protocol (see Appendix B). leading teachers are encouraged to use these tools 
in their team meetings, but are under no obligation to use the tools, and are 
autonomous in how they implement and adapt them to meet their teams' needs. 

The data for this study were collected during the first (development) year of the 
project (2014-2015) in which 4 schools (10 teams) participated. We observed and 
audio-recorded 118 of the teams' meetings as well as all 75 hours of the professional 
development workshops. We also interviewed participating leading teachers about 
their experience in the program, the workshops, their in-school team meetings and 
their overall sense of professional development.  

Preparing the video analysis sessions, we generally supported the leading teachers by 
filming and editing the videos into three- to eight- minute clips for team discussions 
according to the filmed teachers' requests; however, planning the team meeting 
focusing on the video was the responsibility of the team coordinators and coaches. We 
observed and audio-recorded all of the video-based meetings, but were typically not 
active participants in the meetings. For this study we analyzed all the video-based 
cases for which the filmed teacher was in attendance – 16 cases from 6 teams. 
Meetings were 43 to 100 minutes long, with video-based discussion segments lasting 
between 23 to 88 minutes.  Table 1 presents information about each case: school 
(pseudonym), team, participants (including occasional guests), short video narrative, 
and main topics of pedagogical discussion. 
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Table 1. The cases 

Case School Team Attendees Video Pedagogical Discussion 
1 Rimon Language 

arts 
Coor., 
Coach,       
5 Ts, Res. 

Role play in which three students read aloud and respond 
to texts written by the teacher. Asked to determine which 
text is more persuasive, students choose the text including 
less persuasive means. This is followed by a whole class 
discussion of persuasive writing. 

Preparation of the students and texts for role play; writing 
skills; correcting students' reading; sharing lesson goals with 
students. 

2 Rimon Lang-uage 
arts 

Coor, 5 Ts, 
Res. 

Same video as in case 1 (2nd analysis). Promoting writing in general and persuasive writing in 
particular; oral  vs written language;  student difficulties; 
preparing students for role play 

3 Rimon Language 
arts 

Coor, 
Coach,  4 
Ts, Res.  

Group-work on extracting information from a multiple 
representation text. The teacher moves from group to 
group in a noisy classroom, constantly approached by 
children from other groups. 

Enhancing strategies for locating information in a text; 
student difficulties; designing the texts; teaching strategies 
for information integration; verbalizing students' thinking 

4 Rimon Language 
arts 

Coor, 5 Ts, 
Pr, visiting 
Prs, Res. 

Same video as in case 3 (2nd analysis). Classroom management in small group work; self-regulated 
learning; working habits; class history; group composition; 
pacing; content of work. 

5 Rimon Small-
group 
teaching 

Coor, 8 Ts, 
Pr, Res. 

Small-group social skills lesson. Each of the four girls has 
to choose a picture of an animal and a trait with which she 
identifies. One girl has difficulty choosing. They talk about 
their experiences with dogs, including loss.  

Establishing group norms of openness and respect; group 
composition. 

6 Rimon Small-
group 
teaching 

Coor, 7 Ts, 
Pr, Res. 

Same video as in case 5 (2nd analysis). Establishing group norms of openness and respect; Student 
participation in discourse; wait time and silence; teacher 
movement in class 

7 Rimon Small-
group 
teaching 

Coor, 7 Ts, 
Res. 

Small group PE class. 3 boys are practicing volleyball 
opening hits. Teacher encourages and guides one of them 
in repeatedly trying without succeeding. He succeeds only 
after switching to another exercise. 

Caring for students; challenging without frustrating. 

8 Rimon Small-
group 
teaching 

Coor, 8 Ts, 
Pr, funding 
foundation 
delegate, 
Res. 

Small group PE class. Teacher plays ping pong with a 
student while two other students watch and keep score. 

Teacher-student personal interaction; order and obedience; 
instructions and feedback.   
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9 Rimon Small-
group 
teaching 

Coor, 6 Ts, 
Res. 

Small group art class. 4 students are engaged in solving a 
"riddle": objects and materials representing the process of 
recycled papier-mâché sculpting. 

Engaging students in high order thinking by stimulating 
their curiosity, open ended questions, sensory experience, 
the setting and atmosphere. 

10 Rimon Small-
group 
teaching 

Coor, 8 Ts, 
Pr, Res. 

Same video as in case 9 (2nd analysis). Practices that enhance high order thinking: triggering 
curiosity; open ended questions; legitimizing mistakes. 
Tension with standardized tests.  

11 Rimon Math Coor, 
coach,   6 
Ts, Res. 

Students present their group-work findings on polygon 
classification while the teacher asks guiding questions and 
collects answers into a table on the board.  

Using instructional illustrations; engaging all students while 
some present their work; alternatives for group work 
presentation; teaching polygon definitions; experiential 
learning. 

12 Rimon Math Coor,  6 
Ts, Pr, 2 
district 
visitors, 
Res. 

Teacher is reviewing with students a multiplication 
strategy and then invites several students to the board to 
suggests ways to use this strategy to multiply two digit 
numbers. 

Managing mistakes; presentation of a single vs multiple 
solution strategies; student reasoning; experiential learning; 
pressing for understanding.  

13 Gefen Math Coor,  5 
Ts, Res. 

Students are working individually on "mixed" 
assignments, preparing for a coming test, while the teacher 
assists, moving among them. 

Noise in the classroom; technical solutions for differentiated 
instruction; peer learning. 

14 Gefen Math Coor,  4 
Ts, Res. 

Students are engaged in a whole class discussion defining 
parallel lines, with the teacher initially writing their 
answers on the board and then inviting them to illustrate 
proofs on the board. 

Engaging students in whole class discussion; students' 
distribution across classes; collaborative learning in group 
work.  

15 Dagan  Math Coor, 
coach,   6 
Ts, Pr, 
Res. 

Students practice fractions by slicing modelling-clay 
pizzas according to teacher instructions, calling answers 
out loud.  

Monitoring understanding in experiential learning; using 
mathematical vs everyday language; challenging vs jumping 
ahead; frontal teaching vs group work.  

16 Dagan Language 
arts 

Coor, 
coach,   8 
Ts, Pr, 
Res. 

Class discussion of a story they have read. The teacher 
summarizes the answers they collaboratively develop and 
dictates the correct answers to them, while at the same 
time attempting to manage the disruptive behavior of one 
boy. 

Managing disruptive behavior; frontal teaching vs group 
work and differentiated instruction; dictation. 

Notes. Coor=Coordinator; Ts=teachers; Pr=principal; Res=researcher. 
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4.2 Data Analysis  

We began the analysis by reviewing the entire data set, meeting by meeting.  We 
wrote a research memo for each meeting, in which we summarized the flow of events 
and identified prominent face oriented episodes. This analysis included initial 
attempts to describe various face-work strategies and their implications for learning. 

Then, we systematically re-scanned the data, searching for face-work moves and 
classifying them into broader categories that we have termed "strategies". Initially, 
our classification was based on Goffman (1955) and Brown and Levinson (1978), but 
then for the most part we abandoned Brown and Levinson's categories because they 
didn’t fit the data well. Strategies were not mutually exclusive (for instance, the same 
interaction could be coded as both giving a speech and professional positioning or 
reasoning). The coding system distinguishes between face-work enacted by the filmed 
teacher ("self face-work") and face-work undertaken by others ("other face-work"). 
Through this analysis we aimed to provide a broad and nuanced account of the 
various types of teacher face-work in video-based discussions.  

In the third round of analysis we used the developed coding scheme to recode the data 
while recording the time "spent" on face-work, its discussion and circumvention. 
Doing so, we distinguished between time spent on (1) direct face-work, which serves 
to protect or defend the filmed teacher in face of a potential threat (e.g., praising and 
complimenting); (2) meta face-work, which is talk about face threat and ways to 
approach it (e.g., rehearsing the ethical code for discussing video); and (3) 
circumventing potential face threat (e.g., engaging in appreciative inquiry or 
discussing peripheral issues). For each meeting, we calculated the percentage of direct 
face-work time (excluding meta face-work and circumvention time) from the time of 
audible video discussion time (excluding video viewing time, follow ups, 
administration and small groups discussions which we could not analyze due to the 
quality of the recording). This analysis was based on the assumption that engaging in 
face-work and related interaction is interwoven with other activities. That is: when 
teachers are engaged in face-work, meta face-work or circumventing face-work they 
may (or may not) be simultaneously engaged in inquiry and learning. 

To explore the implications of face-work on teacher learning we searched for 
connections between face-work and features of productive pedagogical discourse, 
such as: attending to problems of practice, critically reasoning about the relationship 
between teaching and learning, anchoring claims in the filmed interaction and 
weighing multiple perspectives and alternatives. 

Face threat and face-work are mostly implicit, and their identification involves 
interpreting intentionally ambiguous activity, which is often rendered in “the language 
of hint-the language of innuendo, ambiguities, well-placed pauses, carefully worded 
jokes, and so on” (Goffman, 1955/1967, p. 30). Therefore, when analyzing for face 
threat and face-work, we focused our interpretation primarily on the publicly available 
projection of intensions and the consequences of that action. In addition, we 
integrated secondary ethnographic data collected by interviews and field notes. For 
example, we classified "framing problems of practice as shared issues" as face-work 
because it resulted in saving face and because we knew from field notes and 
interviews that participants construed it this way. The evaluation of time spent on 
face-work was particularly challenging, in terms of the interpretation it required, and 
should therefore be regarded as approximation. In cases of uncertainty, in which we 
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were unsure whether to classify an event as face-work, we opted to err on the side of 
caution, and omitted the event from our analysis.  

To exemplify this analysis and emerging understandings we selected one 
"information-rich case which manifests the phenomenon of interest intensely" (Patton, 
2002, p. 234), one in which the percentage of time face was attendant to was the 
largest (70%). This case provides a rich and varied array of face-work interactions to 
explore. We used linguistic ethnographic micro-analytic methods to investigate the 
case, repeatedly listening to the data and rereading the detailed transcript, 
brainstorming about what was happening in terms of face-work and discourse 
productivity, proceeding slowly through the text, asking at each line “What is the 
speaker doing?”; “Why now?”; “How does this turn of talk respond to what preceded 
it?”; “What else might have been done here but wasn’t?” and so forth (Rampton, 
2006).  

 

5. Findings 

In total, we estimate that participants attended to face concerns in about 58% of video 
discussion time, including direct face-work (30%), talking about face threat and face-
work (7%), and circumventing face-work (21%) (Table 2).  While we do not argue 
that 58% of video discussion time was devoted exclusively to face related 
interactions, these findings do indicate that using video to discuss problems of 
practice raises many concerns about face. Such concerns are sometimes strikingly 
apparent. For example, in meeting no. 11 (see Table 1), after watching a video of 
math students presenting group work results, a teacher said "I have an issue [to raise]. 
Not an opinion now. It's an issue. What about the other kids?". By this she implied 
that other than the students presenting their work, the other students might have been 
disengaged. The coordinator (who was also the filmed teacher) asked which kids she 
was referring to, and the teacher replied "how will I phrase it so it doesn't sound…" 
and she mumbled for a few seconds, searching for the right words "the fact that I 
know the class is a problem…how will I ask this without, well?" 2 Even after the 
facilitator reassures her "you asked perfectly fine. We understand"3, the teacher 
stresses again "but it's a question. If I wouldn't have known [teacher’s name] and the 
class this is what I would have asked"4. 

Concerns about face were also expressed in the interviews, although interviewees 
were not directly asked about face. For instance, one coordinator said, "if the 
atmosphere is `god if I'll ask this question` or `what will they think of me`, then no 
one will dare bring stuff, and then those hours won't be effective,"5 while another 
ventured, "worrying about critique is so strong that it shuts people down, shuts teams, 
from the highest rank to the lowest rank, for everyone it’s a very shutting feeling6".  
In what follows we focus on the teachers’ direct face-work strategies, following a 
brief review of meta-face-work and face circumvention practices.   
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Table 2. Extent of face-work, meta-face-work and circumventing face threat  

Total % face-
work + meta+ 
circumvention 
 

% Face threat 
circumvention 
time 

% Meta face-
work time  
 

% Face-
work time  

Total time of 
talk related to 
video 
(minutes) 

Case 

44 17 5 22 43 1 
57 28 0 29 46 2 
65 47 0 18 57 3 
42 12 0 30 38 4 
58 18 11 29 54 5 
78 20 44 14 88 6 
49 0 1 48 33 7 
48 0 1 47 51 8 
39 20 0 19 30 9 
65 59 0 6 54 10 
54 19 15 20 51 11 
71 34 11 26 37 12 
52 27 2 23 24 13 
57 27 10 20 35 14 
70 0 1 69 40 15 
70 0 6 64 45 16 
58 21 7 30 726 Total 

 

 

5.1 Meta Face-work  

In total, teachers spent about 7% of total video-based discussion time talking about 
face threats and face-work (Table 2), including:  

 Reviewing ethical guidelines, such as “It’s forbidden to be critical” (meeting 
no. 5), "only productive critique" (11), "it's not about the specific teacher but 
about learning" (5) and even "we're not here to skewer anyone7" (16).   Giving conversation instructions, such as "each one will say a positive 
sentence. Before we start going at her (laughing)8" (15).   Asking the filmed teacher to "share your feelings, because we’ll all be there.” 
(5), receiving replies such as "truly, I was a bit afraid of you" (14) or "I can 
finally breathe. The longest 6 minutes of my life" (5).   Making reflective remarks  such as " we put aside our knives (literally, teeth) 
(laughing)" (14), and "the sky didn't fall…the devil is not that bad9" (16).  
 

5.2 Circumventing Face-work  

In total, teachers spent about 21% of total video-based discussion time on talk that 
appears at least partially motivated by an attempt to avoid or minimize face threat and 
face-work (Table 2), including:  

 Appreciative inquiry, which orients towards identifying and analyzing 
effective practice; rather than interrogating problems of practice, the focus is 
on "learning from success".  In this approach criticism is expressly forbidden, 
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thus preventing face threat and obviating the need for face-work. For example, 
in meeting 5, the team coordinator explicitly framed the discussion as 
"appreciative inquiry" in which "we will be asking what made success 
possible". To rationalize this approach, she referred to the filmed teacher’s 
pre-meeting concerns about exposing her practice.   Tasks related to the video yet removed from the filmed practice, such as 
"acting like students" prior to viewing the video, and working on the 
worksheet from the filmed lesson for 14 minutes with no reference to the 
filmed teacher or her practice (meeting 3).  Discussions of remote issues or other teacher's practice rather than the filmed 
practice. For example, in meeting no. 14, the filmed teacher asked "do you 
think some of the students were not with me?"10. Rather than replying, her 
colleagues turned to discuss the number of students in each classroom and 
specific students from another teacher's class who should be pulled from class 
for remedial instruction. Later, the filmed teacher raised the question of 
whether the whole class discussion she led was too long (an issue she raised 
earlier as well) and again, rather than addressing her question participants 
turned to discussing (for 9:30 minutes) remote issues such as the number of 
students in different classes, collaborative learning (with each teacher sharing 
the practices she enacts to advance group work) and the activity the team 
needs to prepare for the coming school staff meeting. Throughout this entire 
time there was no reference to the filmed teacher, her practice or the video, 
thereby minimizing threat to her face.  
 

It is important to note, that while we have explicit evidence to support our 
interpretation that appreciative inquiry was intentionally used to prevent face threat, 
the other patterns we have described may be unintentional and even unconscious. We 
include them here because their practical effect is the circumvention of face threat (as 
well as the prevention of scrutinizing the filmed practice). 

 

5.3 Prevalent Strategies of Direct Face-work  

Our analysis indicates that in addition to the time spent on talking about face threat 
and circumventing face threat, teacher teams were engaged in face-work for an 
average of about 30% of their video-based discussion time. Table 3 presents 
prominent face-work strategies teachers used, their description, an example and the 
number of meetings in which they were evident. In what follows we shortly discuss 
some of these strategies. 
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Table 3. Face-work strategies 

 Strategy Description Example quote (case no. from which it was 
extracted). 

No. of 
cases 
evident 

Self -   
Enacted 
by the 
filmed 
teacher 

Getting on a soap 
box 

Dominating the floor, presenting one's professional 
philosophy, values, dilemmas etc. 

 5 

Pre-emption Mitigating anticipated critique, by pointing to students 
characteristics, organizational constrains, the setting, etc. 

"Take into account that it's a social group and kids are 
allowed also to unwind and sit on the floor” (5) 

7 

Self-critique Criticizing one's own practice, raising questions or doubts it. "So this was the dilemma, like, the unprofessionalism. I 
didn't know the method deeply" (12) 

6 

Self-provided 
solution 

Offering a preferred course of action regarding a problem of 
practice 

"I should have projected their work on the screen" (2)  6 

Other -  
Enacted 
by others  

 

Praising Praising, complimenting, appreciating the teacher, her 
practice and her willingness to share it. 

"You're amazing…a role model…inspiring" (9) 
"the lesson was wonderful" (10) 

12 

Compliment to 
compensate 

Complimenting or highlighting positive aspects of practice 
to balance a face threat posed or anticipated. 

"It's clear that you really love your class, on the other 
hand you're not relaxed…insecure" (4) 

9 

Distancing into 
abstraction 

Talking about abstract teaching and learning or other 
teachers' practice; framing problems of practice as shared 
"issues". 

“Should we correct their reading?” (1) 10 

Enforcing the 
protocol 

Using the protocol's procedures or norms  to delegitimize 
threat. 

"Only description now. no judgment!' (8) 6 

Daring and 
withdrawing 

Retreating, mitigating or apologizing after posing a threat. What about the other kids? .....how will I phrase it so it 
doesn't sound… how will I ask this without, well?" (11)  

5 
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Undermining the 
critique's validity 

Undermining the validity of critique, by for example, 
presenting it as a question or pointing to lack of experience. 

"Maybe because I'm teaching little ones, sweet heart, I 
was missing some illustrations” (11) 

6 

Both -    
Enacted 
by either 
the filmed 
teacher or 
others 

Rationalizing Explaining, justifying, arguing for a practice. "I do it (correcting student's reading) so students don't 
correct (each other). Sometimes students correct 
wrong" (1) 

9 

Shifting the face 
threat  

Admitting or implying that others share the discussed 
problem, doubting counter practice, normalization. 

"I have the same issue and I know it's bad for some 
students" (13) "we all make mistakes when we talk" (3) 

9 

Professional  
positioning 

Stressing teacher's professionalism, success, investment,  
care, thoughtfulness, unique field of expertise etc. 

"This is something you should learn from me" (7) 13 

Focusing on 
appearance or 
other 
technicalities 

Addressing teacher or classroom appearance or other 
technical aspects. 

"I'm fat” (14) 6 

Blaming the video Arguing for misinterpretation due to missing context or to 
the interference of the camera. 

“I walked among the students, To my regret, again, you 
can't see it [in the video]” (15) 

8 

Ignoring face 
threat 

Ignoring face threat "It's ok. Nothing happened." (15) 
 

6 

Disagreeing Disagreeing with the description, interpretation or analysis 
the threat is based on. 

"But she [the student] did speak and shared" (6) 10 

Recruiting 
authority 

Arguing for the practice relying on authority such as the 
coach, research or a PD program. 

"I learned it in my PD" (5) 6 

Excusing 
malpractice 

Pointing to circumstances beyond the teacher control which 
explain malpractice or problems of practice. 

"we know this class's history" (4) 
 

6 

Using humor, 
self-deprecating 

Using (self)humor, making fun of oneself, the situation or 
the threatening remark 

"I said I'm a genius and finally I contributed my share 
to mathematics” (12) 

3
3 



Face-work strategies the filmed teachers use that defend their own face: In 7 
meetings we identified episodes in which the filmed teacher mitigated anticipated 
critique, by justifying her practice, highlighting students' characteristics, 
organizational constrains, the setting, curriculum, and so forth.  For example, in 
meeting no. 5, the filmed teacher provided background to the filmed lesson, which 
showed a small group lesson focused on social skills. Many of the particulars the 
teacher described could have mitigated anticipated critique: it was her first year, only 
the second lesson, one student was absent from the first, students did not know each 
other previously, and so on. Just before viewing the video, the filmed teacher jumped 
in to remind the teachers again that the lesson they were about to see is legitimately 
different than that to which they are accustomed: "take into account that it's a social 
group and kids are allowed also to unwind and sit on the floor11". Indeed, after 
viewing the video, participants raised questions about the class’s kinesthetic norms.  

Another face-work strategy enacted exclusively by the filmed teachers was "getting 
on a soap box", i.e. dominating the floor (for longer than is regularly accustomed), 
presenting their professional philosophy, values, dilemmas etc. in a way that excludes 
other voices and prevents others from raising doubts or critique. Similarly, face-work 
was also evident when filmed teachers criticized their own practice and suggested 
solutions before others did. For example, in meeting no. 12, the filmed teacher was 
asked about ignoring students' mistakes and told a story about how she tried out a new 
teaching method, concluding that "so this was the dilemma, like, the lack of 
professionalism. I didn't know the method deeply"12. If the teacher experienced 
momentary face loss, it was immediately repaired by her explicitly referring to the 
lesson she learned: If she were to do it now, of course she would address the wrong 
answers as well. 

 

Face-work strategies used by both filmed teacher and other participants: In 13 of the 
analyzed cases, either the filmed teacher or her colleagues positioned her as a 
professional, competent practitioner: an expert in her unique field (e.g., art or physical 
education); caring, motivated, thoughtful and successful over and above the practice 
represented in the video. Such positioning typically bolsters the teacher's face and 
mitigate future threat. Other prominent strategies commonly used by both the filmed 
teacher and other teachers include (a) disagreeing with implied critique and reasoning 
on behalf of the filmed practice, for example, arguing that using the word "piece" 
instead of "part13" in a Pizza slicing math activity is actually fine because it is better 
connected to students' lives; (b) recruiting authority to justify a practice (for example, 
"I learned it in my PD"); and (c) attributing "malpractice" or problems of practice to 
circumstances beyond the teacher control. Such circumstances were usually related to 
students, such as "we know this class's history" or "they are too lazy".  

Sometimes participants shift the threat to their own face, protecting the filmed 
teacher's face, as in "I have the same issue and I know it's bad for some students", or 
they normalize the problem to mitigate threat, for instance, "we all make mistakes 
when we talk". Teachers also shift the focus of discussion from instructional practice 
to physical appearance, such as in "I have a [fat] belly14", or other technicalities, such 
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as how nice is the classroom rug. The filming or editing of the video may also become 
an object of critique, responsible for misinterpretations that lead to face threat. For 
example, in meeting no. 15, after being criticized for rushing with the subject too far 
too fast, the filmed teacher defended her judgment, arguing, "listen, I walked among 
the students. To my regret, again, you can't see it [in the video]. I walked. The girl 
that sits here, a very weak girl, and every time I got to her she knew, she nicely 
divided it, I was like really surprised15." Occasionally, teachers also tried to ignore 
threat, acting as if "it's ok. Nothing happened," or using humor, such as "I said I'm a 
genius and finally I contributed my share to mathematics16". 

 

Face-work strategies other teachers use to protect the filmed teacher's face: Some 
strategies were exclusive to other teachers constructing or protecting the filmed 
teacher's face. These included praising the filmed teacher, as in: "you're amazing", "a 
role model", or "inspiring". We found praising or complimenting, addressing both the 
filmed teacher’s practice and her willingness to share it, in all analyzed cases,. 
Compliments were also used to compensate for an apparent face threat. For example, 
in meeting number 5, one participant suggested that the filmed teacher was very 
active and dominant while students were not. Participants briefly discussed whether 
this observation was correct, and concluded by saying (again) "you can understand 
that these are not easy kids…and here they perform…you could think these are the 
best 3 students in class… they do everything in perfect order17" and  "you simply give 
very, very clear and focused instructions". Our interpretation that this was a face 
threatening incident worthy of compensation draws support from the filmed teacher’s 
subsequent direct response: "they [my students] don't act out of obedience, as you 
noted, fear or rulership. They act out of first of all appreciation, deep respect"18. 

Other moves teachers used to protect the filmed teacher's face included regimenting 
the discourse, i.e., using the protocol to reject or delegitimize face threat, as in "no 
judgment!'. In 10 of the meetings, teachers also reacted to potential threat by 
distancing the discussion from the filmed teacher to talk about abstract pedagogical 
issues or other teachers' practice, or by framing problems of practice as shared issues, 
for example, in meeting number 1, after watching a teacher correcting a student's out-
loud reading, one participant wishes to "raise a general issue" about correcting 
student's reading- "something I do, I saw you also do it, I wonder if it’s the right way 
to go". She elaborates on her dilemma, when another teacher says quietly she thinks it 
is better to have students correct each other. The filmed teacher explains she prefers 
correcting by herself because sometimes students correct each other mistakenly, to 
which the teacher react by phrasing the disagreement as a shared issue "“should we 
correct their reading?”  

When teachers did explicitly criticize their colleagues' practice, they often mitigated 
the threat by retreating and apologizing or by undermining the critique's validity, as in 
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"maybe because I'm teaching little ones, sweetheart, I was missing some 
illustrations"19. 

 

We now turn to the analysis of one meeting through which we illustrate some of these 
strategies in context, and discuss implications of face-work for teacher learning.   

 

6. Implications of Face-work for Teacher Learning 

This analysis focuses on one elementary school literacy team meeting, which took 
place on December 2014. In addition to eight regular team members and the team 
coordinator, a district literacy coach (participating in the program) and the school 
principal also attended. This meeting was the first in which the team viewed a video-
recorded lesson taught by one of the team members. The filmed teacher, Orit, was a 
literacy teacher and a 6th grade homeroom teacher with nine years of experience, six 
of them in the current school. She was the school Information and Communications 
Technology coordinator and she participated in the professional development 
workshop alongside the acting team coordinators as a potential future leading teacher. 
She was also studying for a Master’s degree in Educational Administration, aspiring 
to be a school principal. At the time of this meeting, Zehava, the team coordinator, 
opposed the use of video but agreed to allocate part of a meeting to its analysis, as 
long as she would not have to facilitate it. Thus Pnina, the district coach, facilitated 
the discussion. 

 

Taking alternative lines: The meeting starts with some curricular and administrative 
issues raised by Zehava, the team coordinator. Pnina (the coach) attempts several 
times to halt this talk and turn to the video analysis.  Seventeen minutes into the 
meeting she finally gains control over the discussion. She thanks Orit for sharing her 
video-recorded lesson, describes and distributes the video analysis protocol (see 
Appendix B), and stresses the need to adhere to the ethical code and in particular to 
refrain from judgement: "We're not here to skewer anyone"20.  She then invites Orit to 
present the background for the lesson segment they are about to view. 

We were doing a story called “The Sabbath Pie,” which is a work that we 
teach from “???” in sixth grade, which worked for me in terms of the timing, 
both because this past Jewish month we learned more about the topic of the 
Sabbath and also on the first of Kislev [during which Hannukah falls], we 
taught, uh I taught this unit at the beginning of Kislev, that this text very 
much presents, what is Jewish heroism, so it was easy for me to make the 
connection between the two. Uh, my goal in language lessons is to use lots 
and lots of spoken language, meaning to have discussions, and when I 
taught this, I also said to Pnina, when I see that the class is cooperating and 
really enriching one another’s knowledge, I extend this portion of the lesson, 
I don’t run to stop and move on to differentiated work. And I, and this 
lesson, it was really an example of a lesson in which it flowed really nicely 
in terms of the class discussion, and I preferred not to stop. And also the 
page they were supposed to fill out in groups, which was the flow chart of 

Orit: 
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the text, we did it together in the whole group, because I saw at that 
moment, I saw that it was much more appropriate. Uh, the video doesn’t 
reflect the entire lesson, like, how we opened, how we closed, how we 
analyzed the title, really according to the rules that we’re like trying to 
strictly follow. I hope that (.) you’ll be able to see something21. 

 

Although the coach’s instruction was to "give an introduction to what is going to 
happen22", Orit uses the opportunity to explain her reasons for what they are about to 
see: for choosing the story she taught (it aligns with the curriculum and with the 
holiday season) and for conducting an extended whole class discussion. She presents 
her literacy aims – "to use lots and lots of spoken language, meaning to have 
discussions" – to justify why she "preferred not to stop" the whole class discussion 
and why "the page they were supposed to fill out in groups…we did it together in the 
whole group". We know from interviews we held with Orit and other teachers in the 
school that the school principal "is very much in favor of…differentiated 
learning"(Orit's interview 30.11.14), and in fact directed all teachers to arrange their 
classrooms seating in groups to facilitate it. We therefore interpret Orit's reasoning for 
not "run(ning) to stop and move on to differentiated work" as preemptive face-work 
addressing the potential threat entailed in exhibiting practice that goes against the 
principal's agenda.  

Orit chose to share her practice in this video, arguing for its advantages: having 
discussions, engaging in oral discourse and "the class is cooperating and really 
enriching one another's knowledge". While she could have mitigated the threat by 
presenting the filmed segment as exceptional, she essentially aggravates the threat by 
presenting it as representative of her teaching and even a model of good practice: "and 
this lesson, it was really an example of a lesson in which it flowed really nicely".  In 
doing so, Orit takes a line of a secure teacher, agentic and autonomous in her 
pedagogical judgment, undaunted by confrontation, eager to champion her practice.  
However, before closing her "speech", she takes an alternative line. She reminds her 
colleagues that "the video doesn't reflect the entire lesson" apologizing that she 
"really" works "according to the rules that we’re like trying to strictly follow".  
Finally, she relinquishes the floor with the hope "that you'll be able to see something." 
While delivering this last line she laughs (with embarrassment?) and lowers her voice 
– or turns her head away from the recorder, i.e., away from the "audience" she 
previously faced.  Here, she takes an apologetic defensive line, suggesting insecurity 
about exposing her practice and thus requesting caution in criticizing it. 
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I’m dizzy: The coach reminds the team to "write what we see", and after some 
additional technical arrangements they turn to view the 6-minute video recording. The 
video shows Orit discussing with the class the development of the plot in the story 
they have read, summarizing the answers they collaboratively develop and dictating 
the correct answers to them, while at the same time attempting to manage the 
disruptive behavior of one boy (Gil). When the video ends, someone thanks Orit, the 
teachers applaud and congratulate her: "well done23". Pnina invites the participants to 
"describe what you saw". One teacher (Tamar) says with a slight laugh, "I’m dizzy24". 
It seems the other teachers understand what she means without further asking, 
simultaneously rushing to prevent the development of the threat she poses by 
delegitimizing it saying "that's already a sense…this is no longer what you saw" with 
Pnina reemphasizing "what did you see? What did you see?" and the principal 
backing them all up "exactly"25. While Tamar tries to explain "but one moment…it 
was hard for me to see" she is silenced and others take the floor to describe the 
discussion Orit held, how she used "important concepts", "made sure they 
conceptualize" and "extracted the answer from them26". After some additional 
descriptions and compliments (e.g., "it was very nice"), one teacher indirectly 
readdresses the issue Tamar tried to raise, expressing a more positive approach to 
Orit’s constant movement:: "she circulated among the children, assisting anyone who 
needed [help] paying attention, uh, she moved towards and stepped away from 
whomever was speaking"27. Perhaps feeling provoked, Tamar takes a second stab at 
the issue she had tried to raise earlier: 

Uh I see an energetic teacher, that the kids are listening to her and 
cooperating, but I’m not kidding, it was truly difficult for me to 
concentrate, that kid really distracted me ((in a laughing voice)). I 
don’t know if it’s just, uh, me 

Tamar: 

You saw one kid who? Pnina: 

Yeah, I don’t know, to me he, to me he Tamar: 

Actually the class, it made an impression that Dan: 

No, they listened and cooperated, for me personally it was a little 
difficult to focus during the lesson, a little uh 

Tamar: 

The class isn’t distracted by him and it’s appropriate work on her 
part, that she doesn’t give him the space, [by saying] “sit,” “why are 
you doing [that],” etcetera,  

Dan: 

Apparently they’ve gotten used to it and ignore it Overlapping 

Yes, Orit also continued running the lesson Tamar: 
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It could flow to the wrong place Dan: 

Thank you Pnina: 

And then he calms down at some point Dan: 

Yes? Pnina: 

Okay, I saw the teacher leading the students to the answers that she 
wants to receive, using encouragement and reinforcing words, 
“excellent,” “great,” individual attention to each student, relating to 
the different child, occasionally she approaches him, touches him, 
it’s very very important. This is a child with needs, I don’t know 
exactly what his situation in class his, but the teacher pays attention 
to him and despite this, she runs the lesson, listen, you uh 

Gila 

We’re not giving grades Pnina: 

There’s nothing to say Gila: 

Okay28 Pnina: 

 

Tamar starts by describing ("I see") as requested, complimenting Orit ("an energetic 
teacher, that the kids are listening to her and cooperating") following the preceding 
description (referring to the dynamic motion of the teacher in the classroom). But then 
she switches back to Gil's disturbing behavior and how it affected her viewing ("it 
was truly difficult for me to concentrate, that kid really distracted me"), and while she 
does mitigate the face threat ("I don’t know if it’s just, uh, me "), she implies that just 
as she was distracted by Gil, other students in the class may also have been disturbed. 
Her description therefore includes an implicit criticism of the way Orit managed Gil. 
Tamar makes a point of being serious about it ("I'm not kidding"), yet she self-
consciously giggles, suggesting that she’s aware of the face threat she poses. Dan 
(Orit's protégé) defends Orit by disagreeing with Tamar's description, arguing that, to 
Orit’s credit in her handling of Gil, "the class isn't distracted". There is some 
overlapping talk, with other teachers agreeing with Dan, expanding his explanation to 
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include the possibility that students are accustomed to Gil’s disruptive behavior and 
have learned to ignore it. Another teacher further supports Dan, pointing out that this 
is a "different child", a child "with needs" that Orit managed to address while 
continuing to teach the rest of the class. She turns directly to Orit to applaud her for 
her practice: "listen, you uh…there's nothing to say", in spite of the coach’s attempt to 
stop her from deviating from the protocol. Thus, everyone seems to disagree with 
Tamar, reframing her criticism as a compliment. This silencing of Tamar in effect 
serves to further protect Orit's face. 

After some more "descriptions," the team watch the video a second time and then turn 
to the analysis phase, in which, as Pnina explains, they are expected to "look for 
reasons and motives…to connect between actions and responses…and the interaction 
that was actually happening throughout the class between her and the children29". 
They do that for a while, focusing on positive aspects of instruction, eventually 
returning to discuss Orit's interaction with Gil. Zehava, the team coordinator, praises 
Orit’s actions, characterizing her teaching here as "greatness30". There is only one 
attempt to contradict this stance: Noya says "yes, and with this method I think the kids 
in the class really benefit, but the kid himself, eventually he sat down, but practically 
most of the class he was…". Noya pauses for three seconds, maybe to consider which 
words to use, before she continues saying "he missed out"31. Pnina fills the pause, 
completing Noya’s sentence with "wandering around"32. This line of inquiry is 
extinguished by Orit, who for the next minute and twenty seconds "gets on a soap-
box"; she lectures about her work with Gil, sharing with her colleagues "a tip I also 
gave our subject matter teachers" for working with this boy, whom it took her a year 
"to understand"33. While justifying her approach, she establishes her professionalism, 
re-asserting the line she took at the beginning of the session, that of the professionally 
confident teacher. This time she adds to this line the role of an Expert Model Teacher, 
an expert teacher who models her practice and shares her experience and professional 
wisdom with her colleagues. No one questions her reasons (or line). On the contrary, 
Hagit reinforces "what was said here", stressing that "the class has learned to live with 
him…if he walks over there, they don't all look there34". Reacting to that, even Tamar 
admits, laughing: "really, the second time [watching the video] he didn't distract me 
like he did the first time"35.In so saying, she implies that, like the students, she has 
also learned to ignore Gil’s disruptive behavior. 

The face threat posed by Tamar (and subsequently also by Noya) led to an episode of 
pedagogical reasoning focused on a problem of practice – how to cope with the 
disruptive student – and grounded in evidence from the video-recording.  The teachers 
consider various interpretations of the represented interaction (Is the class distracted 
by Gil or do they ignore him?), various points of view (the needs of the class vs. those 
of the disruptive student), various alternative practices (publically paying attention to 
him vs. "continuing running the class"), as well as their advantages and shortcomings 
(stopping instruction to attend to him "could flow to the wrong place".  Continuing 
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teaching makes him "relax" but he distracts other students and he "misses" much of 
the class). They offer explanations and reasons, connecting the teacher's practice with 
students' learning, based on what they saw in the video. While there are seeds of 
productive talk in this episode, the consistent silencing of one voice in favor of team 
solidarity, results in saving Orit's face, in accordance with the line she presents, but 
also in missing several opportunities for further inquiry.  

 

She exercised judgment here: 53 minutes into the meeting Pnina asks Orit which issue 
she wanted them to discuss and why she chose "to focus on this particular segment [of 
video]?36". Consistent with her line of the Expert Model Teacher sharing her practice, 
Orit answers in length (1:10 minutes). She refers to classroom discourse she wanted to 
present but also: 

It was also important to me to show the topic of (.) uh uh to let all the 
kids be heard, it’s very very important in my opinion after that to dictate 
to them, like so they’ll have some kind of uniform answer, because what 
happens is that when each one writes what he thinks, there isn’t always 
– and I don’t always manage as a teacher to go over all the pages, so the 
things aren’t always correct. Sometimes a kid understands, a kid gives 
an interpretation, meaning you can give space to all the kids in the class, 
to give answers orally, but afterwards to get them into some kind of 
framework 

Orit: 

But where - Noya: 

Meaning (.) that you always do that? ?: 

Free expression or Noya: 

I wanted to ask that, too ?: 

or written expression that each kid37 ?: 

 

Once again, Orit prefaces her answer to the question (what did you want us to 
discuss?) with a rationalization, this time putting on the table the controversial issue 
of teaching through dictation. She discloses that she exposed the dictation segment in 
order "to show" her colleagues how it should be done. Note that she could have 
framed it as an issue she contemplates or as a matter for collaborative deliberation (as 
Pnina instructed her to).   She thus appears to be sharing this practice with her team in 
order to teach them rather than to learn with them.  Not surprisingly (given the school 
atmosphere regarding differentiated instruction), her colleagues interrupt her mid-
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sentence. They accuse her of always dictating (or invite her to refute this accusation?), 
insinuating this practice dispreferred status and raising the tension between it and 
"free expression". Once again, Orit's face is threatened. Defending it, Orit elaborates 
her approach (uninterrupted for a minute and twenty-five seconds). She describes how 
she balances dictation with giving her students "space, to each write" in their 
"differentiated assignments", which she then selectively checks, but as she knows "I 
won't really have time to go over everyone, I make sure to do it together with them"38. 
Explicitly addressing "differentiated assignments" she demonstrates that she is well 
aware of the risk incurred by presenting an episode of teacher dictation. Thus, she 
potentially opens it up for discussion (in accordance with the developing "Secure and 
Expert Model Teacher" lines), but in effect she does not allow the discussion to 
develop (perhaps following the "insecure defensive teacher" line), in spite of Pnina's 
efforts: 

Meaning, the issue, if I understand from what you explained, that arises, 
is is wondering if part of the lesson is dictating to them, if it’s 
appropriate to operate this way? 

Pnina: 

Depends on what, depends on what Orit: 

Meaning it’s something we can discuss? Pnina: 

That when I want Orit: 

She exercised judgement here Zehava: 

When I want them to know how to use Orit: 

Are we asking if this was the issue? Pnina: 

Yes, when I want them to know how to use a concept correctly39 Orit: 

 

While Orit never suggested that her dictation might be anything but best practice, 
Pnina attempts to present it that way, disguising her criticism as an "issue" or a 
"wonder". She uses a few dispreference markers ("that is…if I understand …what's 
emerging is is…whether…") signaling she is about to say something unpleasant, and 
indeed she finally asks: is dictation good practice? Presenting dictation as an issue for 
discussion subverts the line Orit has taken, that of the Expert Model Teacher who 
shares best practices with her colleagues.  Orit does not let go of her line; rather, she 
answers the question as if it had been directed to her as expert, and ignores Pnina's 
request to open the issue to the others. Thus, she expands her line to include also 
reluctance to consider the ideas of others. 
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Orit receives support from Zehava, the coordinator, who does not defend the practice 
itself but rather Orit's autonomy and professional judgment ("she exercised judgment 
here"), which is being questioned by the coach.  Thus, here, Zehava's face-work 
involves not merely the protection of Orit’s face, but also the protection of the team’s 
professional space from outside incursion. Note that, to begin with, Zehava opposed 
the use of video and thus may be feeling that the role Pnina plays in this meeting 
undermines her own leadership. This interpretation is supported by the numerous 
attempts Pnina had to make at the beginning of the meeting to halt the administrative 
talk Zehava led and turn to the video analysis. Thus, while Zehava was presumably 
protecting her team, she may have also been defending her authority.  

As the conversation proceeds, Pnina continues to try to raise challenging, face-
threatening issues for discussion, such as: "whether we have kids that we miss this 
way?", "whether it's right for the teacher to change his lesson plan?" and "whether it's 
appropriate for 45 minutes at class in elementary school, when the class is very 
heterogeneous, that the lesson  to be like this ping-pong, I call it, and not give the 
space for the kids that are a bit weaker?" 40. Her questions trigger elaborated, well-
argued replies, reasoning about various features of the problems, and about their 
influences on student learning, along with additional compensatory flattery which 
protects Orit's face. Nevertheless, these challenging questions fail to elicit a critical, 
reasoned examination of the constraints of the demonstrated practice and of the 
affordances of alternatives, thus missing further learning opportunities. We argue that 
this failure is at least partially attributable to the intensive face-work. Thus it appears 
that while the face threat catalyzed some productive pedagogical discourse, the 
subsequent face-work limited it. This was also related to power dynamics between 
Pnina, the team and its coordinator. 

 

The leading actress: An hour and three minutes into the meeting, the principal, Efrat, 
who has been relatively quiet until this point, speaks up: 

For me it’s very difficult – the class, it wasn’t really open in front of us, 
it was just one group, that in all, in my opinion, they really were very 
much with Orit, this group. But along with this I say that there’s no 
doubt, listen, studies have also shown, that the proportion of 
concentration, or the amount of time that children can concentrate in a 
frontal lesson, is seven to ten minutes maximum, not more than that, 
you understand? So here it’s entirely possible that the kids made great 
efforts, because they knew that there’s a camera, of course, and so on, 
meaning it was something kind of, you know, staged, yes?41 

Principal: 

 

Efrat starts by making the point that something is bothering her ("for me it’s very 
difficult") and says: (1) we don’t really know what happened in class because the 
filming angle doesn’t allow us to see all the students; (2) what we saw is unreasonable 
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because it contradicts research which shows that children can't concentrate in a 
"frontal lesson" (whole class teacher-led instruction) more than 10 minutes; and 
therefore: (3) apparently what we saw was not authentic. The subtext of Efrat’s 
comment is that children do not learn in protracted whole class discussions, like the 
one Orit conducted. Note that her arguments effectively dismiss the whole point of 
video-based teacher learning. While there is a rich representation of practice available 
for scrutiny, Efrat makes inferences based upon what is not there.  

Orit interrupts Efrat, responding to her accusation of inauthenticity, claiming that "this 
isn't my only class like that", but Efrat takes the floor again and lectures for four and a 
half minutes, with only a few brief interruptions. She speaks against whole class 
discussions, instead advocating for differentiated instruction and small group learning. 
She shifts between addressing Orit's practice specifically (and talking to her in second 
person), and addressing instruction in general, thus maybe mitigating the threat to 
Orit's face.  For instance, she relates all present, ostensibly including herself, when 
she says, "to be responsive to everyone, we, I mean all of us, need to do some 
thinking and see really how many lessons really how we handle them a bit more 
frontally and how many lessons, and most lessons actually they need to be, let's say, 
quarter of an hour [of frontal teaching] maximum, which is also a lot" 42.  

Orit tries to deal with Efrat's criticism by taking another route and addressing not 
whether whole class discussions are good for students but whether they are good for 
teachers. Doing so, she lightly mocks Efrat's research base:  "Also as a teacher, in my 
opinion, you're not able to stand now and lecture for a whole day, 7 hours, 45 minutes 
every hour, like also in terms of the teacher even if he really wants to, even if they'd 
tell him that in research studies 45 minutes is OK" 43. Following Orit, Efrat adopts a 
more blunt approach, this time accusing Orit of taking the easy route through heavy 
reliance on "frontal teaching": 

Principal: We, it’s very easy for us, again I’m saying, it’s very easy for us to be, 
again I’m saying, to be the leading actor, very easy, of course it’s very 
easy, there’s no doubt about it. But again, we, in order to really reach 
them, no, it’s easy for us 

Noya: But it - 
Principal: From that perspective 
Noya: She wasn’t the leading actress here, because there was a really big 

discussion with the kids 
Principal: Again, she was the leading actress and I’ll tell you why. She was the 

leading actress but that doesn’t mean that she didn’t let others talk, in 
being the leading actress, she really did let them talk, it really doesn’t 
mean 

Noya: Exactly, because there was a discussion that was very -  
Principal: No, she was the leading actress, in that she stood and everyone was 

looking at her and only at her were they looking, she was pretty and 
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nice and modest but only at her ((background laughter)) exactly did 
they look the entire time, that’s the leading actor44 

 

As opposed to Orit's claim that "frontal teaching" is hard for teachers regardless of 
what research says, Efrat claims that it is easier than group work. She stresses her 
point by repeating the adjective "easy" five times and "leading actress" 6 times. Here, 
they productively use the video representation to deliberate. Noya disagrees with 
Efrat's interpretation, defending Orit: she wasn't a lead actress; she conducted a 
discussion with the children.  Efrat clarifies what she means by "leading actress": Orit 
was the lead because she was the center of attention.  

Orit does not accept Efrat's argument and insists that "it's much easier for me to work 
with them in groups than to stand and be the lead actor". Thus, she remains staunchly 
in her line of the Expert Model Teacher who does not need to consider others' ideas. 
Then, Efrat introduces the challenge of maintaining discipline and control in group 
work and establishing the necessary classroom norms. Orit seizes the opportunity to 
reestablish her line without contradicting the principal's agenda: "so possibly because 
today I'm already in group learning for the second year, I feel entirely in a different 
place…I don't feel I waste energy when we work in groups. You [addressing the 
principal] can45 come in and see…we went through hell until we reached this".46 She 
thereby implies that while it may be difficult for ordinary teachers to do group work, 
she has already reached a level at which this is not the case.  

In this episode, the threat Orit preempted earlier was finally realized, escalating as the 
conversation proceeded. Both Orit and the principal made some blunt remarks while 
delving deeper into the issue of differentiated teaching, and opening up new directions 
for consideration. In doing so, Orit stuck to her line of the secure teacher (who is not 
intimidated even by her principal) as well as that of the Expert Model Teacher.  

 

Really really really: Concluding the meeting, the principal applauds the team for their 
good discussion and Orit for the way she handles Gil. She compensates for the face 
loss she might have caused Orit before, upholding her line as an Expert Model 
Teacher: “anyway, I can tell you I learned, yes? And I really appreciated how you 
handle Gil, really really really. I think it can be taught to all teachers, I’m truly saying, 
not only in this school”. However, by adding, “and I’m convinced that Orit also took a 
few things from us” she also undermines Orit’s line, that of the teacher who does not 
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need to consider others' ideas. Efrat's explicit reference to learning leaves us to now 
wonder what was actually learned and by whom. 

 

As we cannot really know what went on inside Orit and her colleagues’ heads, we can 
only relate to their presentations of self and thoughts in the discourse. We identify 
collaborative progression within the discussion, with numerous participants 
contributing various ideas and perspectives, deliberating about different aspects of the 
filmed interaction, focusing on problems of practice, connecting instruction and 
learning, reasoning and at times effectively using the representation of practice to do 
so. We argue that many of these productive features resulted in or were triggered by 
face threats. However, as we illustrated, we also identify instances of missed 
opportunities, in which face-work led to silenced voices and neglect of important 
issues.  Significantly, the filmed teacher’s main line, which she developed and 
adhered to throughout most of the interaction, prevented her from opening up for 
criticism and scrutinizing her own practice.  The principal, while declaring to have 
learned, also appeared to stick to her pedagogical agenda. While neither of them 
exhibited any changes in their respective stances, this does not mean that their 
understanding of the discussed issues did not deepen or expand.  Considering Orit's 
aspirations for school management and the principal's consistent advocacy for 
differentiated teaching and group work, we cannot ignore the micro-politics involved 
in this interaction.  

 

7. Discussion and Conclusions 

We have systematically analyzed 16 teacher video-based discussions, and presented a 
detailed analysis of one case. In accordance with what others have previously argued 
(e.g., Borko et al., 2008; Sherin & van Es, 2009), we have found that video of 
classroom practice may facilitate productive pedagogical discourse. However, our 
analysis also shows that video-based discussions involve a great deal of face-work. In 
all of the cases we analyzed, teachers engaged (for a considerable amount of time) in: 
(a) metapragmatic discourse vis-a-vis face concerns and ways to mitigate them; (b) 
circumventing face threats, thus obviating the need for face-work; and (c) face-work 
protecting the filmed teacher’s face when a threat arises. Not only was the filmed 
teacher invested in defending her face, but so were her colleagues (cf. Goffman 1967).  
At times, face-work seemed intended and strategic, while at others, it was manifested 
as a by-product within the interaction. Either way, as noted by Goffman (1967), it was 
intertwined with other interactions, some of which were more productive for teacher 
learning (e.g., leading to pedagogical investigation and reasoning) while others were 
less so (e.g. discussions that studiously avoided problems of practice). 

We argue that face threat and face-work in video-based learning are inevitable and 
they have the potential to both affords and constrains productive pedagogical 
discourse. The analysis suggests that the need to protect face is conducive when it 
drives the consideration of various interpretations of the represented interaction, 
arguing and reasoning, contrasting diverse perspectives, connecting instructional 
practice with learning and weighing alternatives. However face-work is unconducive, 
constricting learning opportunities, when it involves silencing critical voices, avoiding 
problematization and confrontation, diverting attention away from practice and 
shutting off others' ideas. Thus, reminding teachers to be sensitive when critiquing 
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other teacher's videos (Zhang et al. 2011) or to avoid critique all together (Dobie and 
Anderson, 2015) may help to establish a "supportive" collegial environment, which 
may be conducive for learning (van Es, Tunney, Goldsmith, & Seago 2014; Rigelman 
& Ruben 2012; Zhang, Lundeberg, & Eberhardt 2011), but it may also lead to the 
absence of critical stance (as argued, for example, by Borko et al., 2008). We argue 
that moving past the usual peer support and sharing of practices to productive, critical 
discussion of teaching (van Es & Sherin 2008) require that participants acknowledge 
and accept face threat and face-work as an inherent aspect of their learning. . 
Furthermore, we suggest that conducive management of face threat may more 
effectively construct face than avoiding face threats. Such an approach will lead to the 
establishment of trust between participants which will gradually afford discarding 
norms of privacy and fear of judgment.    

The implications of face threat and face-work appear to be highly related to the lines 
adopted by the filmed teacher and the other participants. In our focal case, Orit's 
dominant line was that of a role model, expert teacher who is presenting her practice 
in order to teach her colleagues, rather than learn from them. Such a line positions 
both the filmed teacher and the other participants: if I am here to teach rather than 
learn then they are here to learn rather than teach; I am an expert and they are novices.  
Thus, teacher lines in video-based learning consist of (at least) two dimensions: (1) 
Expertise: Who are the experts? (The filmed teacher? Her colleagues? Both? None? 
Others?); (2) Learning: Who is supposed to learn from whom? We suggest that lines 
that position both the filmed teacher and her colleagues as experts and learners are 
more productive for learning than the alternatives. Additional dimension should also 
be considered, for example, ownership: who decides what segment of video will be 
shared and what problems of practice will be discussed? We suggest that framing the 
filmed teacher as the owner, and limiting discussion according to her preferences, 
may afford the construction of a safe environment which will gradually allow for a 
more distributed ownership in which the focus of discussion may more easly be 
changed.  

The implications of face-work for teacher learning appear to entangle and maybe are 
even aggravated by issues of power relations, especially given the participation of an 
authority, such as a principal or a coach. Given the hierarchical nature of the school 
system, we expect micro-politics to influence face-work and learning in every in-site 
interaction. Hence, we do not mean to argue against the involvement of authoritative 
figures in video-based learning. Furthermore, as we have illustrated, their 
involvement can also advance learning opportunities. We thus content that using 
classroom videos as a tool for teacher learning calls for a greater awareness of the 
social challenges involved in such learning processes, particularly when used within 
schools by teachers who work together and their superiors.  

Some practical implications of this study for video-based teacher learning include: 

 the need to address face issues and face-work strategies in the training of 
facilitators, highlighting the attendant complex implications for learning as 
well as developing awareness and skills to harness face issues to promote 
learning.  the possible advantages of framing video-based discussion as a consultation, 
in which the filmed teacher exposes a representation of a problem of practice 
and seeks her colleagues' assistance in deliberating about it. Such framing may 
better support a line of mutual learning on one hand and ownership at the other 
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hand, rather than a line of a model expert teacher who is there to teach but not 
to learn.   the need to carefully consider the role of authority figures, such as mentors, 
coaches, principals and university facilitators, in light of micro-political 
concerns and their potential impact upon video-based learning. 

Highlighting the critical role face-work plays in teacher video-based learning also 
suggests that face should be more broadly considered in research and practice related 
to other forms of teacher collaborative learning. While video likely presents greater 
face threat than do other representations of practice, we assume that every 
pedagogical discussion, focused on problems of practice, poses some level of threat. 
More research is required to better understand the role that face plays in teacher 
collaborative learning in general by comparatively studying, for instance, the use of 
different protocols; the functions of different types of representations of practice; 
various participant groupings; and different facilitation styles. 

 

---------------------------------- 
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Appendix B:  

Video-based Discussion Protocol 

 

1. Introduction and coordination of expectations (5 mins.) 
The facilitator presents the goals of the meeting; the reasons for selection of 
the particular video and/or issues for discussion; and the anticipated 
progression of the discussion. 

2. Presentation of the case and definition of the issue (10-15 mins.) 
a. Context: The facilitator presents the background to the event depicted 

in the video. – grade level, subject matter, temporal point in the year, 
point in the lesson, what transpired beforehand, and so forth. 

b. Screening of the film and distribution of transcript 
c. Clarification of the case: Participants ask clarification questions 

regarding specific information necessary to understand the event. 
d. Definition of the issue: The facilitator presents a question or issue to be 

discussed in light of the event. 
3. Description (5 mins.) 

Participants describe what they saw and heard in the event. 
4. Analysis of the issue (10-15 mins.) 

Participants raise explanations as to the factors involved in the defined issue 
and hypotheses regarding possible implications. The facilitator summarizes 
the analysis of the issue and may, in light of this analysis, reframe the issue. 

5. Suggestions for dealing with the issue (20 mins.) 
Participants raise possible ways to deal with the issue, weighing their 
relative advantages and disadvantages. 

6. Reflection and summary  Participants consider the process they underwent: How was it? What 
did we learn? How will we improve the process next time?  What questions or ideas did the discussion raise regarding our 
teaching? What would we like to try in our classrooms and/or 
continue discussing in the group?  

 


