“When teachers talk about films” - authors’ response to peer review

I would first like to thank you both for constructive and thorough criticism. It has been very helpful. I have taken on board many of the suggestions in order to improve clarity and reduce complexity in the article. Since I handed in the first version in May, my project has developed quite a lot. For instance, I have included another six teachers in the study. This and other factors have shifted the emphasis towards a clearer focus on the kinds of shared knowledge that these teachers seem to express (in this context related to the learning value of films) rather than on their actual teaching practices, of which I little empirically based knowledge. 
Below, I address the critical comments one by one and explain how and to what extent I follow them up in the revised version. I refer to the reviewers as (A) and (B). 

Methods: development of categories: I included an additional six teachers in the study, as there were certain issues I wanted to explore further. These new contributions have changed the emphasis somewhat: added some dimensions to the categories or deepened some of them. Because of this shift, I do not single out the “formative value” but incorporate it in the “the compensatory value”. In the revised version, I have also tried to make it clear that the categories are generated only from interviews with the 18 teachers (A). I also describe briefly that this article is part of a PhD-study and that the overall material consists of more than these interviews without going into too unnecessary detail.
In the first version, I distinguished between primary and secondary interviews. I have decided not to do that in this version. The overall empirical material consist of 18 primary interviews with teachers and then interviews with 7 of them following observations. Only one of these observations/secondary interviews is directly related to film use, the one referred to in the beginning of the first version of the article. The purpose of bringing in the introductory example was to give some anchoring to the classroom practices that teachers describe. However, since there is only one such observation and my focus is not on what teachers do but what they say, this observation is not part of the empirical base for this article. And, to avoid complicating matters unnecessarily and to give an false impression that I have studied these teachers’ classroom film practices, I have removed it from the article. I also mention curricula past and present but here I only use them as a context for the teachers’ reasoning. In terms of the theoretical base, I have tried to connect CDA closer to the analytical process and development of categories, giving a few examples (A). As to the limitations and benefits related to the construction of such categories (A), I believe I mentioned some points in the first version but I have added a few more about their limitations in terms of how they obviously exclude alternative or confliction understandings but at the same time provide a basis for further discussion and exploration. 
The topic of the article and its intentions: One of the problems with the first version is that I was focusing on one topic and a particular design while attempting to present a general impression of these teachers’ notions of films. This time I only deal with teachers’ notions of the learning value of films. I hope that the change of scope gives a better impression of the focus of the article. I have also included two research questions in the introduction as recommended to make this clearer to the reader (A)
In terms of the article’s focus and intensions (A), I first explore the set of assumptions that emerged from the analysis of teacher interviews concerning the learning value of films. Then I suggest what possible discourses they might draw on in their reasoning. As I write in the introduction, my intention is not to prove them true or flawed, but to illustrate how such discursive practices might maintain certain shared understandings among teachers and that they may provide a basis for further reflection and exploration. 
Selection and number of interviews/film discussed: I have still kept many of the same examples from films but also added some more. One point in the criticism was that it might seem that I only based my analysis and development of categories on what only some of the teachers say about three specific films (A). I understand that this is a possible interpretation. The categories are based on all the interviews. Even though some few of the teachers do not say that much about films, most seem to rely on similar notions when they do say something about them. Not all of the teachers talk about the same films, but teachers at the same schools tend to do so. I am not sure whether I should elaborate on this more than I do in the revised version. 
I also explain in the methods section that I ask two types of questions, one type of a more general nature, the second type specifically related to the films the teachers mention. I therefore give examples of teachers’ more general notions and some related to specific examples. However, the point is not to show how teachers talk about specific films but to use them as examples to illustrate how the different value assumption are reflected in their reasoning. I have tried to make this clearer this time. 

Intertextual relationships: The critical comments concerning this aspect of the article I feel are particularly justified. I agree that there is a discrepancy between the emphasis on intertextual relationships described in the introductory pages and the space they are given in the text (A). To sort this out, I explicitly state in the beginning of the article that the focus is the teachers’ reasoning about the learning value of films and that the examples of possible intertextual relationships brought up in the discussion, come second. The discussion part is also what I have found is most challenging. First, because I have struggled with the question: What is an “outside text”? The set of assumption that I have generated from interviews themselves can be seen as examples of intertextual relationships between the individual meaning-making and the other interviews as “outside texts”. Still, I have chosen I treat them separately in the analysis and then carry them into the context of the more or less distant discourses that possibly influence their common understandings. Another important critical comment is how well possible intertextual relationships are pointed out and made relevant (A). I have followed the advice to have a second look at the citations presented in the analysis to make sure specific discursive elements that can be perceived as representing intertextual relationship are more visible. 
Three claims: Both reviewers were concerned with the claim that the value of films needs to be reassessed in EFL contexts. I agree that this needs a better foundation, which this material does not provide. As my project has developed, I see clearly that this is not a relevant emphasis. Therefore, I do not suggest alternative ways in which films can or should be used or alternative understandings. Rather, what these teachers say or do not say may offer a basis to address questions about the learning value of films. 
A related claim was that; “Film seems to lack an independent footing as an educational resource specifically in EFL teaching in Norway” (p. 3) (A + B). I agree that I do not know based on this material if this is anymore the case in EFL teaching than in other subjects. There is certainly more literature available about films for classroom use in Norwegian L1 contexts at least to my knowledge (Engelstad, Penne, Tønnesen) than in EFL contexts. However, I do not pursue this in the revised version. Rather, in the discussion about “the referential value” I touch upon the seeming lack of critical attention to fiction films among these teachers , which appears to be comparable to what others have found concerning L1 teachers’ emphasis in the work with fictional narratives (Penne, Årheim, Skarstein, Olin-Scheller).   
The third claim was related to tensions between classroom film use and out of school practices, which I can see is problematic (A). My material does not tell me anything about young people’s text practices, only teachers’ presumptions about their practices. As I have decided to leave out this perspective in this article, such examples are no longer relevant. 
Research niche: As I have explained earlier, I have delimited the number of perspectives in the article, which involves a corresponding delimitation of the field, which was one of the suggestions to reduce complexity (A). Also, I have tried to connect the review more firmly to the analysis and the discussion. Although I have struggled to find comparable categories that capture teachers’ notions of the learning value of films, I  believe Olin-Schellers’ functions’ of films in L1 context are useful as points of departure for comparison. I draw upon research that primarily deal with fictional literature but which relates to similar questions of referentially that I interpret as one of the features of these teachers’ reasoning. I also elaborate somewhat more on the position of English; although still relevant, I do not pursue the issue of foreignness/familiarity of film in this context.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Descriptions of classroom practices/designs: As I do not focus on particular designs and topics in this version, I do not think detailed description of the material is as relevant as if I wanted to focus on a teacher’s intentions with a specific film and text/topic. As explained above, the examples of films and texts are there to prove a more general point. I do provide, however, a more general impression of the practices teachers in the introductory paragraph to the analysis section, to give some context. Although I might be able to give more detailed descriptions of specific designs, I believe it would take up too much space and perhaps distract attention away from the purpose of the article. 
Structuring, headings, terminology:  I have changed to heading to “methods” rather than methodology since this is what this section deals with. I agree that what comes under the subheading “Assumptions…) is misplaced (A). As suggested, I have moved this to the analysis part, to provide a background for the presentation of categories and examples of teachers’ reasoning. There is also a comment related to the expression: taken-for-granted knowledge that I think makes perfect sense (B). Although, the phrase is often used in CDA literature, I do not want to come across as condescending or as accusing teachers of carelessness, so I have, as recommended, chosen other expressions.
