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Here the concern is to site EP in the context of current thinking about professional development, finding a niche for EP between the fundamentally contemplative focus of Reflective Practice and the equally fundamentally pro-active focus of Action Research.  In so doing it is hoped that the essential differences between the three proposals for teacher development work have been clarified.

This paper has now been published in the Proceedings of the Conference for which it was a plenary talk.   See Bill Johnston and Suzanne Irujo (eds): Research and Practice in Language Teacher Education: Voices from the Field.  CARLA Working  Paper 19, Minneapolis, Minnesota, May 2001, pp115-133.

 


 

 

1. PREAMBLE.
 

This conference has as its subtitle: Voices from the Field.  I think I should say right away that in an important sense my voice here is a distinctly second-hand one, and from a very distant field.  It is distinctly second-hand because the ideas I want to set out here are derived heavily from the work of other practitioners, rather than from my own.  It is also from practitioners in a ‘field’ that is geographically very distant from both Lancaster and Minneapolis - Rio de Janeiro for the most part, with contributions from others in Brazil, and yet others I have had the pleasure to work with over the last few years in Cyprus and Turkey.

 

 

2. THE AIMS OF THIS PAPER.

 

My first aim here is to present for your consideration a broad conceptual overview of the field of teacher development as it is currently practised and described around the world.  I see this conceptual overview in terms of two pairs of key terms whose inter-relationships give us the three major macro processes that are the central concern of this paper.  These processes correspond in turn to three sets of current proposals about how the practice of teacher development should be conducted.  Two of these sets of proposals will no doubt be familiar already - Reflective Practice and Action Research - but I wish to add a third of my own (derived as noted above, from the work of other practitioners, so only ‘my own’ in a very limited sense) - Exploratory Practice.  Once I have set out my conceptual analysis in such terms I will then proceed to outline six ‘design criteria’ that I think any proposal for teacher development would do well to try to meet.  Finally I will draw some general implications for the field of language teacher development.

But before presenting my analysis I should perhaps stress that here in this paper I am deliberately using the term ‘teacher development’, and not the term that is in the title for this conference - ‘teacher education’.  Personally I find it helpful to distinguish conceptually between three notions that seem here to be taken as all coming under the cover term of ‘education’: firstly, there is ‘training’, which essentially, for me, concerns the acquisition of practical skills; second there is the term ‘education’ itself, which I wish to restrict to the acquisition of knowledge; and ‘development’, which I would also wish to restrict, to the acquisition of understanding.  (Please note that the term ‘acquisition’ is not being used technically here, so no acquisition/learning distinction is intended.)  It is crucial to my analysis (see Allwright, 1996 for further discussion) that these are seen as conceptual notions, that therefore should not be expected to correspond in any simple one-to-one fashion with real world experiences.  For example, I would hope that a course named as a ‘training’ course, and which focussed on practical skills, would nevertheless include a certain amount of knowledge, and a certain element of understanding.  By the same token, it would not therefore be surprising to me to see that people engaged in ‘professional development’ activities would, along the way, find it helpful to acquire new skills, and new knowledge, as tools to assist the development of their understanding. 

Throughout this paper, therefore, unless otherwise stated, I will be using the term ‘development’ as a conceptual category, to refer to the development of understanding.

 

 

3. TWO PAIRS OF KEY TERMS.
 

The first pair of key terms concerns the common-sense distinction between ‘contemplation’ and ‘action’, between thinking about things and doing something beyond thinking.  I will ignore for my purposes here the possibility of someone arguing cogently that contemplation can itself be construed as a form of action.   The second pair of key terms needs also to be taken in a common-sense way: ‘understanding’ and ‘change’.   Both are potentially highly problematic terms, but to take on their full potential complexity would not serve us well here, I believe.  I am using the term ‘understanding’ in a relativistic sense, meaning something like ‘having an adequate sense of how things work for the purpose of making practical decisions about how to proceed’.  I am using the term ‘change’ in a fairly narrow sense, to capture something different, and less cerebral, from the necessary internal mental change that any reaching of an ‘understanding’ must bring.  I am talking more of observable situational change (eg the establishment of different ways of working in the language classroom).  This is where the notion of ‘change’ comes close, in teacher education work, to the notion of ‘improvement’, but I do not wish to explore that particularly problematic relationship at this point.

 

 

4. THE THREE PROCESSES ARISING FROM THE INTER-RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE TWO PAIRS OF  KEY TERMS.

 

When we try to relate the two pairs of terms I believe we can best see the possibilities by setting them out graphically, as below.

 

Contemplation
            

Action 

 

 

 

  Understanding


Change
 

This layout, with its uni-directional arrows, is intended to carry the implication that the first pair of key terms is about ‘processes’, and the second pair is about the potential target ‘products’ of these processes, or alternatively (and preferably from my point of view here) about the underlying ‘purposes’ for undertaking those processes.   The omission of a fourth arrow is of course deliberate.  I hope it is already clear that because of the way I have described my own intended meanings for the terms here, it would not make sense to talk about Contemplation for the sake of Change.  My three arrows thus give us the following three major macro-processes.

 

4.1 Contemplation for Understanding.
The most obvious reason for taking the trouble to think about an issue, instead of rushing in to do something about it, is that thinking may lead to an understanding which will be helpful as a guide to future action.  We even have the expression: ‘Fools rush in…’ to capture the stupidity of undertaking action too precipitously.  Of course we may not get very far if we are alone in our thinking, and so it is likely to make sense to get together with other people to see if we can understand collectively what eludes any one of us individually.  There is nothing special about this, of course.  It is going on all the time.  But it does give us reason to worry if teachers are kept so busy that they never have time to sit and think together about their work and their understanding of it.  And unfortunately this is the picture I typically get of language teachers’ lives from the practitioners I have been working with, in Brazil and elsewhere (see Appendix One for a brief description of the Brazilian context for my work in development).   On the positive side we have an excellent example of such a getting together for the sake of trying to understand a complex situation in the work of the English Language Teaching Community Bangalore (South India), as reported by Naidu et al in 1992.  This small group of seven of eight people got together to discuss their difficulties in dealing satisfactorily with the very large classes they faced in their college level English language work.   Their first discussion session, however, lead them to decide that they would not reach an adequate understanding of their class size ‘problem’ by discussion alone.  They felt a need to visit each other’s classes, to see what classroom life was like for each other.  This brings me to the next of my three major macro process: action for understanding.

4.2 Action for Understanding.
The decision of Naidu and her colleagues to see what the problem of large classes looked like in each other’s classrooms is for me a clear example of a group of people deciding to take ‘action for understanding’, rather than for change.  What is especially interesting in their case is that after only one such school visit they got together again and re-thought their whole approach to their difficult classroom situation.  They decided that it was just not appropriate to see class size as a ‘problem’ to be solved.  What they had seen, with their single school visit, was ‘heterogeneity’, rather than class size.  And they just did not want to see the fact that learners were all different from one another as a ‘problem’.  They resolved instead to see heterogeneity as an issue to be addressed, not as a problem to be somehow done away with.  Their next step would be to look for ways of managing heterogeneity, of respecting and building upon individual differences among their learners.  This would necessarily involve the third of my major macro process - action for change.

 

4.3 Action for Change.
Most of us, if not all of us, seem to be constantly bombarded these days with the idea that we must embrace change if we are to be able to cope with what is presented to us as a necessarily, and increasing quickly, changing world.  Along with this comes the assumption, often unspoken as if too obvious to mention, that all change is naturally going to constitute an improvement over whatever went before.  The notion of ‘action for change’ is right at the centre of this sort of thinking, and therefore carries with it all the problems associated with ‘fools rushing in’, but it can also be the logical, and professionally sensible, outcome, as we have already seen, of the previous two processes.  Contemplating a situation in order to understand it better, and then perhaps doing something more concrete to further enhance that understanding, may well, but not necessarily, lead to the conclusion that change is indeed desirable, and that it is worth putting the understanding one has reached to good use in the elaboration of a possible solution to a problem that has now been properly identified.  It will not necessarily lead to any such conclusion because it must remain a logical, and professional, possibility, that an understanding reached through contemplation and action for understanding will instead lead to the conclusion that taking action for change would not be warranted.  I shall never forget the MA student representative who came out of a student meeting to discuss a range of apparently very serious causes for dissatisfaction among the group with the disarming conclusion: “We decided we were just being silly”.  It must also be remembered that whatever prompted the original thinking for understanding might have been something positive in itself (surprising success with an ‘old-fashioned’ and officially discredited method), rather than a ‘problem’, with all the negative connotations of that term.

 

 

5. THE CONNECTION WITH THREE PROPOSALS FOR TEACHER EDUCATION.
 

The three processes set out in section 4 above correspond, very, very roughly, to the essence (although they are far from exhaustively describing the substance) of three sets of practical proposals for what teachers, and learners perhaps) can do to further their own development:

Reflective Practice, Exploratory Practice, and Action Research.

Of these three only the middle one is likely to be unfamiliar here: Exploratory Practice.   A brief description of Exploratory Practice as it has been developed in the Cultura Inglesa, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil can be found in Allwright and Lenzuen 1997.  A further brief description of the professional context involved is provided, as already noted, as Appendix One.  Here it will have to suffice to draw attention to one of the chief distinguishing features of Exploratory Practice, the deliberate exploitation of standard classroom language learning and teaching activities as the means for collecting data on what happens in the classroom, preferably making at the same time a direct contribution to the learning, and certainly without lessening in any way the value of lessons as language learning lessons.

An accompanying flowchart (Appendix Two) sets out graphically my conception of how these three sets of practical proposals may be internally analysed conceptually - in terms of stages and decision-points.  It also sets out how they may be seen to relate to each other in terms of a linear sequence.   At this point it may be important for me to assert that from some points of view the flowchart format is obviously hopelessly inadequate to the task.   It necessarily reduces everything to a linear set of binary choices, and if we know anything about how the human brain works we know that it is far more complex than that, and is capable of far more complex sorts of processing than can be represented in two dimensions on one sheet of paper.  The chart is therefore hopelessly misleading, if it is read as a description of what actually happens in people’s minds.  It does not need to be read that way, however, and I have reproduced it here because I have found it a useful visual aid, in practice, for working with teachers and discussing their work for their own development (ie their own developing understanding of their professional lives, see Saylor, 1999).  The chart also includes much that it would not be appropriate to dwell on here - like resorting to protest in a professionally intolerable situation.  

Of particular relevance here, though, is the fact that the chart includes some long and unlabelled bracketing across the top.  The shortest bracket, over Contemplation alone, is intended to show how contemplation for understanding may stand on its own.  It may produce an adequate level of understanding to permit exiting completely from the process (satisfied, but perhaps complacently so), or to permit moving towards taking a decision about whether the understanding reached does or does not point to change being desirable, and so on through the lower portions of the chart.

The middle-sized bracketing is an attempt to make the point that taking action for understanding logically necessitates a prior stage of contemplation for understanding.  Going straight into action would be another example of ‘fools rush in..’.   From this it would follow that Reflective Practice, as the real-world exemplar of contemplation for understanding, could be considered as potentially self-sufficient, but that Exploratory Practice, as the real-world exemplar of action for understanding, could not be considered self-sufficient in this way.  We could thus either talk about Exploratory Practice as just one potential stage in work for understanding, or we could expand the notion of Exploratory Practice to include a necessary stage of reflection.  

The middle bracket, along with the dotted wavy line that crosses the chart from top to bottom, cutting action for change off from the rest, is also an attempt to help make the point that action for understanding, properly based on contemplation for understanding, may also lead directly to an exit from the process.  It will not necessarily lead to a decision that change is desirable.  But if change is seen as both desirable and possible, then action for change would make sense.  The point I am trying to make here is that the decision as to whether or not change is desirable and possible can only be made, logically, after a serious effort has been made to understand the situation in which change may be held to be both desirable and possible.  Put more crudely, just  as Exploratory Practice needs Reflective Practice to make sense, so Action Research needs also to be based on work (whether contemplation or action or both) for understanding. And again we can either say that Action Research is not self-sufficient, or we can say that we should expand the notion of Action Research to include roles for contemplation and action for understanding, as suggested by the longest of the three horizontal bracketings at the top of the chart.  It also follows, in accordance with my own definitions of the terms I am using here, that Action Research, in its unexpanded form, does not meet the expectations of my notion of development, namely that it should serve the purpose of developing understanding.  It may well follow the development of understanding, but of itself it is not designed to generate understandings.  

Of course it could, and perhaps should, be argued against my point here that trying out changes is potentially a legitimate way of trying to reach understandings, as in the work of Fanselow, for example (1986), but the history of classroom research has taught us that we can not be sure that any changes we introduce deliberately will be the true causes of whatever changes appear, especially if we have not attended to the problem of trying to understand the situation into which the changes are being introduced, and especially if, as can happen in Action Research projects, no control group is used in the research design.   So action for change carries no guarantee of helping us develop understandings, even if work for understanding has both preceded the decision that change is both desirable and possible, and has also informed the decisions about precisely what change to try, and in precisely what way.

How we use real-world labels for real-world entities is up to us, of course, and is not likely to be determined strictly by logic.  In my own experience I find that, far too often for my liking, people undertaking something they have been taught to call ‘action research’ start seem also to have learned, as an act of faith almost, that change is both desirable and possible, and that therefore all they need to do is to go straight to my Action Research ‘bubble’ and get on with their study by deciding what change they are going to introduce, which may be no more than the latest teaching innovation that they have just been told about.   Denise Özdeniz has written very interestingly (1996) about the dilemma facing people running in-service courses for teacher who seem only to want the latest ideas, without having to stop to think about their relevance, let alone their practical applicability.  Her account also exemplifies a serious attempt to deal with this problem in terms of the expanded notion of Exploratory Practice, and so by insisting on work for understanding, not just action for change. 

 

 

6. FROM PROCESSES TO DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THEIR DEVELOPMENT AND USE.
 

Whatever names we give to what we do in terms of teacher development, we need to bear in mind the delicacy of relationships between people.  This is especially important, perhaps, when the relationships are between ‘academic researchers’ like myself, with no direct language teaching responsibilities, and language pedagogy practitioners.  This is because the history of our relationships has been so very badly blighted by academic research appearing, all too often for good reason, to be more parasitic than helpful.  But there is also an issue of the relationships between teachers themselves, and especially in terms of how these can be fostered in circumstances that are not obviously favourable, as in the Brazil situation of my own teacher development work.  Beyond that there is also the major issue of relationships between teachers and learners, and between learners and learners.  In the context of such a complex web of inter-relationships, everyone needs to tread somewhat warily, and may be helped by having some guidelines to work with.  In the context of my own work on Exploratory Practice I have called these ‘design criteria’ (see Allwright, 1993), because I have been attempting to design a satisfactory way of introducing a research perspective into classroom life, and my criteria have been derived from all this work, as principles that can help inform practical decisions.  Here in this paper I wish to extend the use of these design criteria to the three major macro-processes and the three practical proposals described above.

 

 

7. THE SIX DESIGN CRITERIA. 

 

7.1. Work for understanding must be put before/instead of action for change.

This criterion clearly follows directly from my definition of ‘development’ in terms of ‘understanding’.  It means essentially that any  proposals for action for change (eg Action Research projects) will need to be clearly distinguished from work for understanding, and will need to be carefully considered to ensure that they are properly grounded in prior work for understanding.  If they are not so grounded, then their contribution to development, as defined here, must at the very least be highly suspect.  Note that the ‘before/instead of’ terminology is intended to carry the implication, argued in a previous subsection, that work for understanding is a pre-requisite for work for change, and therefore must come before such work, but also that work for understanding may well lead to the conclusion that action for change would not be appropriate.

 

7.2 Work done for understanding and/or change must not hinder language teaching and learning, and will seek to make a positive contribution to learning.

This criterion is intended to counter the ‘parasitic’ reputation of research interventions into language teaching and learning.  It may seem obvious that ‘contemplation’, by itself, hardly has the capacity to interfere with language learning, but even contemplation takes time and (mental) energy, and that may mean time and energy that would be otherwise devoted to lesson planning.  Of course successful contemplation might lead to ‘better’ lesson plans in future, but that means that we need to be confident that the long-term benefits will outweigh the short-term losses - the traditional let-out clause for research interventions - and we already know how difficult it is to meet that condition.  

Nevertheless I should note here that contemplation for understanding is the least likely of the three processes to be a hindrance to language teaching and learning.  Action for understanding, with its use of direct action to generate relevant data, seems much more likely to get in the way.  This is why Exploratory Practice proposes as a first stage the use of ‘monitoring’ activities, non-invasive procedures by which the teacher can keep a record of what goes on in his or her classroom.  ‘Monitoring’ here might be as simple a notion as note-keeping while learners are engaged in group work.   But if such monitoring does not produce what seems to be an adequate level of understanding then Exploratory Practice has developed the use of familiar classroom activities as data-gathering devices.  For example, if the issue requiring understanding is difficulty among learners in staying in English in group work (where English is the target language), then perhaps small-group discussion about the problem will throw light upon it, and this ‘light’ can be gathered in for further analysis (as food for contemplation, or as input to further classroom activities) if each group is asked to produce a poster outlining the main features of their discussion.  In such a way Exploratory Practice seeks to contribute positively to language teaching and learning, while simultaneously working for enhanced understanding.  

Action Research can also claim to be intending to contribute directly and positively to teaching and learning, by trying out activities that are expected to enhance learning for the learners they are being tried out upon.  But the investigative procedures advocated by proponents of Action Research (see, for example, Nunan, 1992) are typically more invasive than those of Exploratory Practice, since they are closer to the academic research model, and thus are more likely to take up valuable time and energy, from both teachers and learners.  The danger of wasting such time and energy is also made much greater if the Action Research has not been preceded by adequate work for understanding - again reinforcing my position here that Action Research only makes sense as one possible outcome from work for understanding.

 

7.3 Whatever is to be the subject of work for understanding or change must be seen to be relevant by those centrally involved.


This criterion also arises from bad experiences with academic classroom research, but it remains important in the new context created here.  First of all it is a matter of people being in charge of their own agendas, instead of allowing themselves to be unduly influenced by the agendas of others (typically from academe) who happen to be in more powerful positions.  The example of Naidu and her colleagues in India comes to mind here again.  At the end of their contemplative and exploratory work they decided that they would now be willing to seek out what other people might already have written about the matters that concerned their group.  They now knew what they wanted from such a literature survey, and could feel confident that they would not be unduly influenced by what they found, since they had already done their own thinking.  It was their work, more than anything, that prompted me to coin a slogan for myself many years ago: “I want to read what I read because of what I think, not think what I think because of what I read”.  


Against such a background this particular criterion might now seem superfluous, but I still feel that there is cause for concern, particularly if we include, as I would wish, the learners - as people who could be ‘centrally involved’.  Although learners may be willing to play all sorts of games in the classroom, it would seem sensible, at the very least, to try to ensure that any topic they were being asked to spend classroom time on would be easily recognisable to them as relevant to their classroom lives.  My personal preference would be to see the learners themselves identifying the matters that they would like to understand better.  This ought to make it easier to meet this third  criterion, and also the fourth, which now follows.

 

7.4 Whatever work is involved must be indefinitely sustainable, not conducive to early ‘burn-out’.


Academic research, and, in practice I find, Action Research, typically works in terms of fixed-life projects, even if the benefits are intended to be indefinitely long-term.  Academic research projects come and go, and so do Action Research ones.  As Nunan (1989:13-14) notes, ‘the main concern is to come up with solutions to a given problem, and any given research project is usually concerned with a single case in a specific situation”.  Such Action Research investigations typically involve highly intensive (and often highly exhilarating) work during the life-time of each project.  This carries with it two potential drawbacks.  The first is that such intensity and enthusiasm alter the situation in which the research is conducted, and may be significant factors in determining the outcomes of any investigation (see the well-known ‘Hawthorne effect’ in industrial psychology).  The second drawback is that if, as suggested above, it is the classroom participants themselves, teachers and learners, who invest themselves so heavily in a classroom project, then this may well lead to early ‘burn-out’, or, at the very least, a strong need for a long ‘cooling off’ period before anything similar is ever attempted again.  My major worry then, is that such a projectisation process may mean that the first action research project is also the last.  

Exploratory Practice seeks to meet this particular criterion by thoroughly integrating the investigative work into the normal work of the classroom, so that it neither requires significant extra preparation time, nor any unsustainable changes to classroom life.  The hope is that Exploratory Practice will ‘sit so lightly’ that it will not be seen as any sort of extra burden, and will instead be simply adopted into current teaching practices.  To put it another way: Exploratory Practice (unlike Action Research) is not intended to be a way of getting research done, but a way of getting teaching done, such that it includes a strong element of work for understanding, for both teachers and learners.  Since it is a way of getting teaching done, and teaching itself has to carry on indefinitely, then so must the investigative work for understanding that it now involves.

 

7.5 Whatever is involved must bring people together (teachers with teachers, teachers with learners, learners with learners, teachers with researchers, etc, etc) in a positive collegial relationship.


This criterion is clearly intended to address the issue of divisiveness in our field.  As such it mainly concerns the relationships between academic researchers and classroom practitioners, but not exclusively.  Language teaching is an extremely complex business, as is language learning.  We need the strongest possible collaborative atmosphere among all concerned to make success more likely.  It follows from this, I believe, that it makes sense to start with the agenda of the people who are potentially the ‘weakest’ in the network of relationships - the learners.  (Although we perhaps should not forget that learners have a sort of ‘power of veto’ over teachers.  They can always destroy teachers’ attempts to teach well, and teachers have no equivalent ‘power of veto’ over learners to stop them behaving destructively.)   


Against such a background it seems relatively easy to imagine teachers getting together, as in India, as a positive example of collegiality at work in the realm of work for understanding, work which involved both contemplation for understanding and action for understanding.  Exploratory Practice goes one stage further than Reflective Practice, however, in its willingness to at least try to enhance collegiality among and with learners, by inviting them to join collectively and individually in the quest for understanding.


Action Research also looks well set to improve collegiality among participating teachers, but seems to have little to say about the role of learners in making change work.  Rather, at its worst at least, it seems to leave them simply as subjects of uncontrolled classroom experiments, not colleagues in a collective enterprise.

 

7.6 Whatever is involved must promote the development (seen in terms of developing understanding) of all concerned (teachers and/or learners).


At first sight this criterion should surely be entirely redundant, since the very first of my six criteria focussed on the importance of promoting understanding, before and sometimes instead of change.  It seems to me to be appropriate to return to the issue of understanding here, though, to focus now upon the issue of whose understanding it is that we are talking about.  Academic research clearly focuses on attempting to develop understandings that will be disseminated via the academic literature, and eventually, if they appear to have practical relevance, through the professional literature also.  This is a notably slow process, however, and one that it usually incapable of meeting the short-term needs of the people (both teachers and learners) who participate in academic experimentation as its subjects.  Both Reflective Practice and Exploratory Practice deal with this in a way that seems most likely to be satisfactory, simply because the people attempting to generate the understandings are themselves the direct beneficiaries of any understandings they do in fact develop.  (Although of course, as indicated on my diagram, the outcome might be an ill-founded complacency, and we do need to try to find ways in which that possibility can be effectively minimised.)  

Action Research, in the restricted sense covered by my diagram, is not concerned with understanding but only with effectively introducing change, and in this sense, if it is not properly based on prior work for understanding, it seems likely to induce complacency, again as indicated on my diagram.  It will therefore not contribute to professional development, in the sense in which I am using the term here, as first and foremost a matter of understanding, and may even be detrimental to it, if it does induce complacency.

 

8. SOME GENERAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE ABOVE ANALYSES.

 

8.1 Integration.
I believe that one of the most important implications of the above analyses is that the three major macro processes I have identified need to be seen in relation to each other, not as alternative approaches to development, but as forming a combination which is likely to be far more productive than any of the parts taken in isolation.  In real-world terms this means particularly that proponents of Action Research need both to show in practice that they are not merely concerned with finding what may be deceptively convincing solutions to classroom problems, and also to reinforce the extent to which their work is grounded in work for understanding.

 

8.2 Learning involvement.

If the processes I have identified as work for understanding are to be fully exploited for maximum benefit, then it seems only logical to argue that learners, as well as other participants/practitioners in the language education field, could benefit from developing their own understandings of what is involved in classroom language learning.  Such a move would not be new of course, since work for learner autonomy (see, for example, Holec 1988), and the associated work for a negotiated syllabus (see Breen, 1984) has also used the argument, and developed practices to bring it all to practical life, that learners should and can be fully involved in their own language learning.  

 

9. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

 

My brief for the conference talk on which this written paper is based was to deal with ‘processes of language teacher education’.  I chose to work initially at the conceptual level, and so to isolate three conceptually distinct processes that are not so easily separated in practical experience, but that can be seen as corresponding, conceptually, to the essence of three current models for language teacher education work: Reflective Practice, Exploratory Practice, and Action Research.  Having attempted to show, in discursive and in diagrammatic form, the inter-relationships between the concepts and the models for language teacher education, I then set out six design criteria that I have developed to apply to such models, and discussed each of them in turn to show how they might be used as a check on the professional development contribution each model for language teacher education can be expected to make.


As a conclusion I can only state that I hope that my analysis, in its attempt to clarify complex issues that threaten to put us into different teacher education ‘camps’, will serve my own fifth design criterion.  That is to say that I hope it will help bring people together.  That it will reinforce the view that the major conceptual processes of language teacher education, and the major models of teacher education that reflect them, are best seen not in terms of what they may have to offer individually but  in terms of the potentially highly productive relationships between them, if they are taken together. 


Finally, I would hope also that what we may now easily see to be likely to be beneficial for teachers we will soon see as likely to be beneficial for learners, too.
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Appendix One: The context of my own work in this area.

 

The work I am drawing upon here is work I have undertaken or been associated with for nearly a decade principally (but by no means exclusively) in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, and mostly in the context of a major English language teaching institution there - the Rio Cultura Inglesa, a very large (hundreds of teachers, many thousands of learners) Brazilian not-for-profit educational establishment.

My own connection with the Cultura in Rio has been very informal, offering me a chance to visit Brazil about once every two years.   On those visits I have typically been involved in conducting courses and workshops for Cultura headquarters staff, branch managers, and teachers. 
It is important to my account of my work there that the Rio Cultura has been extremely successful over the decades with an avowedly hierarchical structure for all its work, including its very considerable contribution to the development of its teaching staff.  But it is even more important to note that in recent years it has been looking for a less hierarchical way to proceed.  I was fortunate to be involved as far back as 1990 in the Rio Cultura’s search for a non-hierarchical way to go about its teacher development work.  

‘Exploratory Practice’ has been developed (and is still developing) in response to the perceived needs of the situation in the Rio Cultura, and has drawn its principles and practices mainly from the working practices of teachers in the Cultura there.  More recently the ideas are being used in work with and by teachers in the ‘municipio’ public school system.   The ideas are also at the centre of three doctoral projects currently in progress in Rio. 

 

 

Appendix Two: Three Processes of Teacher Development (see next page for diagram).
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