
1. Introduction
The complex and dynamic nature of teaching is responsible for the fact that teachers encounter many educational dilemmas in their work. Studies have touched on the importance of understanding and analyzing these dilemmas from several perspectives (including personal, psychological, social, professional, and legal aspects). But it is imperative that we also take the linguistic approach into consideration in analyzing these dilemmas, and this is exactly what the present work seeks to do. For the purposes of the present study, the educational dilemmas that teachers encounter can be viewed as a type of linguistic discourse that aids teachers in understanding, analyzing, and addressing these dilemmas.
Turning to modern linguistic studies we can see that previous approaches to discourse analysis have developed, particularly from an applied perspective, as early linguistic theory viewed sentences in discourse texts as the major linguistic unit for the study of language (Shaush, 2001). Textual analysis has, for a long time, been confined to analyzing the sentence as a fundamental unit with only limited relationships between its elements, and without pragmatic discourse implications. Developments in linguistics made it clear that these studies were confined to dealing with discourse analysis comprehensively, prompting many linguists to call for discourse analysis to be conducted beyond mere sentences, in order to uncover the entire textual implications, including those pertaining to education. This change in approach stems from the notion that language serves a social and educational function and must have a “communicative effect” which linguists consider the essence of the socio-educational process (Faraj, 2007; Buhairi 2004).
The first breakthrough to form this new linguistic approach was linguist Zellig Harris’ method of text analysis, that shifts from analyzing language at the sentence level to incorporating the contextualizing discourse in the analysis as well (Bin Arus, 2008). Textual studies further evolved and flourished thanks to linguist Van Dijk, commonly considered the founder of text analysis (Afifi, 2001). His book Text and Context sets forth a clear foundation for textual interpretation, stressing that all dimensions of discourse should be taken into consideration (i.e., structure, context, culture, society, and education). Van Dijk maintains that texts have both a superficial structure and a deep structure and must therefore be examined thoroughly (2001). Linguists interested in textual analysis have argued that communicative diversity – particularly differing contexts, attitudes, and styles – should be taken into account when analyzing texts in order to ensure an efficient process for textual interpretation. They further posit that the relationship between the addresser and addressee, as well as the forms of interaction between them and the aforementioned dimensions of communicative diversity should also be borne in mind (Buhairi 2004). Moreover, this influences psychological states, social norms, and discourse (Hamad & Abu Ghazalah, 1999), as the structure of a text is based on the norms of the addresser and addressee alike (Heine, 1999).
These norms define the basic assumptions and values that characterize social values and individual attitudes. As the previous complexities constitute the system of values and basic assumptions defining social norms and individual attitudes, they also define human behavior (Schein, 1993). Drawing on this, linguistic performance in any text reflects social dimensions—educational-leadership behaviors that characterize both people in general as interlocutors and teachers in particular. These social, educational, and leadership dimensions influence the addressee, or student, in a variety of ways, creating a textual setting that connects the addressee and addresser (Brinker, 1985).
We would like to point out here that natural language is considered a reflection of the teacher, elucidating his behavior as a leader and educator—this directly reflects on the students themselves, as well as on the nature of the socio-professional communication between teachers and students, making the language of communication an important tool to measure leadership. In order to examine leadership we must examine behavior – either of the teachers or their students – as well as language. Furthermore, the teacher is not a neutral party, as he is part of a community with social circumstances, standards, societal knowledge, social norms, and professional ethics, all of which stem from linguistics (which itself stems from society).
 
2. Background Framework
The theoretical framework for the present work explores teachers’ educational leadership in the classroom by analyzing discourse within an educational context (with particular interest in the textual analysis of educational dilemmas) with the aim of understanding teachers’ roles and their awareness of, and how they handle, the dilemmas they encounter. 
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5. Sociolinguistics and Educational Environment
We would like to point out here that sociolinguistics plays an important role in understanding the teachers’ educational environment while teaching in general, and in the manner in which they deal with dilemmas in particular. From this perspective, we appreciate the role sociolinguistics and its educational context plays in effectively analyzing the discourse surrounding the dilemmas teachers encounter and how they handle them. We seek to shed light on these dilemmas by drawing upon discourse analysis from a sociolinguistic perspective as the analytical and theoretical framework for this study. 
