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Summary of research
This study explored how teachers
give other teachers post-observational
feedback using video-recordings of
their classroom practices.Adopting
an interactional perspective it was
investigated how two pairs of teachers
co-constructed accounts of what went
on in video-recorded classes. The focus
was on the teachers’‘face-work’
(Goffman 1967): their ways of
sustaining a positive image of
themselves and each other while
giving and receiving potentially face-
threatening feedback. The analysis
shows how two different models for
peer feedback using video-recordings
produced different kinds of feedback.
In the simultaneous model watching
the video-recording and co-constructing
an account of what went on unfolded at
the same time and at the same place,
with the teachers being co-present. In
the successive model watching and
discussing classroom practice were
temporally and spatially separated
activities, with the teachers only being
jointly involved in the discussion. The
successive model produced a more
face-threatening account than the
simultaneous model as different levels

of generalization were achieved. The
simultaneous model produced accounts
about specific teachers and students
and their attributes within the observed
lesson. The successive model produced
accounts about specific teachers and
students and their attributes in the
classroom and beyond. It is concluded
that if teachers’professional
development is defined as the
co-construction of knowledge which
is firmly grounded in but also goes
beyond the specificities of observed
classroom practices a combination of
the two feedback models is probably
most effective.

KEY FINDINGS

Face-work and Feedback in Interaction
An interactional approach was
adopted to studying feedback using
video-recordings. Such an approach
draws on methodologies attending to
the textual fine grain of the moment-to-
moment unfolding of teacher-teacher
talk-in-interaction. It draws particular
attention to the ways in which the
accounts that are being produced
are shaped by the teachers’‘face-work’
(Goffman 1967): their concern for
achieving positive images of oneself
and each other. In a social encounter
the face of participants is under constant
threat (Brown & Levinson 1987). Their
acts–what they say and do–may be
seen as a threat to ‘positive face’, that is,
the desire to be positioned in terms of
approved social attributes. Examples of
such acts include disapproval, criticism,
contradictions, disagreements,
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challenges. It may also threaten
‘negative face’, that is, the desire to be
unimpeded by others. Examples of such
acts include orders and requests,
suggestions, advice, remindings,
threats, warnings, dares. It is not difficult
to imagine face-threatening acts in
feedback contexts.What is sometimes
called ‘negative feedback’are actually
threats of positive face, for instance a
teacher telling his colleague that his
teaching strategy was unsuccessful. An
act threatening negative face may be a
teacher telling his colleague that he
should change his teaching strategy. If it
is the addressee’s behaviour that is
discussed such acts are face-threatening
not only to the addressee, but also to the
addressor. If the addressor fails to save
the addressee’s face he might lose his
own face, for his lack of ‘tact’or ‘savoir-
faire’might make him appear ‘rude’,
‘offensive’, or ‘intrusive’.

Two Feedback Models InvolvingVideo
Two cases of teacher-teacher feedback
using video-recordings were studied: Jill
& Fiona, and John & Karin. The former
shows a simultaneous feedback model
in action. In this model re-playing the
video-recording and co-constructing
an account of what went on happened
at the same time and at the same place,
while the teachers were co-present. The
latter shows a successive feedback
model in action. In this model watching
and discussing classroom practice were
temporally and spatially separated
activities, while the teachers were only
jointly involved in the discussion. The
study yielded three types of data. First,
video-recordings of classes run by Jill
and John. Second, video-recordings of
Jill & Fiona and John & Karin discussing
the video-recorded classes. Third,
audio-recordings of interviews with the
teachers about the feedback sessions.

Scale of Generalization
As the teachers produced their accounts
of what went on in the classroom they
were making claims which were more or
less ‘wide-ranging’. At times they were

very specific, such as in “maybe you
could have had [the students] discussing
something”.Or they were making more
general statements, such as “that
energy that you give off as a teacher
influences children and how they learn”.
These different levels of generality are to
do with the ‘scale’of what is claimed to
be true. Lower scale-levels correspond
with specific propositions, higher scale-
levels with general propositions. The
more general the proposition is the wider
the temporal and spatial implications
are.A ‘scale of generalization’can thus
be envisaged with the momentary and
the local and one end, and the timeless
and the translocal at the other end. The
teachers’ statements can be placed
along this combined dimension of
time and space.At one extreme they
make statements about specific
moments in the events that unfolded
within the time and space of the class
they observed. Towards the other
extreme they make statements which
are claimed to hold truth beyond the
classroom of the observed teacher,
with the classroom (like ‘class’; ‘event’;
‘moment’) being a unit of (social)
space and time (spanning a school

timeless and translocal

That energy that you give off as a
teacher influences children and how

they learn.

Generally you keep quite a stern look
within the classroom.

Maybe you could have had them
discussing something.

momentary and local

figure 1: Scale of Generalisations
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year). In Figure 1 three statements are
placed in order of generality.

Jill and Fiona’s gravitation point on the
scale of generalization turned out to be
lower than John and Karin’s.Most of
what Jill and Fiona say does not go
beyond the lesson that was recorded,
such as in “Maybe you could have had
[the students] discussing something”or
“This group was loving it.” In contrast,
John and Karin tend to say things
which go beyond the lesson that
Karin sat in on, such as in “Generally
you keep quite a stern look within the
classroom”or “You cater really well for
boys”.

The Impact of the Use of Video on
Scales of Generalization
It seems that the difference in the
levels of generalization achieved in the
teachers’accounts is related to the use
of video: the simultaneous model triggers
accounts which are more specific than
the ones produced by the successive
model. Excerpt 1 illustrates this (in the
Excerpts ‘V’ followed by an initial –F-iona;
J-ill; J-ohn; K-arin– stands for Video: these
utterances were made in the classroom
and are being replayed during the
discussion; xx stands for unintelligible
parts).

Excerpt 1
VJ:xx now,what’s about x if someone

had to be xx in the story of Mary
and Joseph xx smashing and
dashing like this.

F: And I thought your vocabulary was
nice: smashing, dashing.

J: [laughs]
F: Yeah but they’re words maybe that

they wouldn’t have used that
they’ve now got in their vocabulary
to use.

J: Mm.
J: I was trying to get across the wise

man. That’s what I was trying to get
across. Cos they would have xx.

VJ:xxx you might tell us who x

This is a typical sequence in Jill and

Fiona’s account: They are in an ‘open
state of talk’ (Goffman 1981), watching
the video together. At some point
something happens on the video which
triggers a comment from Jill or Fiona. In
this case Jill’s use of the words smashing
and dashing makes Fiona say“I thought
your vocabulary was nice: smashing,
dashing.” So the observation of an event,
which may have been recurring, at least
in the eyes of Fiona, leads her to make a
statement which seems to be about the
lesson as a whole: her intonation in
‘smashing, dashing’ is clearly suggestive
of examplification. So Fiona ‘upscales’
to the level of the lesson, and this move
is transparent; the generalization is
grounded in the replay to which they
both attend as the generalization is
being made. Excerpt 2 gives a typical
exchange in John and Karin’s account.

Excerpt 2
J: Hello. The first question is, what did

you notice in my gestures
throughout the lesson and what
we’ve seen on the video.

K: Okay. Do you want me to start with
your face expressions?

J: Yeah, that would be good.
K: I noticed that generally you keep

quite a stern look within the
classroom.And there are times
where you raise your eyebrows as
well. And especially when you’re
asking a question and your
eyebrow is raising helps the
children. I noticed, as I was looking
around, that as your face changed,
you eyebrows went upwards. The
children, especially the quieter
children, the children who perhaps
need to come out a little bit more
picked up and they then thought
they could go and ask a question.
So as your face changed, the
atmosphere around the quieter
members of the class xx.

J: Do you think it is important to keep
mindful of my facial expressions
when I’m dealing with boys as
opposed to girls?
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Where the previous excerpt showed
that to a large extent Jill and Fiona’s
account is dictated by the replay, this
excerpt shows that John and Karin’s
account is orchestrated primarily by
John. There is no open state of talk;
rather interaction is focused continuously.
The answers to these questions are not
grounded in a replay but in a recount
produced by Karin (“I noticed, as I was
looking around…”). The result is an
account with more generalizations
towards the level of the classroom.
Karin tends to start her answers with
generalizations at this level, and then
becomes more specific. In this example
she kicks off with the statement that
“generally you keep quite a stern
look within the classroom”and then
‘downscales’ through a shift from
present tense (“There are times when
you raise your eyebrow”) to past tense
(“…your eyebrows went upwards”) to
support the generalization.

Face-threats
Face-threatening statements were

usually specific or more general about
two different things: about people; and
about their attributes. Being specific
about people means talking about
individuals; being more general about
people means talking about social
groups (e.g.‘teachers’; ‘five-year-olds’).
When talking about people, another
distinction can be made between the
interactants/teachers and the groups
which they are believed to be part of and
people who are not also interactant
in the feedback session. Being specific
or more general about their attributes
means narrowing down or widening the
time and space to which the attribute is
believed to apply (e.g.‘you were very
stern there’ vs.‘you are very stern’). This
is another way of talking about the
identities that are being constructed in
feedback sessions: professional/teacher
identities and student/learner identities;
identities of self and of others; of
individuals and of groups; identities of
those who are participants in the
interaction and those who are not.
The different types of generalizations

teacher/
student people attribute example

teacher specific general -

teacher specific specific you’ve got quite an assertive tone

teacher general specific
sometimes you do need to have a stern

face

teacher general general
that energy that you give off as a

teacher

student specific general
they’re all capable of writing and

thinking

student specific specific

they were totally focused on what they
were doing

Ray was a good wise man

student general general the quiet shy little girl

student general specific
if you vary your face more then the

child will notice it more when you have
a face that looks angry

Table 1: Examples on a scale of generality of people and their attributes



March 2008 • www.wlecentre.ac.uk • 5

Project Report

used by the teachers who observed their
colleague, Fiona and Karin, are listed in
Table 1.As they are only relatively
‘general’or ‘specific’, these examples
should be read in pairs. For instance,
the attribute in,“that energy that you give
off as a teacher” is more general than the
attribute in “sometimes you do need to
have a stern face”.And the student/s in
“Ray was a good wise man” is more
specific than the students in “they
were totally focused on what they
were doing”,which in turn is more
specific than the students in “the
child will notice it more when…”.

It is normally more face-threatening
to talk about interactants who are co-
present than to talk about those who
are not, in this case students and other
teachers. Talking about people’s
general attributes is normally more face-
threatening than talking about specific
attributes. Talking about general groups
of people is normally less face-
threatening than talking about
specific people. Hence, of all eight
types of generalizations listed in Table 1
it was probably most face-threatening
to connect one of the two teachers
participating in the discussion to
general attributes. Indeed, the only
example found at that level was
produced by one of the teachers who
was observed, as he was talking about
himself. And it was probably least face-
threatening to connect general students
to specific attributes. In other words, the
list is ordered from most face-threatening
to least face-threatening. The analysis
suggests that John and Karin’s talk
gravitates more towards the production
of general attributes of John,whereas Jill
and Fiona gravitate more towards the
production of specific attributes of Jill’s
students. In other words, John and Karin’s
account is more face-threatening than
Jill and Fiona’s. Perhaps this is not only
because the simultaneous model
triggers less-face-threatening types of
generalizations, but also because Jill
and Fiona tend to avoid more face-
threats. Gender could well have

played a role in this.

Relevance to work-based learning
Peer observation and feedback is a
common activity in education.Many
teachers have organized themselves to
sit in on each other’s classes as peers
and discuss what they observed. Policies
across educational sectors have started
to support these practices in the light of
continuing professional development.
Video-recording has come to play an
important role in peer observation. It
has facilitated reflection on classroom
practice not just by the teachers
involved, but also by colleagues who
were not co-present in the classroom.
The recordings enable teachers to co-
analyse their teaching in detail, thus
supporting an inductive, reflective
process which is often seen as the key
to professional development (Rodgers
2002). Teachers themselves have been
reported to see peer observation as
crucial to the development of their own
practice (GTCE 2006).‘Video clubs’ for
teachers who want to discuss their
teaching with colleagues have become
increasingly popular in the U.S. and
elsewhere (Van Es & Gamoran Sherin
2006).While most of these clubs may
still meet face-to-face, teachers also
create professional communities on
the web, allowing them to share
video-footage and give each
other feedback online.

Use of technology
Two models for using video technology
in feedback were explored. Both models
afforded grounded and collaborative
work-based knowledge construction.
Each of the two models is based on
different use of technology and
interactional framing.As a result, they
produced different types of accounts
of what went on in the classroom. In one
model generalizations gravitated
towards specific attributes in relation
to the students and the time and space
of the lesson. In another model
generalizations gravitated towards
general attributes in relation to the
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observed teacher and the time and
space of the classroom or beyond
(see Table 2).

The two models offer different potential
for work-based learning.Model 1 offers
transparency of scale shifts.Within this
model teachers build knowledge on
observations of specific events which
are visible to both.Model 2 offers higher
levels of generalization.Within this model
teachers build knowledge on the basis
of more general observations of the
classroom made by one of the two.
In other words, the models have their
own virtues: the transparency of scale
shifts and the grounding of knowledge
in the specificities of classroom practices
versus more ‘matured’and generalized
knowledge which can be ‘transferred’
to other situations.

Recommendations
Teachers should be made aware of
the implications of different feedback
models for learning. Before choosing
to adopt a particular model careful
consideration should be given to the
levels of generalization that one wants to
achieve and the aptness of the model for
making such generalizations. If teachers
seek to co-construct knowledge which is
firmly grounded in but also goes beyond
the specificities of observed classroom

practices a combination of the two
feedback models discussed here may
be most effective.When developing
other models for feedback using video
attention should be given not just to the
discussion but also to the replay and the
making of the video. In all these activities
choices are made which shape the
feedback which is achieved in the
discussion. In order for teachers to get
the kind of feedback they seek they
need to ‘direct’ these activities and
reflect on the technological affordances
that support the kind of feedback wished
for. Achieving specific understandings of
specific events, for instance,may be
supported by the zoom function of the
camera and the possibility of rewinding
and slowing down the replay, none of
which have been used by the teachers
in the two cases looked at here. It might
also be useful to jointly reflect on the
role of ‘face’after a feedback
session–especially when the teachers
intend to organize mutual feedback
sessions more regularly.

Impact indicators
The impact of the study on teachers
who participated in the study is
reportedly high.One of them explained
that “I have absolutely, in my own mind, I
think I’ve changed in a profound way.”
This may have had a knock-on effect

model 1 model 2

Use of video simultaneously replaying
and recounting

successively replaying
and recounting

Interactional framing
open state of talk
flexible roles
replay guides

focused interaction
fixed roles
observed teacher guides

Typical generalizations
specific attributes of
students in relation to
lesson

general attributes of
observed teacher in
relation to classroom

Table 2: Two models for peer feedback using video
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within their schools.

Further dissemination will hopefully lead
to further development of interactional
approaches to the study of feedback,
complementing research in this field
which is largely based on interviews
with teachers.

The data from this study have been
made available to William Gibson for
further research and pedagogic
purposes.

Opportunities for bidding for research
grants for further research will be
considered.

Potential for further development
Future research should not only include
more teachers but also look at their long-
term developments. Teachers can be
expected to develop routines to deal
with the issues raised here, and it would
be worth investigating if more specific
instructions as to how to use video would
let them adopt different feedback
models. Further research may also focus
on online teacher communities sharing
video of their own teaching for feedback
purposes. This constitutes an entirely
different social and communicative
context with its very own potential for
professional development. Such research
may benefit from insights in situated
human interaction and such notions as
‘face-work’ (Goffman 1967),‘politeness’
(Brown & Levinson 1987),‘hedging’
(Markkanen & Schröder 1997) and
‘identity’ (De Fina, Schiffrin, Bamberg
2006). Lastly, it seems worth investigating
the synergies with academic research
methodologies involving video.A
growing body of literature focuses on
making and analyzing video-recordings
of classroom interaction (e.g. Pink 2001),
thus reflecting on processes of making
and remaking ‘texts’which can also be
found in the context of peer feedback.

Partners involved
I am grateful to the teachers who
kindly participated in the study. I

also owe thanks to Adam Lefstein and
William Gibson for their very helpful
feedback, and to Caroline Daly for
coining the idea of looking into the use of
video for teachers’professional
development and supporting the
recruitment of participants.
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