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Abstract  

This thesis examines professionalism of English language teaching (ELT) in one particular setting, 

the state of Kerala in southern India.  

It reveals that there is an independent and unrecognised professionalism amongst ELT 

professionals in the setting. This includes a lack of recognition of the efficacy of methods and 

approaches traditionally used in the setting and a lack of recognition of the informal professional 

development that is happening in the setting. This professionalism is unrecognised by local ELT 

pƌofessioŶals ďeĐause of theiƌ ďelief iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. I am only able recognise it when I learn, 

through an autoethnography of my own professionalism, to put aside my own preoccupations 

ǁith ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. 

The initial objective of this study was to attempt to gain insights into local perspectives 

surrounding ELT methodology and teacher education, set against a background of a perceived 

need for methodological change in the setting. However, once the study had begun, it became 

clear that my own professioŶal ďaĐkgƌouŶd aŶd eǆpeƌieŶĐes, ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal 

ďaggage͛, ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the faĐt that I ǁas ĐoŵiŶg iŶto the settiŶg as aŶ outsideƌ, seeiŶg it 

through distant eyes, was affecting the ways in which I was viewing the setting and interpreting 

the eǀeŶts happeŶiŶg ǁithiŶ it. As I ďegaŶ to offload soŵe of this ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛, 

ƌealisiŶg that ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the settiŶg did Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ŵatĐh loĐal 

paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶgs of it, I ďegaŶ to ƋuestioŶ aŶd ƌe-evaluate the data I had collected. 

For example, I realised that I was focusing on what I saw as the negative aspects of what I was 

observing and being told about ELT in the setting, and comparing these to approaches to ELT in 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs that I was more familiar with. Over time, I began to look at these same 

aspects in a more positive light, seeing different perspectives and valuing what I was seeing or 

being told in different ways. My re-evaluations of the data from the setting over time also thus 

became a focus of the study.  

The study as a whole is therefore ethnographic in terms of attempting to understand local 

perspectives, using open-ended questionnaire, classroom observation, interview and field note 

data, with an autoethnographic dimension to acknowledge the influence of my own distant eyes 

perspective in understanding these local perspectives. It brings into focus how I, as a researcher, 

through re-evaluating my own data and as a result gaining greater insight into my own 

positioning, was able to give credit to different perspectives on the data collected, particularly 
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the data from classroom observations and teacher accounts of practice, and in the light of this 

to offer possible ways forward for ELT in the setting. 

It has implications for local ELT professionals in terms of understanding and appreciating their 

own professionalism. It also has implications for TESOL professionals in unfamiliar settings in 

terms of the need to understand the complexity of these settings, rather than make hasty 

judgŵeŶts aďout loĐal pƌaĐtiĐes, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ iŶ the Đase of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessioŶals 

ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-Western TESOL͛ settiŶgs.  

It ŵaǇ theƌefoƌe ďe of iŶteƌest ďoth to ͚WesteƌŶ͛ teaĐheƌs, teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶeƌs aŶd aĐadeŵiĐs 

working or researching, or intending to work or carry out research, in settings with which they 

aƌe Ŷot faŵiliaƌ, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ ͚ŶoŶ-Western TESOL͛ settiŶgs, aŶd to loĐal TE“OL pƌofessioŶals and 

academics in the setting for the study.  

 

  



4 
 

Acknowledgement  

This thesis is dedicated to my wife Wendy and my son Daniel, without whose support and 

understanding, it would not have been possible.  

I would also like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude my main supervisors, Dr. 

Goodith White and Professor Adrian Holliday, for their much-appreciated support. In particular, 

I would like to thank Goodith for her persistent encouragement in pushing me to get the thesis 

moving forward, and Adrian foƌ his ͚ďiggeƌ piĐtuƌe͛ guidance in helping me to get it finished.  

  



5 
 

Table of Contents 

Abstract 2 

Acknowledgement 4 

Table of Contents 5 

List of Tables 9 

List of Abbreviations 9 

1. Introduction 10 

1.1. Background to the study 11 

1.2. Developing the focus of the study 13 

1.2.1. My starting position 13 

1.2.2. Early discomfort 14 

1.3. Positioning myself in the field 16 

1.3.1. Insider and outsider perspectives 16 

1.3.2. Emerging reflexivity 17 

1.3.3. Introducing an autoethnographic dimension 19 

1.3.4. Final research questions 20 

1.4. Structure of the thesis 21 

1.5. Notes on terminology 24 

2. Research Methodology 28 

2.1. Research design 28 

2.1.1. Postmodern qualitative research 28 

2.1.2. Working in ethnographic mode 30 

2.1.3. The setting for and the participants involved in the study 32 

2.1.4. Access, field relations and changing roles 34 

2.2. Data collection 36 

2.2.1. Questionnaires 37 

2.2.2. Classroom observations 39 

2.2.3. Ethnographic interviewing 41 

2.2.4. Field notes 47 

2.3. Data analysis 49 

2.3.1. Overview of the data analysis process 49 

2.3.2. Coding the data and generating themes 50 

2.4. Writing up the study 52 

2.5. Trustworthiness 54 

2.6. Ethical considerations 57 

2.7. Limitations of the research methodology 58 



6 
 

3. The Autoethnographic Dimension 62 

3.1. Rationale for including an autoethnographic dimension 62 

3.2. Positioning myself in the autoethnographic field 66 

3.2.1. Exploring autoethnography 67 

3.2.2. Analytic Autoethnography 69 

3.2.3. Evocative Autoethnography 70 

3.2.4. My approach to autoethnography - a ‘middle way’ 71 

3.3. Using critical incidents to underpin the autoethnographic dimension 73 

3.4. Trustworthiness and autoethnography 76 

3.5. An overview of my ‘Western TESOL’ professional biography 78 

4. Exploring ELT Methodology 81 

4.1. Exploring some key concepts 83 

4.1.1. ‘Approach’, ‘method’ and ‘methodology’ 83 

4.1.2. Arguments against and for Ǯmethodǯ 85 

4.1.3. An eclectic approach? 89 

4.1.4. The Ǯpost-method eraǯ 91 

4.1.5. Complexity in the language classroom 95 

4.2. A more Ǯcommunicativeǯ approach 97 

4.2.1. ǮCommunicativeǯ and Ǯcommunicative competenceǯ 98 

4.2.2. ǮThe communicative approach’ and ‘communicative language teaching’ 99 

4.2.3. Criticisms of ǮCLTǯ 104 

4.2.4. My own developing interpretation of ‘CLT’ 107 

4.3. Educational change 110 

4.3.1. Implementing change 111 

4.3.2. Managing change 114 

4.4. English in India and in Kerala 115 

4.4.1. The status of English in India 116 

4.4.2. ǮELT in )ndiaǯ 120 

4.4.3. ELT in Kerala 127 

4.4.4. A context-sensitive approach to ELT in Kerala 129 

5. Exploring Second Language Teacher Education 132 

5.1. The nature of teacher learning 133 

5.2. The knowledge base of SLTE 134 

5.3. Professionalism and expertise in language teaching 136 

5.3.1. Professionalism in language teaching 136 

5.3.2. The role of practice in pre-service SLTE 137 

5.3.3. Developing expertise 138 



7 
 

5.4. Collaboration in SLTE 140 

5.4.1. Formal collaborative professional development 141 

5.4.2. Informal collaborative professional development 143 

5.5. SLTE in India 144 

6. Distant Eyes: Changing Perspectives 153 

6.1. Getting rid of ȋsomeȌ of my ǮWestern TESOLǯ Ǯprofessional baggageǯ 155 

6.1.1. ǮWestern TESOLǯ as a reference point 156 

6.1.2. ǮWestern TESOLǯ or just good teaching? 160 

6.1.3. Large classes or just classes? 162 

6.1.4. A lack of deliberate bracketing 164 

6.2. Developing my understanding of the setting 166 

6.2.1. The learning environment 166 

6.2.2. ELT methodology in the setting 170 

6.2.3. The ȋinȌappropriacy of Ǯthe Communicative Approachǯ in the setting
 174 

6.3. Understanding my positioning and role within the setting 179 

6.3.1. Outsider or insider research? 179 

6.3.2. Multiple roles within the setting 189 

6.4. Appreciating complexity 193 

6.4.1. Understanding complexity in the setting 194 

6.4.2. Looking beyond reductive interpretations 196 

7. Local Perspectives through Distant Eyes: ELT Methodology 201 

7.1. Describing methods and approaches 202 

7.1.1. The term ‘method’ 202 

7.1.2. The myth and simplification of ‘method’ 205 

7.1.3. Importing ‘Western TESOL’ methods and approaches 208 

7.1.4. The role of the teacher 209 

7.2. The traditional-modern dichotomy 210 

7.2.1. Teaching language through literature 213 

7.2.2. Teaching language with a strong focus on grammar and translation 215 

7.2.3. Development discourse 217 

7.3. ͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes iŶ Keƌala 218 

7.3.1. Why do Keralites struggle to communicate in English? 219 

7.3.2. What does it mean to teach communicatively? 221 

7.3.3. The applicability of ‘communicative’ approaches in the setting 223 

7.3.4. The use of ‘communicative’ approaches in the setting 225 

7.4. A localised approach to ELT in Kerala 227 



8 
 

7.4.1. Towards a localised approach to ELT 227 

7.4.2. Features of a localised approach to ELT 229 

7.4.3. A localised approach to ELT and recent literature on ELT 

methodology 234 

7.5. Implementing Change 235 

7.5.1. Barriers to change 235 

7.5.2. The need for joined-up thinking 239 

7.5.3. Pockets of progress 240 

8. Local Perspectives through Distant Eyes: Second Language Teacher Education 245 

8.1. Teachers’ language proficiency and SLTE 246 

8.1.1. Concerns over teachers’ language proficiency 246 

8.1.2. Language proficiency and professionalism 249 

8.2. Pre-service and in-service SLTE 250 

8.2.1. SLTE and classroom practice 250 

8.2.2. Sponsored professionalism 252 

8.2.3. Follow up after SLTE programmes 254 

8.2.4. School-based SLTE programmes 254 

8.3. Independent professionalism 256 

8.3.1. Sense of powerlessness 257 

8.3.2. Informal networks and teachers’ groups 259 

8.3.3. What counts as professional development? 265 

9. Conclusions and Implications 268 

9.1. Conclusions and implications for research practice 269 

9.1.1. Understanding the setting 269 

9.1.2. Implications for research practice, particularly in unfamiliar settings 272 

9.2. Conclusions and implications for ELT methodology and teacher education 275 

Bibliography 283 

List of Appendices 306 

Appendix 1 - Data collected during each visit to the research setting 307 

Appendix 2 - Open-ended questionnaire 308 

Appendix 3 - Classroom observations 309 

Appendix 4 - Example of my observation notes 311 

Appendix 5 - Details of interviewees 312 

Appendix 6 - Example of an interview transcript 313 

Appendix 7 - Examples of field notes 318 

 



9 
 

List of Tables 
 
Table 2.1 - Timing and length of visits to the setting 

 

Table 2.2 - Number of classroom observations on particular visits 

 

List of Abbreviations 
 

B.Ed. - Bachelor of Education    

CELTA - Certificate in English Language Teaching to Adults 

CLT - Communicative Language Teaching 

COLT - Communication-Oriented Language Teaching  

CPD - Continuing Professional Development  

CELTA - Certificate in English Language Teaching to Adults 

CTEFLA - Certificate in Teaching English as a Foreign Language to Adults 

DELTA - Diploma in English Language Teaching to Adults 

DTEFLA - Diploma in Teaching English as a Foreign Language to Adults 

EAP - English for Academic Purposes 

EFL - English as a Foreign Language 

ELT - English Language Teaching  

INSET - In-Service Training 

IELTS - International English Language Testing System 

M.A. - Master of Arts 

PRESET - Pre-Service Training  

SLTE - Second Language Teacher Education 

TESL - Teaching English as a Second Language 

TESOL - Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages 

U.K. - United Kingdom 

 

  



10 
 

1. Introduction 

This thesis investigates the professionalism of English language teaching (ELT) 

professionals in the state of Kerala in southern India. 

It reveals that there is an independent and unrecognised professionalism1 amongst ELT 

professionals, in particular teachers and teacher trainers, within the setting. It is 

͚independent͛ iŶ the seŶse that, iŶ teƌŵs of the ELT ŵethodologǇ, it is Ŷot the offiĐiallǇ 

prescribed way and, in terms of professional development, it takes place outside of the 

officially imposed professional development activities iŶ the settiŶg. It is ͚uŶƌeĐogŶised͛ 

in the sense that there are aspects of the professionalism that seem either to be 

considered in a negative sense or not to be considered at all. In terms of ELT 

methodology, this includes a lack of recognition of the efficacy of methods and 

appƌoaĐhes tƌaditioŶallǇ used iŶ the settiŶg, suĐh as usiŶg the studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage 

and using translation in English classes. In terms of professional development, it includes 

a lack of recognition of the informal professional development that is happening in the 

setting in the form of, for example, networks of English teachers collaborating on an 

iŶfoƌŵal ďasis aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups oƌgaŶised by, rather than imposed on, practising 

teachers, also on an informal basis.  

Furthermore, this professionalism is unrecognised by local ELT professionals because of 

theiƌ ďelief iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛2 which in turn is influenced by a pervasive development 

disĐouƌse that sees ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ appƌoaĐhes as ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd foƌǁaƌd-looking and 

ŵoƌe ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ loĐallǇ-developed approaches as outdated and needing to be 

replaced. This professionalism is recognised in this study through an autoethnography 

of my own professionalism, which allows me to put aside my own preoccupations with 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ and to see the setting its own right.  

This chapter outlines the background to the study and details how the focus of the study 

developed. It discusses the development of the research questions and provides a 

                                                 
1 ͚Professionalism͛ and ͚independent professionalism͛ aƌe defiŶed iŶ the ͚Notes oŶ teƌŵiŶologǇ͛ iŶ 
Section 1.5. 
2 ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ is defiŶed iŶ the ͚Notes oŶ teƌŵiŶologǇ͛ in Section 1.5. 
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discussion of my own developing positioning in the field. Finally, it outlines how the 

thesis is structured.  

1.1. Background to the study  

There have been discussions concerning appropriate English language teaching (ELT) 

methodology, and related to this the need for methodological change in ELT, in India 

oǀeƌ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of Ǉeaƌs, iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ǁith ƌefeƌeŶĐe to ͚the BaŶgaloƌe PƌojeĐt͛ as 

discussed, for example, in Prabhu (1987), and more recently iŶ ƌelatioŶ to IŶdia͛s 

readiness for more ͚ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches3  to ELT, an issue explored, for example, 

in Gupta (2004, 2005, 2006). However, these discussions do not generally focus on the 

perspectives of local practitioners with regard to appropriate methodology and 

methodological change in particular settings within India. 

In the light of this, the initial impetus for the study came as a result of a number of 

experiences and reflections during a visit to Kerala, prior to commencing the study, in 

November 2007. I had become involved in a small-scale project between my institution, 

a university in the United Kingdom (U.K.), and a group of educational institutions in 

Kerala in southern India. These institutions included schools, two teacher training 

institutes for primary teachers, a teacher training college for secondary teachers and a 

college4 offering undergraduate programmes. 

The project covered different aspects of education and training, including a number of 

study visits from student teachers in the U.K. However, my involvement related 

specifically to English language teaching, and stemmed from a perception, outlined by 

representatives of the partner educational institutions in Kerala during a visit to my 

institution in the U.K. in June 2007, that the standard of English, and in particular spoken 

                                                 
3 The use of teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ aŶd ƌelated teƌŵs is disĐussed iŶ the ͚Notes oŶ 
teƌŵiŶologǇ͛ in Section 1.5, with these terms explored in more detail in Chapter 4. As outlined in Section 

1.5, I generally place these terms in inverted commas to show that they are contested. In this chapter, the 

teƌŵ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ should be seen in a broad sense as an approach to ELT that emphasises 

communication interaction in language teaching and learning.  

 
4 In this studǇ, the teƌŵ ͚Đollege͛ is used iŶ the seŶse that it is geŶeƌallǇ used iŶ this settiŶg, to ƌefeƌ to 
higher education institutions offering undergraduate programmes. Such colleges are usually affiliated to 

a local university. 



12 
 

English, was of a lower level than was desirable. Further, there was a belief among these 

representatives, who included two TESOL professionals working in Kerala, that there 

ǁeƌe ͚ŵethods͛ out there which we, as ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚experts͛, could make local 

teachers aware of and so improve practice, and more specifically that one way to 

improve the standard of English in these institutions was to improve the standard of 

teaĐhiŶg ďǇ eŶĐouƌagiŶg teaĐheƌs to adopt a ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ to EŶglish 

language teaching. Because of this perceived need among those working in Kerala for 

chaŶge aŶd foƌ a ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ to ELT iŶ Keƌala, I ǁas iŶǀited, as a 

representative of my own institution, to visit the region.  

My visit in November 2007 lasted ten days. It involved being taken to see a number of 

local educational institutions, discussions with teachers, teacher educators and school 

and college principals, and the opportunity to observe classes. These discussions and 

observations provided an opportunity to get a sense of the way English was being 

taught, and of the language level and expectations of the students and teacher trainees. 

It also allowed me to reflect on how I might be able to contribute to the professional 

development of the local English language teachers and perhaps, as I had been asked to 

do, eŶĐouƌage ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaĐhiŶg. 

The present study began as an ethnographically-ďased iŶǀestigatioŶ iŶto pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs͛ 

views on the current state of and possible ways forward for ELT in Kerala. The central 

themes of the study were initially envisaged as ELT methodology and teacher education, 

with the initial objective of this study being to gain insights into local pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs͛ 

perspectives on these themes.  

However, having spent time in the setting on several occasions, it became increasingly 

Đleaƌ that ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛, that is, ŵǇ pƌofessional background5 in ELT, 

both as a teacher and as a teacher educator, as well as the fact that I had come into the 

setting as an outsider with a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd, ǁas iŶflueŶĐiŶg ŵǇ 

interpretation of the events happening and, as a result, the data collected, in particular 

the data from Đlassƌooŵ oďseƌǀatioŶs aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ aĐĐouŶts of pƌaĐtiĐe, within the 

                                                 
5 Details of my professional background are given in Section 3.5, in the chapter discussing the 

autoethnographic dimension to the study in more detail.  
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setting. Furthermore, I began to notice that over time I was able to offload some of this 

͚professional ďaggage͛ aŶd to interpret those same events and the data collected from 

them in different ways, as a result gaining greater insight into how my own positioning 

had and was affecting my interpretations. These revised interpretations of the data 

collected thus became a focus within the study. 

The study as a whole is therefore ethnographic with an autoethnographic dimension: 

ethnographic in the sense of attempting to understand local perspectives within the 

setting, and autoethnographic in the sense of attempting to comprehend how my own 

distant eyes perspective has influenced my interpretation of these local perspectives.  

In practical terms, the setting for the study was a group of educational institutions in 

Kerala in southern India, based around the city of Thiruvananthapuram, the state 

capital. The participants involved included education professionals - teachers, teacher 

trainers and school principals - working in the region. The main sources of data were 

open-ended questionnaires, classroom observations, semi-structured interviews and 

field notes, with data collected over the course of eight visits to the setting.  

1.2. Developing the focus of the study  

This section outlines how the focus of the study began to develop because of two 

critical incidents during the first visit to the setting after the study had begun.  

1.2.1. My starting position  

At the outset of the study, I was questioning whether using a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approach to ELT was either realistic or appropriate in the setting and became interested 

in exploring the perceptions of English language teachers and other stakeholders about 

what methodology they considered appropriate for English language classes in Kerala. 

Alongside this, I wanted to investigate what the impact of any methodological change 

might have in terms of the teacher training and development needs of local teachers. 

Based on this, my initial research questions were:  



14 
 

1. What do stakeholders6 in Kerala uŶdeƌstaŶd ďǇ the teƌŵ ͚the communicative 

appƌoaĐh͛ iŶ ƌelatioŶ to ELT? 

2. To what extent do stakeholders in Kerala feel it is appropriate to adopt a more 

͚communicative͛ appƌoaĐh to ELT, siŵilaƌ to that eŶĐouƌaged iŶ ŵaŶǇ ͚Western 

TESOL͛ ĐoŶteǆts? 

3. What aƌe the ǀieǁs of teaĐheƌs aŶd teaĐheƌ eduĐatoƌs͛ iŶ Keƌala oŶ the iŵpliĐatioŶs 

of any change in approach to ELT in terms of teacher education? 

These questions allowed me to set out on the study, acting as catalysts for encouraging 

teachers and other stakeholders to speak about different aspects of their professional 

lives. 

1.2.2. Early discomfort  

For my first visit to the setting after beginning the study, I was there as part of the project 

described in Section 1.1. During this visit, I was ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh seeŶ as aŶ ͚eǆpeƌt͛ fƌoŵ the 

U.K. However, the setting was very different to what I had previously experienced in a 

pƌofessioŶal seŶse aŶd this laďel of ͚eǆpeƌt͛ ǁas Ŷot oŶe I felt at ease ǁith. Although oŶ 

the second visit I was there to facilitate professional development workshops with 

English language teachers, something that I had already been doing for several years in 

the U.K., the uŶfaŵiliaƌ settiŶg aŶd iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ďeiŶg seeŶ as aŶ ͚ELT eǆpeƌt͛ ŵade ŵe 

feel quite uncomfortable. Alongside this, I felt a growing awareness of my own lack of 

awareness and understanding of the way ELT, and education generally, worked within 

the setting. These early feelings of discomfort and lack of awareness are highlighted in 

the two incidents described below. 

The listening workshop: Prior to visiting the setting, I had been liaising with a local 

teacher about the themes and content of the workshops that I would be running. 

He suggested that I should also do a workshop giving teachers ideas for 

iŵpƌoǀiŶg theiƌ studeŶts͛ listeŶiŶg skills. IŶ thiŶkiŶg aďout the tǇpes of aĐtiǀities 

to demonstrate, I assumed that there would be a CD player available in the 

college where the workshop was to take place and planned a listening skills 

                                                 
6 By stakeholders, I meant teachers, teacher educators and school and college principals. 
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workshop accordingly. However, when I got there, it turned out that there was 

no CD player. I later learned later that very few schools had a CD player or any 

device for playing materials designed to improve listening skills in another 

language, though these were ŵaiŶstaǇs of the ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ at the tiŵe. 

[Adapted from field notes, June 2008] 

This incident brought home to me how little I knew about the way English was taught in 

Kerala, and how it would be a mistake to try to transfer what happens in the ͚Western 

TE“OL͛ settings I was more familiar with to this setting, in spite of the fact that this was 

what those managing the project I was involved in, particularly on the Kerala side, 

wanted me to do.  

͚Hoǁ do you puŶish youƌ studeŶts ǁheŶ they ŵake ŵistakes?͛ My discomfort 

was also highlighted when a teacher in a college teaching undergraduate 

students, asked me how I punished my students when they made mistakes. I 

taken aback by the question, and the teacher herself also looked somewhat 

suƌpƌised ǁheŶ I told heƌ that ͚I didŶ͛t puŶish ŵǇ studeŶts͛. [Adapted from field 

notes, June 2008] 

This incident helped me realise that, in addition to any differences in our approach to 

teaching, which was what I had been focusing on as part of the project I was involved in, 

there were fundamental differences in our underlying beliefs about teaching. It was also 

clear that these beliefs may not be easily observable or easily uncovered and that, even 

though I was broadly familiar with the types of educational setting and what went on in 

ELT classrooms, I was still very much on the outside in terms of understanding the more 

hidden aspects of the setting. In addition to this, I later realised that I had immediately 

judged my non-punishment ǁaǇ as the ͚Ŷoƌŵal͛ aŶd soŵehoǁ the ŵoƌe ͚ĐoƌƌeĐt͛ way, 

stemming from my bias towards ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ways of doing things.  

As a result of these incidents, and having become more aware of my own lack of 

knowledge and understanding of the setting, I began to further question the suitability, 

Ŷot oŶlǇ of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes, ďut also more widely of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 



16 
 

approaches and influences in the setting, and also to consider my own positioning within 

the setting.  

1.3. Positioning myself in the field  

This section gives an overview of the evolution of my thinking in terms of positioning 

myself in the field. It first outlines my positioning in terms of insider-outsider perspectives, 

and then discusses how over the course of the study I initially became more reflexive and 

later felt it necessary to include an autoethnographic dimension in the study, which, in 

turn, lead to the final research questions given at the end of the section.  

1.3.1. Insider and outsider perspectives 

Within the ethnographic tradition, there has been a great deal of discussion about the 

iŶsideƌ͛s ;eŵiĐͿ peƌspeĐtiǀe ǀeƌsus the outsideƌ͛s ;etiĐͿ peƌspeĐtiǀe oŶ eǀeŶts, ǁith ďoth 

potentially important, though the emic view is often implied to be somehow superior 

(Richards 2003). Heigham and Sakui (2009, p.97-98), for example, favour the insider 

positioŶ, suggestiŶg that ͚ďǇ sloǁlǇ adoptiŶg aŶ eŵiĐ positioŶ, oǀeƌ tiŵe Ǉou leaƌŶ to 

understand certain cultural practices and routines, participate in them, and learn some of 

the jaƌgoŶ … of the taƌget Đultuƌe͛, though at the saŵe tiŵe theǇ do ĐautioŶ that ͚Ǉou 

ŵust also ŵaiŶtaiŶ aŶ oďjeĐtiǀe distaŶĐe, aŶ etiĐ positioŶ, as a ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛.  

Styles (1979) however seeks to debunk what he called outsider and insider myths, that 

only outsiders can have the necessary objectivity and that only insiders can understand 

the true character of a group. Along similar lines, Patton (2002, p.268) takes a balanced 

positioŶ, suggestiŶg that foƌ ethŶogƌapheƌs, ͚ŵethodologiĐallǇ, the Đhallenge is to do 

justiĐe to ďoth peƌspeĐtiǀes duƌiŶg aŶd afteƌ fieldǁoƌk aŶd to ďe Đleaƌ ǁith oŶe͛s self aŶd 

oŶe͛s audieŶĐe hoǁ this teŶsioŶ is ŵaŶaged͛.  

In this study, I tried to follow the advice of Maykut and Morehouse (1994) that the 

researcher should aim to maintain a marginal position, close enough to access participant 

perspectives but at the same time avoiding the dangers of over-rapport, being 

simultaneously an insider-outsider.  
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In practice, there was a gradual movement from outsider to partial insider, for example 

thinking at the outset that large class size must be a problem to deal with, primarily 

because, as an outsider, it felt like they must be difficult to deal with, but coming to realise 

over time and with greater awareness and understanding of the setting that, although 

perhaps not ideal, large class sizes were more of an accepted reality of the setting than 

being considered as a problem. Issues around my own insider/outsider positioning and 

perspectives in relation to this study are discussed as part of the findings in Section 6.3.  

1.3.2. Emerging reflexivity 

The concept of reflexivity recognises that ͚soĐial ƌeseaƌĐheƌs aƌe paƌt of the soĐial ǁoƌld 

theǇ studǇ͛ ;HaŵŵeƌsleǇ and Atkinson, 2007, p.14) and ͚aĐkŶoǁledges that the 

orientations of researchers will be shaped by their socio-historical locations, including the 

ǀalues aŶd iŶteƌests that these loĐatioŶs ĐoŶfeƌ upoŶ theŵ͛ ;ibid., p.15). It accepts that 

ƌeseaƌĐheƌs ͚ bring their own biographies to the research situation and participants behave 

iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ǁaǇs iŶ theiƌ pƌeseŶĐe͛ ;CoheŶ et al, 2011, p.225). Countering any suggestion 

that we should try to minimise or eliminate the effects of the researcher, even if that were 

possible, reflexivity ͚ƌefeƌs to the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s/ǁƌiteƌ͛s aďilitǇ to reflect on their own 

positioning and subjectivity in the research and provide an explicit, situated account of 

their own role in the project and its influence over the findings͛ (Starfield, 2010, p.54), 

ǁith a ƌefleǆiǀe ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ŶeediŶg to ďe ͚aĐutelǇ aware of the ways in which their 

selectivity, perception, background and inductive processes and paradigms shape the 

ƌeseaƌĐh͛ ;CoheŶ et al, 2011, p.225). 

I came to realise that I had been quite naïve and had lacked reflexivity when the study 

began. For example, looking through the classroom observation data collected during 

my early visits, I noticed that my comments were all about differences between the 

setting for this study and settings I was more familiar with, with the study setting 

generally described in less favourable terms, focusing on issues that I perceived as 

Ŷegatiǀe suĐh as the ͚diŶgǇ aŶd Đƌaŵped͛ Đlassƌooŵs, the laƌge Đlass sizes, the ;iŶ ŵǇ 

view at the time) overly ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ classes, and the lack of facilities in the 

classrooms. I tended to look at the research setting in a negative sense, without reflecting 

sufficiently on my own positioning or subjectivity. In this early observation data, my 
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comments appear to come from a ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ of a ͚defiĐit model͛ aŶd a ͚deǀelopment 

disĐouƌse͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe: a ͚defiĐit ŵodel͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe iŶ the seŶse of ĐoŵpaƌiŶg the 

͚defiĐieŶt͛ research setting with an idealised ͚ WesteƌŶ TESOL͛ settiŶg, aŶd a ͚ deǀelopŵeŶt 

disĐouƌse͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe iŶ the seŶse that I was, albeit unwittingly, espousing the views of a 

dominant group, in this case the views of the ͚WesteƌŶ TESOL͛ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ, in the name of 

͚iŵpƌoǀiŶg͛, though soŵe ǁould aƌgue it is eǆeƌtiŶg ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ, the liǀes of a more 

marginalised group. The idea of a ͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛ is disĐussed iŶ ŵoƌe detail iŶ 

Chapter 7.  

Fundamentally, I was not recognising the role my own background was playing in 

influencing the way I observed classes and the data I chose to record about those classes. 

For example, during my first three observations, all carried out during my first visit to the 

setting. I ǁƌote ĐoŵŵeŶts suĐh as ͚ǀery old-fashioŶed lookiŶg teǆtďook͛, ͚agaiŶ ǀeƌǇ 

teacher doŵiŶated, little oƌ Ŷo paiƌ ǁoƌk /gƌoup ǁoƌk͛, aŶd ͚Ŷo peƌsoŶalisiŶg͛. There 

seems to be an underlying, if misguided, assumption in my writing that classes involving 

ǁhat ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ĐoŶsideƌs as desirable characteristics of English language classes, 

for example, modern-looking coursebooks, ͚ studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛7, pair and group work, 

and personalisation, are undeniably a good thing, whatever the setting, and therefore 

these characteristics should be strived for, regardless of the setting.  

More generally, I was viewing classes from the point of view that they should be 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛, without having thought too much about precisely what this involved 

or how and why it might differ in the research setting compared with ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

settings that I was more familiar with.  

                                                 
7 In this thesis, the terms ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛/͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛ aŶd ͚leaƌŶeƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛/͚leaƌŶeƌ-

ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛ aƌe used iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďlǇ, though foƌ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ, I haǀe tƌied to use the teƌŵs ͚studeŶt-

ĐeŶtƌed͛ oƌ ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛ eǆĐept ǁheƌe paƌtiĐulaƌ authoƌs haǀe pƌefeƌƌed to use the terms 

͚leaƌŶeƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ oƌ ͚leaƌŶeƌ-ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛. 
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However, as the study developed and as I spent more time in the setting, I became more 

aware of how much of my own biography I had brought to the setting, and of the 

subjectivity that this had brought to the research process. I came to understand that my 

initial views were themselves contextually defined, and that I would need to question and 

ƌeassess ŵǇ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of ĐoŶĐepts suĐh as ͚student-ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛ aŶd 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛, and quite possibly broaden their definitions to a higher level of 

generality. 

Consequently, I became aware of the need to more overtly monitor my role in the 

research process. For example, when it came to analysing my field notes some time after 

they had originally been written, my analysis would often question the assumptions 

underlying my own recording of data, such as what I had meant by terms such as ͚teaĐheƌ-

ĐeŶtƌed͛ oƌ ͚student-ĐeŶtƌed͛.  

1.3.3. Introducing an autoethnographic dimension 

After my analysis of the data had begun, it became clear that simply having an increased 

awareness of the need for reflexivity could not fully reflect the significant changes in my 

own perspectives on the study over time. For example, looking back at the early classroom 

observation data mentioned above, I realised that many of the points I had noted at that 

time did not reflect the way my thinking about the setting had developed since taking 

those notes. For this reason, I began to explore the idea of including an autoethnographic 

dimension in the study.  

As Wall (2006, p.3) notes:  

The research community is relatively comfortable with the concept of reflexivity, 

in which the researcher pauses for a moment to think about how his or her 

presence, standpoint, or characteristics might have influenced the outcome of 

the ƌeseaƌĐh pƌoĐess. Hoǁeǀeƌ, Ŷeǁ ͞ŵethods͟ suĐh as autoethŶogƌaphǇ, 

founded on postmodern ideas, challenge the value of token reflection that is 

often included as a paragraph in an otherwise neutral and objectively presented 

manuscript.  
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These words resonated with my own thinking that I wanted to go beyond reflexivity in this 

study and that introducing an autoethnographic dimension into the study would provide 

a more realistic and holistic representation of the study. Taking this approach also 

provided a means of weaving the different aspects of the study together. However, 

although Wall͛s ǁoƌds, aŶd those of otheƌ ǁƌiteƌs desĐƌiďiŶg aŶd disĐussiŶg 

autoethnography inspired me to go down this route, I would not wish to describe this 

studǇ as ͚ an autoethŶogƌaphǇ͛, rather as an ethnographic study with an autoethnographic 

dimension, so as to avoid any suggestion that it was solely about changes in my 

perspectives over time.  

The balance between the autoethnographic nature of the thesis and the actual research 

on ELT in Kerala is difficult to describe in a precise manner as the two aspects are 

interlinked throughout most of this thesis. However, given that the first of three data 

chapters, Chapter 6, focuses very strongly on the autoethnographic dimension and that 

this then feeds through into the findings and discussion in the two data chapters that 

follow, it is clear that this autoethnographic dimension is fundamental to the study. 

Further, the core issues within this thesis surrounding independent and unrecognised 

professionalism in the setting would not have been uncovered without the 

autoethnographic dimension. Because of this, it was also the case that over time the study 

became increasingly slanted towards this dimension.  

1.3.4. Final research questions 

As discussed above, the emphasis of the study has thus changed over the course of data 

collection and data analysis process, from the focus being on local perspectives on ELT 

methodology and teacher education within the setting, to the focus being on the sense 

I was making, as a practising teacher, teacher trainer, and researcher, of these issues 

and how this was itself changing over time. That is to say, it started off mainly looking at 

the perspectives of those working in the setting, but over time introduced an explicit 

focus on my own distant eyes interpretations of those local perspectives, and how these 

interpretations changed during the study because of the introduction of an 

autoethnographic dimension to the study. The study had taken on the ͚ local perspectives 

through distant eyes͛ aŶgle from which the title of the thesis comes.  
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The final form of the research questions was: 

1. What are the perceptions of ELT professionals in the setting in terms of good practice 

in teaching methodology? 

2. What are the perceptions of ELT professionals in the setting in terms of good practice 

in teacher education?  

3. How am I interpreting these perceptions in the light of an autoethnography of my 

own professionalism?  

I focus in more detail on the specifics of this autoethnographic dimension in Chapter 3, 

and discuss findings relating to this in later chapters, in particular in Chapter 6, where I 

address issues such as gradually moving from feeling and being considered an outsider to 

becoming a partial insider over time and how my role would change, for example, from 

;peƌĐeiǀedͿ ͚eǆpeƌt͛ to ͚teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶeƌ͛ to ͚teaĐheƌ͛ to ͚ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛, depeŶdiŶg oŶ ǁheƌe I 

was and who I was with.  

1.4. Structure of the thesis 

Having given an overview of the study in terms of the background to it, and outlined my 

position in the field and how this impacted on the broad approach taken during this 

study, I conclude this chapter by describing how the thesis is structured. 

Following this introductory chapter, there are eight further chapters, structured as 

follows: 

Chapters 2 and 3 discuss the research methodology used for this study. They are placed 

ahead of the literature review chapters to foreground, not only the importance of the 

considerations surrounding the methodology in terms of data collection and analysis, 

but also that the autoethnographic dimension of the study itself impacts on the 

literature review, such as in the sense that the first point of reference for selecting 

liteƌatuƌe foƌ ƌeǀieǁ ǁas ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛.  

Chapter 2 – Research methodology. This chapter provides a rationale for the research 

methodology used in this study. It then sets out the research design and gives details of 
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the research setting and participants. Following this, practical issues such as access and 

field relations are explored. A detailed description of how data relating to both 

independent and unrecognised professionalism were collected is then given. Data 

analysis procedures are also discussed, along with procedures for writing up of the 

study, and considerations of trustworthiness, ethics and the limitations of the 

methodological approach taken for the study.  

Chapter 3 – The autoethnographic dimension. This chapter attempts to explore the 

autoethnographic dimension of the study and to provide a broad framework around 

which to set the study in terms of understanding my own positioning and how this 

positioning effected of the study. The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate how 

autoethnography helped me to uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism 

in the setting.  

Chapters 4 and 5 review literature relevant to this study. They seek to demonstrate how 

the literature helped me to uŶdeƌstaŶd the iŵpaĐt of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ aŶd to fiŶd 

alternative professional narratives.  

Chapter 4 – Exploring ELT methodology. This chapter discusses key issues relating to 

professionalism in terms of ELT methodology. It seeks to discuss and clarify 

understandings of key terms used in the thesis such as ͚method͛, ͚methodology͛, 

͚approach͛, ͚communicative͛, ͚the communicative approach͛, and ͚communicative 

language teaching͛. It also considers recent debates on methodology, such as the 

development of ͚postmethod pedagogy͛, issues surrounding complexity in the teaching 

and learning process and methodological change. The chapter also contextualises the 

study in terms of exploring methodological issues within ELT with reference to India, and 

in particular to Kerala, and problematises the appropriacy of adopting a more 

͚communicative͛ methodology in this region. 

Chapter 5 – Exploring second language teacher education. This chapter discusses key 

issues relating to professionalism in terms of SLTE. It explores current debates on 

teacher education, teacher professionalism, the knowledge base for second language 

teaching and different approaches to SLTE such as more collaborative and reflective 
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practice based approaches. The chapter then goes on to look at more informal forms of 

professional development, and finally makes further explicit links between SLTE and the 

setting of this study.  

Chapter 6 to 8 present and discuss the data collected and analysed in this study. They 

seek to demonstrate how the data reveals independent and unrecognised 

professionalism in the setting once I learnt how to recognise it myself. 

Chapter 6 – Distant eyes: changing perspectives. The autoethnographic dimension of the 

study, in terms of its influence on the findings, is highlighted in this chapter. The chapter 

describes and analyses a number of critical moments during the study that have 

influenced my own perspectives as a researcher and educator, both in this particular 

setting and more widely.  

Where to position this particular chapter within the thesis has been something I have 

struggled with. In one sense, it would naturally fit after the other two data chapters, 

chapters 7 and 8, in that many of the realisations within it came after the data presented 

in those two chapters had been collected and at least partially analysed. In another 

sense, it might have been pertinent to embed the critical moments that influenced my 

own perspectives within chapters 7 and 8 to reflect the fact that, some of them at least, 

can be related to particular themes within the study. However, by placing this chapter 

where I have, as the first of the three data chapters, I am attempting to show how some 

of the realisations and shifts in my own perspectives that occurred during the study 

impacted on rest of the data analysis. It therefore seeks both to foreground the 

importance of the autoethnographic dimension and to allow the following chapters to 

be read in the light of this.  

Chapter 7 – Local perspectives through distant eyes: ELT methodology. This chapter 

presents participaŶts͛ peƌĐeptioŶs ƌelatiŶg to ELT ŵethodologǇ, aŶd uŶĐoǀeƌs 

independent and unrecognised professionalism in terms of the approaches and 

methods used for ELT in Kerala.  
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Chapter 8 – Local perspectives through distant eyes: second language teacher education. 

This Đhapteƌ pƌeseŶts paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ peƌĐeptioŶs ƌelatiŶg to “LTE iŶ Keƌala. It also explores 

a particular issue coming out of the data, relating to the way in which in-service teachers 

are developing professionally through informal ͚ Ŷetǁoƌks͛ of like-minded colleagues and 

peers.  

Chapter 9 – Implications and conclusions. This final chapter summarises some of the key 

findings of the study, in particular relating to the independent and unrecognised 

professionalism uncovered through the study, and offers implications for local practice 

aŶd foƌ pƌaĐtiĐe iŶ ͚ WesteƌŶ͛ suppoƌted pƌojeĐts iŶ ŶoŶ-͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, as well 

as for research practice. 

1.5. Notes on terminology 

Professionalism in language teaching 

I use the teƌŵ ͚ pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛ as defiŶed ďǇ LeuŶg ;ϮϬϬϵ, p.ϱϬͿ to ƌefeƌ to ͚a seleĐtiǀelǇ 

combined set of disciplinary-based knowledge, ethical principles, and time- and place-

speĐifiĐ ǁoƌk pƌaĐtiĐes͛. LeuŶg (2009) further distinguishes, in terms of the professional 

development of teachers, ďetǁeeŶ ͚spoŶsoƌed pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛, deǀelopŵeŶt thƌough, 

for example, iŶstitutioŶs oƌ pƌofessioŶal ďodies, aŶd ͚iŶdepeŶdeŶt pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛, 

development coming from the teachers themselves through social and political 

awareness of professionalism. I use these terms, but in wider sense where sponsored 

professionalism, refers to a more top-down professionalism sanctioned and encouraged 

by official bodies, and independent professionalism refers to a more bottom-up 

professionalism coming from the teachers themselves. In this wider sense, I use these 

terms to discuss ELT methodology as well as professional development, where 

independent professionalism in the sense of ELT methodology refers to more bottom-

up teacher-led decision-making abo/ut methodological choices as opposed to following 

officially sanctioned or officially encouraged approaches. 
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ǮWestern TESOLǯ 

This term is used in a broad sense to represent professional discourses about ELT 

eŵaŶatiŶg iŶ ͚the West͛. Moƌe paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ, it is used to desĐƌiďe a ǁaǇ of thiŶkiŶg aďout 

and discussing professionalism within ELT that is influenced by theories and classroom 

practices largely developed in the West. In using this term, I fully recognise that 

͚͛Western TESOL͛ is itself a diǀeƌse, diǀided, aŶd Đoŵpleǆ Đultuƌe͛ ;HollidaǇ, ϮϬϬϱ, 

pƌefaĐe iǆͿ aŶd fuƌtheƌ that it is Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌǇ to ďe loĐated iŶ ͚the West͛ to thiŶk iŶ this 

ǁaǇ. I also ƌefeƌ ǁithiŶ the thesis to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, ǁhiĐh agaiŶ is Ŷot 

intended to imply particular locations, but to apply to any setting where the ethos is 

ďased oŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. Foƌ eǆaŵple, I pƌeǀiouslǇ taught EFL iŶ ‘ussia, ǁhiĐh ǁould 

Ŷot tƌaditioŶallǇ ďe desĐƌiďed as ͚ WesteƌŶ͛, ďut the language centre where I was working 

had ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ethos iŶ teƌŵs of the appƌoaĐhes that teaĐheƌs ǁeƌe 

expected to use.  

To giǀe a fuƌtheƌ eǆaŵple of the iŶflueŶĐe of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, I eŶĐouŶteƌed seǀeƌal 

young academics from Kerala and other states in India who, having studied Masters 

pƌogƌaŵŵes iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, had ƌetuƌŶed to IŶdia adǀoĐatiŶg appƌoaĐhes 

that they had learnt more about during these programmes, apparently without 

problematising possible difficulties in exporting such approaches from one setting to 

another very different setting, and also apparently seeing teaching and learning in their 

own setting as deficient iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ to the ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs theǇ had gaiŶed 

familiarity with. These academics could be said to be thinking about and discussing 

pƌofessioŶalisŵ ǁithiŶ ELT iŶ a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶflueŶĐed ǁaǇ.  

My own thinking at the start of this study, favouring foƌ eǆaŵple ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ 

Đlasses oƌ ŵiŶiŵal use of the studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage, ƌefleĐted my own ingrained belief 

at the tiŵe, alďeit laƌgelǇ suďĐoŶsĐious, iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. This ďelief ǁas the ƌesult of 

ŵǇ oǁŶ ďaĐkgƌouŶd aŶd eduĐatioŶ, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ TE“OL eduĐatioŶ, ǁithiŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ settiŶgs. AŶ oǀeƌǀieǁ of ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessional biography is given in 

Section 3.5. 
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Oǀeƌ the Đouƌse of this studǇ, ŵǇ oǁŶ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the iŶflueŶĐe of ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

both grew and changed. Indeed, at no point during the study did I consciously employ 

any particular personal interpretation of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, pƌefeƌƌiŶg to see the teƌŵ iŶ 

the broad sense described above as a way of looking at professionalism within ELT that 

is both complex and dynamic in its nature. 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ is ǁƌitten in inverted commas throughout the thesis to acknowledge 

that it is a shorthand way to describe the above and that the term may be interpreted 

in different ways. 

ǮMethodǯ, Ǯcommunicativeǯ and Ǯcommunicative language teachingǯ 

I geŶeƌallǇ plaĐe teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ ŵethod͛, ͚ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ aŶd ͚ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe language 

teaĐhiŶg͛ iŶ iŶǀeƌted Đoŵŵas to iŶdiĐate that theiƌ ŵeaŶiŶgs aƌe ĐoŶtested aŶd that I 

am aware that they will mean different things to different people and possibly different 

things to the same people at different times. These and related terms are discussed in 

Chapter 4. Where possible, I have used the more general terms a ͚coŵŵuŶicatiǀe͛ 

appƌoach͛ and ͚coŵŵuŶicatiǀe͛ appƌoaches, rather than using the more specific terms 

͚the coŵŵuŶicatiǀe appƌoach͛ or ͚coŵŵuŶicatiǀe laŶguage teachiŶg͛, which seem to 

convey a greater and, in my view, unwarranted sense of certainty about what they might 

ŵeaŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁheŶ highlightiŶg ŵoƌe speĐifiĐallǇ the ;ĐoŶtestedͿ ĐoŶĐept of ͚the 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ oƌ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛, I use these teƌŵs. 

They are used interchangeably within this thesis.  

Teacher training, professional development and (second language) teacher 

education 

Although there are a number of overlapping terms used in discussions concerning 

͚teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛ - for example, teacher training, teacher development, pre-service 

training (PRESET), in-service training (INSET), professional development and continuing 

professional development (CPD) - for consistency, I have generally tried to use only the 

terms teacher training, professional development and (second language) teacher 

education. 
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I use ͚teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶiŶg͛ to ƌefeƌ to tƌaiŶiŶg pƌioƌ to staƌtiŶg a joď, iŶ liŶe ǁith ‘iĐhaƌds 

aŶd Faƌƌell ;ϮϬϬϱ, p.ϯͿ, seeiŶg teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶiŶg as ƌelatiŶg to ͚pƌepaƌatioŶ foƌ iŶduĐtioŶ 

into a first teaching position or as preparation to take on a new teaching assignment or 

ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛. 

I use ͚pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt͛ to ƌefeƌ to deǀelopŵeŶt aĐtiǀities foƌ pƌaĐtisiŶg 

teaĐheƌs that seek ͚to faĐilitate gƌoǁth of teaĐheƌs͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of teaĐhiŶg aŶd 

theŵselǀes as teaĐheƌs͛ ;‘iĐhaƌds aŶd Faƌƌell, ϮϬϬϱ, p.ϰͿ.  

I use ͚teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛ aŶd ͚seĐoŶd laŶguage teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛ ;͚“LTE͛Ϳ as a ďƌoadeƌ 

term encompassing the training and development of teachers, both pre-service and in-

service. 

Having said that, where the literature or participants quoted in the study use other 

related terms, I have not changed them.  
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2. Research Methodology  

This chapter discusses the development of the research methodology used during this 

study. As discussed in Section 1.4, I have placed it, along with the discussion of the 

autoethnographic dimension of the study in Chapter 3, ahead of the literature review 

chapters to foreground the influence of the methodology chapters on the study as a 

whole. 

Section 2.1 begins by locating the study within the qualitative research paradigm and 

providing a rationale for the ethnographic approach taken. Section 2.2 then provides a 

detailed description of the methods of data collection and data collected. This is the data 

from which, taking an autoethnographic perspective as described in Chapter 3, I was 

able to uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism in the setting. Section 

2.3 describes the data analysis process, focusing in particular on how themes were 

developed. The remainder of this chapter discusses the process of writing up the study, 

the trustworthiness of the approach taken, ethical considerations, and some of the 

limitations of the research methodology.  

As was briefly outlined in Chapter 1, during the data analysis process, an 

autoethnographic dimension to the study emerged. This dimension is explored and 

discussed in more detail in Chapter 3. 

2.1. Research design 

After briefly discussing qualitative nature of this study, this section describes the 

ethnographic approach taken.  

2.1.1. Postmodern qualitative research 

This study is attempting to uncover and understand the perceptions and actions of 

participants in the study, and to open, at least partially, a window into some of the 

complexity within the setting. I locate this study within the postmodern qualitative 

research paradigm, with a methodological framework based around ethnography and 

autoethnography. 
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At the outset, the objective was to explore and understand people͛s opiŶioŶs, ďeliefs 

and values, and to observe what was happening within the research setting in terms of 

ELT methodology, methodological change and teacher education. Within this in mind, 

the study sits quite comfortably within the qualitative research paradigm, sharing 

general characteristics used to describe qualitative research such as, as Maykut and 

Morehouse (1994, pp.43-47), suggest ͚aŶ eǆploƌatoƌǇ aŶd desĐƌiptiǀe foĐus͛, aŶ 

͚eŵeƌgeŶt desigŶ͛, ͚puƌposiǀe saŵpliŶg͛, ͚data ĐolleĐtioŶ iŶ the Ŷatuƌal settiŶg͛, 

͚Ƌualitatiǀe ŵethods of data ĐolleĐtioŶ͛, aŶd ͚eaƌlǇ aŶd oŶgoiŶg iŶduĐtiǀe data aŶalǇsis͛ 

ƌesultiŶg iŶ a detailed ͚͚ƌiĐh͛ Ŷaƌƌatiǀe͛. 

Further, in choosing a postmodern approach, I acknowledge that, as Holliday (2016, 

p.16) puts it: 

͚Reality and sĐieŶĐe aƌe soĐiallǇ ĐoŶstƌuĐted͛, ͚‘eseaƌĐheƌs aƌe paƌt of ƌeseaƌĐh 

settiŶgs͛, ͚IŶǀestigatioŶ ŵust ďe iŶ ƌefleǆiǀe, self-ĐƌitiĐal, Đƌeatiǀe dialogue͛, 

͚What is iŵpoƌtaŶt to look foƌ should eŵeƌge͛, ͚‘eseaƌĐh pƌoĐeduƌes ĐaŶ ďe 

developed to fit the social settiŶg as it is ƌeǀealed͛, aŶd that ƌeseaƌĐheƌs ͚ĐaŶ do 

Ŷo ŵoƌe thaŶ iŶteƌpƌet͛. 

In terms of this study, I understand that what I was told and what I observed was a 

͚ƌealitǇ͛ ĐoŶstƌuĐted ďǇ the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ the studǇ aŶd ďǇ hoǁ I iŶteƌpƌeted the words 

and actions of the participants, and also realise that, as a part of the social setting for 

the study, I could both affect and be a part of the data collected. Further, I tried to be 

flexible in terms of adjusting research procedures to fit with my emerging understanding 

of the setting, and to let themes emerge during data analysis rather than basing this 

analysis on preconceived ideas of what might be important.  

Initially therefore, my conceptualisation of the research design could be described as 

loose, having broadly defined areas for investigation but at the same time being open 

to change, as opposed to having completely fixed research questions and a precise 

research procedure. However, as data was collected and my understanding of the 

setting grew, a more focused research design and more precise procedures emerged, 

including, for example, a greater focus on interview data and a more purposive approach 
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to selecting key informants. More details on how these key informants were selected is 

given in Section 2.2.3.  

The study started off with a nuŵďeƌ of ͚foƌeshadoǁed pƌoďleŵs͛ ;Hammersley and 

Atkinson, 2007), initial ideas of what the problematic issues in the setting might be, 

which provided the impetus for the study. The foreshadowed problems were based 

around a tension, as I saw it at the time, between the perceived need for changes in 

English language teaching methodology and the form that these changes ought to take. 

More specifically, there was an apparent tension between the desire to improve 

communication skills in English and the view of some local stakeholders that this 

necessitated a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐh iŶ the ELT Đlassƌooŵ. I felt that there 

were a number of issues around this. In particular, I wanted to find out more about what 

local stakeholders uŶdeƌstood ďǇ teƌŵs suĐh as ͚the ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛, about 

the extent to which these stakeholders felt such an approach was appropriate in the 

setting and what any change in approach might mean in terms of teacher education.  

My initial explorations in the setting and preliminary data collection helped to turn these 

foreshadowed problems into initial research questions. After further exploration and 

reflection, as described in Section 1.3, the final form of the research questions was: 

1. What are the perceptions of ELT professionals in the setting in terms of good practice 

in teaching methodology? 

2. What are the perceptions of ELT professionals in the setting in terms of good practice 

in teacher education?  

3. How am I interpreting these perceptions in the light of an autoethnography of my 

own professionalism?  

2.1.2. Working in ethnographic mode 

As discussed in Chapter 1, my initial introduction to the southern Kerala region in which 

this study is set was through working on a small-scale English language teaching and 

teacher training project in the region, with the initial idea for the study developing out 

of that project. During the project, I spent part of the time observing classes, taking part 
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in classes, informally chatting with teachers, and generally getting to know the setting. 

Broadly speaking, I was working in the ethnographic mode without specifically labelling 

it as such. Therefore, when it came to starting the study, it felt appropriate to continue 

taking this approach. Indeed, working within the ethnographic tradition, seeking to 

͚desĐƌiďe aŶd uŶdeƌstaŶd the ďehaǀiouƌ of a paƌtiĐulaƌ soĐial oƌ Đultuƌal gƌoup͛ 

;‘iĐhaƌds, ϮϬϬϯ, p.ϭϰͿ, ǁheƌe ͚people͛s aĐtioŶs aŶd aĐĐouŶts aƌe studied iŶ eǀeƌǇdaǇ 

contexts, rather than under conditions created by the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛ ;HaŵŵeƌsleǇ aŶd 

AtkiŶsoŶ, ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϯͿ, ǁith the goal of ĐƌeatiŶg ͚a Ŷaƌƌatiǀe that desĐƌiďes ƌiĐhlǇ aŶd iŶ 

great detail the daily life of the community as well as the cultural meanings and beliefs 

the participants attach to their activities, eveŶts aŶd ďehaǀiouƌs͛ ;DöƌŶǇei, ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϭϯϬͿ, 

resonated closely with the ďƌoad iŶteŶtioŶs of this studǇ, as did “pƌadleǇ͛s ;ϭϵϳϵ, p.ϯ, 

italiĐs iŶ oƌigiŶalͿ ǀieǁ of ethŶogƌaphǇ as ͚a ƌeseaƌĐh ŵethod that helps us uŶdeƌstaŶd 

how other people see their experieŶĐe … ƌatheƌ thaŶ studying people, ethnography 

means learning from people͛. 

Having said that, this approach did initially feel somewhat back-to-front in the sense that 

the ƌeseaƌĐh staƌted ǁithout a speĐifiĐ ƌeseaƌĐh desigŶ to ďase it oŶ, oƌ iŶ Bƌeǁeƌ͛s 

terminology, various methods of data collection were being employed without a 

particular research methodology, i.e. ͚ďƌoad theoƌetiĐal aŶd philosophiĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk͛ 

(Brewer 2000, p.2), around which these methods were to fit being in place. However, 

even in the early stages, the study broadly reflected the three features of ethnographic 

work that Dörnyei (2007, p.131) highlights as frequently mentioned in the literature: 

͚foĐusiŶg oŶ paƌtiĐipaŶt ŵeaŶiŶg͛, a ͚pƌoloŶged eŶgageŵeŶt iŶ the Ŷatuƌal settiŶg͛ aŶd 

the ͚eŵeƌgeŶt Ŷatuƌe͛ of the ƌeseaƌĐh.  

As my own understanding of the ethnographic tradition grew, I soon began to realise 

that the present study was very much in line, in terms of key characteristics, with what 

ethnographically-focused texts describe. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007, p.3), for 

eǆaŵple, suŵŵaƌise ǁhat ethŶogƌaphiĐ ǁoƌk usuallǇ iŶǀolǀes as: ƌeseaƌĐh ͚iŶ the field͛; 

collecting data from different sources; unstructured data collection with the research 

design, research questions and categories for interpreting data not fixed at the start; 
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generally small-scale but in-depth studies, resulting in verbal descriptions, explanations 

and theories based on interpretation not statistical analyses.  

However, though there are no set-in-stone rules about what ethnographic work 

involves, I did have some initial concerns about precisely how ethnographic my work 

ǁas. FiƌstlǇ, the issue of ͚pƌoloŶged eŶgageŵeŶt iŶ the settiŶg͛ iŶitiallǇ felt slightlǇ 

problematic in that, rather than a spending a single prolonged period in the setting, as 

seeŵs to ďe iŵplied ďǇ DöƌŶǇei͛s poiŶt aďoǀe, ŵǇ oǁŶ eŶgageŵeŶt ǁas, thƌough 

practical necessity, made up of regular shorter periods of engagement in the setting over 

a number of years. To be more precise, I made eight visits to Southern India over a five-

year period, each visit lasting between one and five weeks. The date and duration of 

each visit is given in Section 2.1.3 below. In addition to the visits, there was a degree of 

engagement going on throughout this period through maintaining contacts with 

participants online. Over time, I came to understand that this type of engagement in 

short bursts was equally as valid as prolonged engagement, as it allowed more time for 

reflection and for emerging themes to be developed and then pursued on subsequent 

ǀisits, ǁith the seŶse of ďeiŶg ͚iŶ ethŶogƌaphiĐ ŵode͛ ŵaiŶtaiŶed. 

Secondly, I was aware that the research was using interview data increasingly as time 

went on, rather than having a primary focus on participant observation as many 

ethnographic studies do, and was conscious of the concerns of Atkinson and Coffey 

(2002) among others about over-reliance on interview data. However, considering the 

data as a whole, there are a range of sources, as detailed in Section 2.2, which I believe 

have allowed a suffiĐieŶtlǇ ͚thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛ ;Geeƌtz, ϭϵϳϯͿ to ďe Đƌeated.  

2.1.3. The setting for and the participants involved in the study 

This section describes the setting for and the participants involved in the study.  

The setting  

The setting for the study was the southern part of Kerala in southern India, centering 

around the city of Thiruvananthapuram, formerly known as Trivandrum, the state 

capital. The study involved different types of educational institution within southern 
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Kerala: local schools, colleges, teacher training institutions and the local university. A 

small number of these institutions were in the city of Thiruvananthapuram itself, though 

the majority were in more rural areas within a ninety-minute drive of the city. Whilst in 

the setting, I tended to base myself in Thiruvananthapuram and travel out to the other 

locations as necessary,  

The setting felt appropriate in that it had ͚a seŶse of ďouŶdedŶess͛, the poteŶtial to 

pƌoǀide ͚a ǀaƌietǇ of ƌeleǀaŶt iŶteƌĐoŶŶeĐted data͛, ͚suffiĐieŶt ƌiĐhŶess͛, ǁas ͚suffiĐieŶtlǇ 

sŵall͛, aŶd alƌeadǇ offeƌed soŵe degƌee of ͚aĐĐess͛ ;HollidaǇ, ϮϬϭϲ, p.ϯϰͿ.  

Further, as the study progressed it was clear that the setting reflected Hammersley and 

AtkiŶsoŶ͛s ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϯϮͿ ǀieǁ of ƌeseaƌĐh settiŶgs ǁheƌe ͚ďouŶdaƌies aƌe Ŷot fiǆed, ďut 

shift across occasions, to one degree or another, through processes of redefinition and 

ŶegotiatioŶ͛ iŶ that diffeƌeŶt paƌtiĐipaŶts aŶd different educational institutions within 

the setting were involved to different degrees at different points during the study. 

Within the schools involved in the study, there was variation in the type of school. There 

were three broad types: free-to-attend state-government-run regional language 

(Malayalam) schools, government-aided schools receiving some government support 

but also charging small fees, and private schools, which typically had more resources 

than the other schools and taught much of the curriculum in English.  

The educational institutions involved in the study were initially chosen because of pre-

existing links between my place of work and a group of local schools, teacher training 

colleges and higher education colleges in the setting, though as I became more familiar 

with the setting other institutions which were not part of this group were included in 

the study.
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A summary of the timing and length of my visits to the setting is given in Table 2.1 below: 

Visit number Length of visit Month / Year of visit 

08  10 days November 2007 

1 10 days June 2008 

2 1 week July 2009 

3 5 weeks July - August 2010 

4 2 weeks December 2011 

5 1 week February 2012 

6 1 week January-February 2013 

7 3 weeks June 2013 

Table 2.1 – Timing and length of visits to the setting 

The participants 

The participants involved in the study included teachers, teacher trainers and school 

principals working in the setting. They were involved in the study in different ways - 

through completing open-ended questionnaires, being observed, or being interviewed. 

All of those who completed questionnaires or who were observed, and the majority of 

those interviewed, had spent most or all of their professional careers living and working 

in Kerala. Three interviewees, all teacher trainers, were not, at the time they were 

interviewed, working in Kerala, though they were working in southern India. The 

intention was that, by including these participants, a wider perspective would be given.   

2.1.4. Access, field relations and changing roles 

Where it was necessary to gain access to institutions and informants, I did as Silverman 

(2010, p.204) suggests and made use of existing relationships and local contacts to 

simplify the process.  Having said that, as commented on by Hammersley and Atkinson 

(2007, p.41), the act of gaining access itself pƌoǀided ͚ insights into the social organisation 

of the settiŶg͛ aŶd ͚iŵpoƌtaŶt kŶoǁledge aďout the field͛. Foƌ eǆaŵple, although ŵǇ 

                                                 
8 This visit took place before this study had begun.  
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initial access to particular schools, teacher training colleges and higher education 

institutions within the setting tended to be through local teachers and trainers rather 

than the management staff in the institutions, there was, in almost every case, still a 

requirement for official approval from, along with a courtesy visit to, the head of the 

institution, usually the principal or manager.  

Nevertheless, the overall process of gaining access to institutions was generally made 

easier when existing local contacts acted as informal facilitators of the process. At the 

same time, they provided suppoƌt aŶd ǀalidatioŶ foƌ ŵǇ ideŶtitǇ as a ͚ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛. 

IŶdeed, giǀeŶ that people ͚ ǁill seek to plaĐe oƌ loĐate the ethŶogƌapheƌ ǁithiŶ the soĐial 

laŶdsĐape defiŶed ďǇ theiƌ eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛ ;HaŵŵeƌsleǇ aŶd AtkiŶsoŶ, ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϲϯͿ, ǁith 

researchers often treated suspiciously, particularly at the start, the involvement and 

often physical presence of local contacts in all likelihood made this initial period of 

transition from complete outsider to known and accepted outsider a much smoother 

process.  

Having said that, as described in Chapter 1, I was introduced to the setting through my 

involvement in a project aiming, among other things, to develop English language 

teaching and teachers, and needed to fit my research and data collection around this, 

hence I was having to act in different roles at different times, and in addition I realised I 

was being perceived in different ways by different people. For example, I was doing 

some professional development work with some of the participants in the study both 

prior to starting and during the study, so they tended to see me as a fellow teacher or 

teacher trainer, while for those who knew only that I worked for a university in the U.K., 

I teŶded to ďe ĐoŶsideƌed as a ǀisitiŶg ͚ foƌeigŶ eǆpeƌt͛, aŶd foƌ those ǁho kŶeǁ only that 

I was researching something, I tended to be viewed purely as a visiting researcher or 

research scholar. This fluctuation between roles created a tension at some points 

ďetǁeeŶ paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ eǆpeĐtatioŶs of ŵe aŶd ŵǇ eǆpeĐtatioŶs of theŵ. Foƌ iŶstance, 

when I was observing classes, the teachers being observed tended to see me as an 

͚eǆpeƌt͛ figuƌe ǁho had Đoŵe eitheƌ to judge theŵ oƌ to solǀe theiƌ pƌoďleŵs, ǁhile I 

was seeing these teachers as experts in their own setting who could help to shed light 

on the pertinent issues for me. As a result, it was sometimes difficult to position myself 
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as a ͚soĐiallǇ aĐĐeptaďle iŶĐoŵpeteŶt͛ ;LoflaŶd aŶd LoflaŶd, ϭϵϵϱ, p.ϱϲ), given this 

tendency of participants to assume some kind of expertise on my part, regardless of 

whether it existed or not, and even though my understanding of the setting, particularly 

when setting out on the study, was limited. 

There is also a ĐoŶŶeĐtioŶ heƌe to the Ŷeed foƌ ͚iŵpƌessioŶ ŵaŶageŵeŶt͛ ;Silverman 

2010, p.206) when working in the field. Indeed, as Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) 

discuss, I did feel the need to constantly manage the impression I was giving to people 

in the setting, constructing, subconsciously at times, what I perceived an acceptable 

identity, through dressing more conservatively and smartly than I would in my usual 

work setting, minimising any differences between my views aŶd paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ǀieǁs, 

shoǁiŶg soŵe leǀel of eǆpeƌtise aŶd kŶoǁledge, oƌ siŵplǇ ďeiŶg soĐiaďle aŶd ďeiŶg ͚oŶe 

of the gƌoup͛, i.e. the gƌoup of fellow educators and/or researchers in this case.  

On a positive note, being perceived in different ways in the setting did, as Hammersley 

and Atkinson (2007, p.86) suggest, provide access to different types of data. For 

example, by playing the role of fellow teacher trainer and establishing common ground 

when interviewing teacher trainers, I believe I was able to access richer responses that 

would have been the case had I, for instance, been interviewing in the role of a 

researcher who was assumed to have no background in teacher training. 

2.2. Data collection 

Data was collected over the course of 7 visits to the setting during the study, with the 

study also informed by the visit to the setting shortly before the study formally began. 

The data was collected through open-ended questionnaires, classroom observations, 

interviews and field notes. More specifically, a total of 31 open-ended questionnaires 

were completed by practicing teachers, 28 observations took place in ten different 

educational institutions, and 21 interviews were carried out, 19 of which were recorded. 

Field notes were written during 6 of the 7 visits to the setting during the study, with 

these field notes including descriptions of critical incidents that occurred over the course 

of the study.  
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All of these data collection instruments are discussed below, where I move from open-

ended questionnaires to observations to interviews and finally field notes, to reflect, 

very broadly speaking, the trajectory of the data collection which focused more on the 

open-ended questionnaires at the start, with observation and interview data becoming 

more prevalent as the study progressed, and the field notes becoming more important 

towards the end as I reflected back on what I had written during the earlier parts of the 

study. A breakdown of the data collected at different points during the study is given in 

Appendix 1.  

However, I should add that, by providing this neat breakdown, I would not characterise 

the data collection process as anything other than a messy one, concurring with 

DöƌŶǇei͛s ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϭϮϱͿ ǀieǁ that:  

Qualitative research is by definition less systematic and standardized in its data 

collection approach than quantitative research … [and] the messiness of the rich 

data we are aiming for is often merely a reflection of the complex real-life 

situations that the data concerns.  

Further, I would recognise that, rather than data collection happening and then data 

analysis happening as separate and distinct stages in the research process, what 

happened iŶ ƌealitǇ ǁas a ͚ĐǇĐliĐal pƌoĐess of ŵoǀiŶg ďaĐk aŶd foƌth ďetǁeeŶ data 

ĐolleĐtioŶ aŶd aŶalǇsis͛ ;Dörnyei, 2007, p.126). 

2.2.1. Questionnaires 

Open-ended questionnaires were used in the early part of the study as a means of 

getting the views of a number of different teachers in a relatively short time about how 

English was taught in the setting. This use of such questionnaires is in line with Brown 

(2009, p.201Ϳ, ǁho suggests that theǇ ͚aƌe ďest suited to eǆploƌatoƌǇ ƌeseaƌĐh, ǁheƌe, 

at the beginning, the researcher may not know what the central issues are on a 

paƌtiĐulaƌ topiĐ͛. 

In constructing the questionnaire, I tried to follow guidelines set out in Brown (1997, 

2009) with respect to, for example, avoiding overly long questions, avoiding questions 
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covering more than one issue, avoiding negative sentences, avoiding leading questions, 

aŶd aǀoidiŶg ͚pƌestige ƋuestioŶs͛ ǁheƌe oŶe ǁaǇ of aŶsǁeƌiŶg ŵakes the ƌespoŶdeŶt 

look ďetteƌ. I also took BƌoǁŶ͛s adǀiĐe iŶ teƌŵs of gƌoupiŶg ƋuestioŶs oŶ a siŵilaƌ topiĐ 

together, grouping the questions about ELT methods together in the second half of the 

questionnaire.  

The questions themselves were based on my initial research questions and some initial 

hunches I had about what might be important, based on my initial foray into the setting 

and what I had already learnt from those working in the setting.  

The questionnaire was piloted with two potential respondents and, as a result, two 

questions were removed as they were deemed superfluous and one question was 

reworded in order to make its intended meaning clearer. The final version contained ten 

questions plus space at the end for participants to make any further comments if they 

wished. The questionnaire is given in Appendix 2. 

The questionnaire was given to teachers in eight schools visited as part of the project I 

was working on during the early part of the study. A total of 31 questionnaires were 

completed. The sampling of respondents was therefore opportunistic in the sense of 

taking advantage of opportunities to identify potential respondents as they arose, 

reflecting, as Cohen et al (2011, p.231) note, that sampling in ethnographic work can 

often be ad hoc rather than fixed from the outset. Given that the questionnaires were 

primarily to be used for exploratory purposes, combined with practical constraints of 

having a limited time in the field and only having access to particular institutions, I felt 

this to be the most suitable approach to take.  

Before the teachers completed the questionnaire, I explained that I was carrying out a 

research study, that they did not have to take part in the study if they did not want to 

and that, if they did take part, all answers would be treated as confidential and, if they 

were used in the write up of the study, then they would be anonymised. A message to 

this effect was also written at the top of the questionnaires.  
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2.2.2. Classroom observations 

My rationale for carrying out classroom observations was to try to stimulate reflection 

on what was happening within ELT classrooms in the setting and from that to develop 

my understanding of ELT in the setting more generally.  

According to Gebhard and Oprandy (1999, p.ϯϱͿ, Đlassƌooŵ oďseƌǀatioŶ iŶǀolǀes ͚the 

non-judgemental description of classroom events that can be analysed and given 

iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ͛. Although this ǁas ŵǇ aiŵ, ǁith hiŶdsight I ǁould ƋuestioŶ the degƌee 

to ǁhiĐh I suĐĐeeded iŶ ďeiŶg ͚ŶoŶ-judgŵeŶtal͛, as is discussed in Chapter 6.  

Nevertheless, my strategy for observation was to enter classrooms and observe without 

having preconceived notions of what I was looking for and without basing the 

observation on particular structured categories. Instead, I was aiming to look broadly at 

the way English language was being taught and at communication in English within the 

classroom, without wishing to be tied to assigning actions to categories. Indeed, as 

Harbon and Shen (2010, pp.277-278) note, critics of: 

structured systems [of observation] claim, among other things, that the 

communicative language classroom is far too complex for all the notions to be 

labelled and captured in this manner, and that the essential communicative 

nature of the language classroom is lost. 

28 classroom observations took place in 10 educational institutions: 8 schools, 1 higher 

education college and 1 teacher training college. They were carried out during five 

different visits to the setting, with the number of observations on each of these visits 

given in Table 2.2 below.  

Visit number Number of observations 

0  4 

1 5 

2 6 

3 9 

6 4 

Table 2.2 – Number of classroom observations on particular visits  
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Of the 28 observations, 26 took place in the schools, one in the higher education college, 

and one in the teacher training college. Of the 26 observations in schools, 11 took place 

in one school, School A. The focus on School A was in part planned and in part 

convenience. It was planned in the sense that I had initially, in proposing the study, been 

considering focusing the whole study on a very small number of locations within the 

setting, and this school would have been one of those locations, hence in two of the 

earlier visits to the setting I focused my observations on this school. The convenience 

element of carrying out observations at School A was that, because it was one of the 

schools involved in the wider project that I was involved in, issues of access were 

minimised.  

As noted earlier, in Section 2.1.3, there were three broad types of school involved in the 

study: state government schools, government-aided schools and private schools. A 

breakdown of the type of school where each the classroom observation took place is 

given in Appendix 3.  

The higher education college, where one observation took place, is affiliated to the 

University of Kerala. Students at the college are typically aged 18 to 21 and are studying 

undergraduate programmes. As part of their undergraduate studies, all students, 

irrespective of what subject they are studying, must sit and pass three examinations in 

English: prose and essay summary; grammar and comprehension; and poetry, 

Shakespeare and modern drama.  

The teacher training college, where one observation took place, trains teachers to work 

in secondary schools. It has five areas of specialism including English. However, teachers 

trained in other specialisms often end up teaching English due to the currently high 

demand for English teachers. In addition, those trained as English teachers often look 

for higher-paid jobs outside education because of their language skills.  

In the classes observed, the selection of particular teachers to observe was opportunistic 

in the sense that I was directed towards particular classes, generally by the principal of 

the school or college concerned, as part of the project I was involved in within the 

setting. These observations were not arranged in advance, but depended on which 
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classes were being taught at the times I was there. As Richards (2003, p.125) notes with 

ƌespeĐt to oďseƌǀatioŶ data, ͚as Đontact with different aspects of the field unfolds 

ƌeseaƌĐheƌs ǁill take oppoƌtuŶities to ĐolleĐt data as theǇ aƌise͛. 

During observations, I would try to sit at the back of the room, but was often directed 

by the teacher to sit at the front in one corner. My observation notes were initially 

handwritten, using a brief notes technique (Delamont, 2002, p.61), with notes taken 

using short phrases or sentences that would later serve as prompts when I came to write 

full accounts. As far as was possible, I tried to type up these full accounts on the same 

day.  

Finally, I should note that I was aware that my presence, whether as a researcher or in 

whatever role I was perceived as having, had the potential to and on a small number of 

occasions did encourage those being observed to ͚seek to ŵaŶage iŵpƌessioŶs of 

theŵselǀes aŶd of settiŶgs͛ (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007, p.176). For example, in 

one school I visited, I sensed that the class I was taken to observe had been especially 

set up for my benefit, to show the school in what it thought was the best possible light, 

for example by using technological resources that did not seem to be present in other 

schools I was visiting.  

Further details of the classroom observations carried out - in terms of location, school 

year or age of the students, number of students in the class, length of the observation 

and precise date of the observation - is given in Appendix 3, with an example of my 

typed-up observation notes given in Appendix 4. 

2.2.3. Ethnographic interviewing 

One of the key data collection methods employed in this study was interviewing. 

Conducting interviews seemed to be a good fit with my objective of exploring the 

perspectives of teachers and other education professionals about ELT methodology and 

related topics. The interviews built upon the understandings gained through the open-

ended questionnaires and classroom observations, and sought a more in-depth 

understanding of particular issues in the setting with regard to ELT.   
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Selecting informants  

In selecting informants to interview, my approach was in line with Hammersley and 

AtkiŶsoŶ͛s ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.107) view that: 

who is interviewed, when, and how, will usually be decided as the research 

progresses, according to the ethnographeƌ͛s assessŵeŶt of the ĐuƌƌeŶt state of 

his or her knowledge, and according to judgements about how it might best be 

developed further.  

All of the participants in the study who were interviewed were chosen by a combination 

of ͚puƌposiǀe saŵpliŶg͛ ǁheƌe ͚ƌesearchers hand-pick the cases to be included in the 

saŵple oŶ the ďasis of theiƌ … possessioŶ of paƌtiĐulaƌ ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs ďeiŶg sought͛ 

;CoheŶ et al, ϮϬϭϭ, p.ϭϱϲͿ, aŶd ͚sŶoǁďall saŵpliŶg͛ ǁheƌe ͚ƌeseaƌĐheƌs use soĐial 

networks, informants and contacts to put theŵ iŶ touĐh ǁith fuƌtheƌ iŶdiǀiduals͛ ;ibid., 

p.158). 

I chose to use puƌposiǀe saŵpliŶg ͚iŶ oƌdeƌ to aĐĐess ͛kŶoǁledgeaďle people͛, i.e. those 

who have in-depth kŶoǁledge aďout paƌtiĐulaƌ issues͛ ;ibid., p.157) and who I therefore 

felt might be best able to provide insights into the setting. These participants were 

initially people who I had built some kind of professional and personal relationship with, 

through my initial visits to the setting.  

Although I initially intended to interview a broad cross-section of participants in the 

setting, the data collected during the first two visits pointed to the fact that those with 

more experience and those who appeared to be more proactive, particularly in terms of 

involvement in professional development activities, tended to provide what I considered 

as richer data, which in turn led to more purposeful targeting of those to be interviewed 

in later visits. It is possible that this may have created some bias in the data. However, 

those interviewed held various roles within the setting including school teacher, college 

teacher, university lecturer, teacher trainer and school principal, and further had varying 

levels of experience, therefore I believe a range of perspectives were given.  
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Several of those interviewed also informed me of other people I could potentially 

interview and helped to put me in touch with these people. This ͚sŶoǁďall saŵpliŶg͛ 

eleŵeŶt of the iŶteƌǀieǁ pƌoĐess Đould also ďe ĐoŶsideƌed as ͚ƌeputatioŶal Đase 

saŵpliŶg͛ ;ibid., p.157) in the sense that several of those I was advised to interview were 

recommended because of their reputations within the setting as being well-informed 

about the topic being investigated.  

This foƌŵ of saŵpliŶg is also ͚pƌoŶe to ďiases͛ as it ǁill ĐleaƌlǇ ďe ͚iŶflueŶĐed heaǀilǇ ďǇ 

the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s iŶitial poiŶts of ĐoŶtaĐt͛ ;ibid., p.159). However, those recommended 

by others tended to be those in more senior positions who it was thought might have 

more in-depth knowledge rather than it being a case of one friend recommending 

another like-minded friend.  

Setting up and conducting the interviews 

The interviews were, where possible, set up in advance by email or telephone call to the 

interviewee. In a small number of cases, such as when I interviewed informants at 

conferences, the interviews were set up while at the conference. In all cases, I followed 

ethical procedures, as described in Section 2.6, in terms of explaining the general 

purpose of the study, ensuring confidentiality and gaining informed consent. 

The interviews were conducted in quiet settings within the school or college I was 

visiting, or at the conference I was attending. One unexpected practical issue I 

encountered when interviewing, which the principal of one college highlighted to me 

early in my study, was that there may be a potential problem when interviewing some 

female teachers, as there tends to be very limited interaction between men and women 

who are not family members, particularly in more rural communities within the setting. 

For this reason, I made every effort to interview female teachers in open areas within 

their work setting, in sight but not in earshot, of their colleagues. 

I tried to keep in mind standard guidelines for carrying out interviews, as outlined in, for 

example, Richards (2003), covering issues such as how to start the interview and what 

types of question to ask, but at the saŵe tiŵe took oŶ ďoaƌd ‘apleǇ͛s ;ϮϬϬϲ, p.18, italics 

in original) view that:  
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Interviewers do not need to worry excessively about whether their questions 

aŶd gestuƌes aƌe ͚too leadiŶg͛ oƌ ͚Ŷot eŵpathetiĐ͛; they should just get on with 

interacting with that specific person. 

21 interviews were carried out, 19 of which were recorded and later transcribed. In the 

other 2 cases, the interviewee preferred not to be recorded so I took notes and added 

them to my field notes. The interviews varied in length, the shortest being just over 20 

minutes, and the longest just over an hour long. The typical length of the interviews was 

between 30 to 40 minutes. Following each interview, I asked the interviewee if they 

would be willing to give me their email address so that I could ask any follow-up 

questions if necessary. They all agreed to this. After the interviews, I corresponded with 

several participants, though in only 2 cases asked them follow up questions relating to 

their interview responses. 

My approach to interviewing  

My approach to interviewing was, using HammersleǇ aŶd AtkiŶsoŶ͛s ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.117) 

distiŶĐtioŶ, ͚ƌefleǆiǀe͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ ͚pƌe-stƌuĐtuƌed͛, ǁhiĐh theǇ eǆplaiŶ as: 

Ethnographers do not usually decide beforehand the exact questions they want 

to ask, and do not ask each interviewee precisely the same questions, though 

they will usually enter the interviews with a list of issues to be covered. Nor do 

they seek to establish a fixed sequence in which relevant topics are covered; they 

adopt a more flexible approach, allowing the discussion to flow in a way that 

seems natural. 

The interviews could also be described as semi-structured, where, as Richards (2003, 

pp.185-186) notes, the interviewer:  

knows what topics need to be covered and to a large extent what questions need 

to ďe asked … Hoǁeǀeƌ, at the saŵe tiŵe, the interviewer needs to allow 

sufficient flexibility to probe some aspects in depth and, where necessary, to let 

the respondent lead. 
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In line with these comments, I went into each interview with a list of issues to be 

discussed but without precise questions in my mind. Initially, this list was based on issues 

covered in the open-ended questionnaire and some other topics arising from the 

questionnaire data, from early observation data, and from conversations I was having in 

the setting. The list could be descƌiďed as aŶ ͚iŶteƌǀieǁ guide͛ ;‘iĐhaƌds, ϮϬϬϯͿ iŶ that it 

provided guidance when I was conducting the interviews, but at the same time was 

flexible in the sense that it changed from interview to interview as different issues came 

up, and was often added to within interviews as particular responses generated new 

liŶes of iŶƋuiƌǇ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iŶitiallǇ, as is disĐussed iŶ Chapteƌ ϲ, I felt that ͚laƌge 

Đlasses͛ ǁas aŶ ͚issue͛ that should ďe disĐussed duƌiŶg the iŶteƌǀieǁs, ďut afteƌ a sŵall 

number of interviews I Đaŵe to uŶdeƌstaŶd that it ǁas Ŷot the ͚issue͛ I ǁas peƌĐeiǀiŶg it 

to be, and so removed it from the list of topics to ask about. 

The issues were not covered in a fixed order and the movement between different issues 

was often lead by the interviewee. When this happened, I always went with flow of the 

interview to keep the conversation as fluent as possible, though would occasionally 

come back to a previous issue if I felt I needed to find out more from the interviewee 

about a particular point. The interviews therefore felt like a ͚ĐoŶǀeƌsatioŶ ǁith a 

puƌpose͛ ;Buƌgess, ϭϵϴϰ, p.ϭϬϮͿ, ͚pƌofessioŶal ĐoŶǀeƌsatioŶs͛ ;Kǀale, ϭϵϵϲ, p.ϱͿ foĐused 

on trying to better understand the workings of the setting in terms of ELT. 

Further details of the interviews carried out are given in Appendix 5, with an example of 

a transcribed interview in Appendix 6. 

Maintaining caution in collecting and interpreting interview data 

I became aware, both when conducting the interviews, and later when analysing the 

interview data, of my own influence on this data, and recognised, as Holliday (2016, 

p.19) puts it: 

that the researcher and participants in interviews co-construct what is being said 

and that the researcher is therefore implicated in the subjective power relations 

of the event. 
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Further, I was mindful of the concern of Richards (2003, p.80) in relation to interview 

technique that: 

however refined this [the interview technique] may be it does not guarantee 

aĐĐess to the iŶteƌǀieǁee͛s ͚ ƌeal͛ self. The iŶteƌǀieǁ is a ĐoŶstƌuĐted eǀeŶt iŶ ǁhiĐh 

those involved have parts to play, and our approach to analysis must respond to 

this.  

However, in early interviews in particular, I am aware that I may have unwittingly 

encouraged the interviewees to support my own ideas. For example, as discussed in 

Section 6.1, when starting the study, I had ĐeƌtaiŶ ideas aďout ǁhat ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ iŶ 

ELT classes entailed, such as including plenty of opportunities for students to be actively 

involved, and through our conversation I may have inadvertently led interviewees 

towards showing support for such views. 

Further, as Hammersley and Atkinson (2007, p.176) note, how interviewees perceive the 

research and the researcher can strongly influence what they say. It needs therefore to 

ďe ƌeĐogŶised that ǁe ĐaŶ͛t alǁaǇs take ǁhat people saǇ at faĐe ǀalue as there may be 

particular reasons why they are responding in particular ways. For example, there is a 

possibility that interviewees may be feeding cultural stereotypes (Grimshaw, 2001), 

which may in turn be important to them in constructing their cultural identity. In terms 

of this study, there is therefore the possibility that those interviewed may have wanted 

to construct themselves as users of certain approaches to ELT in order to come across 

as professional and in touch with current developments in the field.  

Along similar lines, I was conscious of tending to be drawn towards interviewing 

͚kŶoǁeƌs͛, people ǁho were able to talk about, for example, different approaches to ELT 

in terms I could understand or who interpreted things in recognisable ways, who I came 

to see as key informants. I began to question whether I was putting too much trust in 

aŶd ƌelǇiŶg too ŵuĐh oŶ these ͚kŶoǁeƌs͛. EƋuallǇ, I ǁaŶted to ŵake suƌe that the voices 

of those who remain peripheral to the 'key informants' were heard. However, while 

iŶeǀitaďlǇ soŵe ǀoiĐes aƌe ͚loudeƌ͛ thaŶ otheƌs ǁithiŶ the studǇ, I ďelieǀe that, thƌough 
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the use of ͚thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛, aŶd ďǇ iŶĐludiŶg a ƌaŶge of diffeƌeŶt data souƌĐes, a 

reasonable cross-section of perspectives is provided. 

In any case, beĐause of the aďoǀe ƌisks, I alǁaǇs tƌied to keep iŶ ŵiŶd Bakeƌ͛s ;ϭϵϵϳ, 

p.131) point that interview responses should be treated as accounts more than reports, 

and to interpret what was said ǁith ĐautioŶ, takiŶg MuƌƌaǇ͛s ;ϮϬϬϵ, p.59) advice that 

͚ƌeseaƌĐheƌs ŵust ďe seŶsitiǀe to the Đo-constructed nature of these stories if they are 

to aǀoid ŵisƌepƌeseŶtiŶg the paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐes͛. 

When it came to transcribing interviews, I followed the guidance of Richards (2003), 

Dörnyei (2007) and Silverman (2010), opting for a basic transcription style to maximise 

the readability of the transcription, for example using three dots to indicate pauses 

ƌatheƌ thaŶ tiŵiŶg eǀeƌǇ pause. IŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, I took oŶ ďoaƌd “ilǀeƌŵaŶ͛s ;ϮϬϭϬ, p.ϮϬϭͿ 

poiŶt that ͚theƌe is Ŷo ͚ďest͛ ŵethod foƌ tƌaŶsĐƌiďiŶg iŶteƌǀieǁs: so tƌaŶsĐƌiďe iŶ a ǁaǇ 

that is appƌopƌiate to Ǉouƌ ƌeseaƌĐh pƌoďleŵ͛, aloŶg ǁith DöƌŶǇei͛s ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϮϰϳͿ ǀieǁ 

that if ͚ǁe aƌe iŶteƌested iŶ the ĐoŶteŶt ƌatheƌ thaŶ the foƌŵ of the ǀeƌďal data, we can 

decide to edit out any linguistic surface phenomena but we are not advised to make any 

ĐoŶteŶt seleĐtioŶ/editiŶg͛. Theƌefoƌe, I opted to simplify ͚liŶguistiĐ suƌfaĐe pheŶoŵeŶa͛ 

by, for example, reducing or removing  word repetition, stammering and fillers such as 

͚uŵ͛ aŶd ͚eƌ͛, ǁith the aiŵ of ŵakiŶg the ĐoŶteŶt of the tƌaŶsĐƌiptioŶ ŵoƌe ƌeadaďle, 

while at the same time being careful not to omit or edit any content.  

Issues relating to the trustworthiness of the data are considered in Section 2.5. 

2.2.4. Field notes  

When I refer to field notes, I am referring to any notes taken in the field except notes 

taken during classroom observations that I have classified separately as observation 

data. Notes from the two interviews that were not recorded were included in my field 

notes.  

The field notes were mainly written during six of the seven visits to the setting during 

the study, but also added to with comments on previously written notes between visits.  



48 
 

As ‘iĐhaƌds ;ϮϬϬϯ, p.,ϭϯϳͿ desĐƌiďes, ͚field Ŷotes ĐaŶ take diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs͛, as ǁell as 

͚ǁƌitiŶg ǁhat is oďseƌǀed͛, theǇ Ŷeed to ĐoŶsideƌ ͚aŶalǇtiĐal issues͛ suĐh as ͚aŶalǇtiĐ 

iŶsights, possiďle ĐoŶŶeĐtioŶ ǁith theoƌǇ, ŵethodologiĐal poiŶts, aŶd so oŶ͛ aŶd 

͚ƌelatioŶal issues͛ suĐh as ͚peƌsoŶal ƌefleĐtioŶs aŶd ƌesoŶaŶĐes͛. IŶ ĐoŶstƌuĐtiŶg ŵǇ field 

notes, I included a combination of observational notes about my experiences, 

methodological notes about the types of data I was collecting and still needed to collect, 

theoretical notes connecting my thoughts and ideas back to theories, and personal notes 

containing subjective comments about my feelings on the research process.   

BeĐause of this ͚ĐoŶstaŶt iŶteƌplaǇ ďetǁeeŶ the peƌsoŶal aŶd eŵotioŶal oŶ oŶe haŶd, 

aŶd the iŶtelleĐtual oŶ the otheƌ͛ ;HaŵŵeƌsleǇ aŶd Atkinson, 2007, p.151), the physical 

act of constructing my field notes helped the research process along by encouraging 

pƌeliŵiŶaƌǇ aŶalǇsis aŶd faĐilitatiŶg ͚pƌeĐiselǇ the soƌt of iŶteƌŶal dialogue, oƌ thiŶkiŶg 

aloud, that is the esseŶĐe of ƌefleǆiǀe ethŶogƌaphǇ͛ ;ibid.). 

At a practical level, I took on board the suggestions made by Hammersley and Atkinson 

(2007, p.143) regarding when, how and on what to take notes, for example jotting down 

thoughts and ideas as soon as I Đould iŶ oƌdeƌ that theǇ Đould ďe ͚ǁoƌked up, eǆpaŶded 

oŶ aŶd deǀeloped͛ after the event. As with my observation notes, the field notes were 

initially handwritten in Ŷote foƌŵ, aŶd ͚ǁƌitteŶ iŶ a loose fashioŶ͛ as theǇ ǁeƌe 

͚doĐuŵeŶts Ŷot iŶteŶded - at least initially - foƌ aŶǇ audieŶĐe, otheƌ thaŶ the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛ 

(Emerson et al, 2001, p.358). An example of my typed-up field notes is given in Appendix 

7.  

The way the field notes were written changed as the study progressed. Initially, they 

were a means of gaining a better general understanding of the setting. However, over 

time, they became a way of stimulating reflection and analysing the setting, and finally, 

towards the end of the study, served as a means of reviewing how my thinking had 

changed over the course of the study. Indeed, it was only when I began review field 

notes and other data collected during earlier parts of the study that I realised that I had 

changed the way in which I was seeing the setting. The field notes also therefore served 

as a means of critiquing my own description, reflection and preliminary analysis of the 
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setting, allowing me to interrogate my own distant eyes stance and the way that this 

had shifted during the study.   

Finally, it should be noted that many of the critical incidents used in Chapter 6 to 

describe the autoethnographic dimension of the study were generated from field notes. 

A discussion of the use of critical incidents can be found in Section 3.3, within the wider 

discussion of the autoethnographic dimension of the study. 

2.3. Data analysis 

This section describes the data analysis process, first giving an overview and then 

describing how different themes were generated.  

2.3.1. Overview of the data analysis process 

As Nieuwenhuis (2007, pp.99-100) notes, rather than being a distinct stage: 

qualitative data analysis tends to be an ongoing and iterative process, implying 

that data collection, processing, analysis and reporting are intertwined, and not 

necessarily a successive process. 

It ǁas, as Heighaŵ aŶd “akui ;ϮϬϬϵ, p.ϭϬϮͿ desĐƌiďe, ďoth ͚ ĐǇĐliĐal͛ aŶd iteƌatiǀe͛, ŵoǀiŶg 

back and forth between reading through the data and creating analytic notes, coding 

the data and interpreting the data. 

As a whole, my approach to making sense of the data combined what Dörnyei (2007, 

p.ϮϰϰͿ ƌefeƌs to as ͚foƌŵalized aŶalǇtiĐal pƌoĐeduƌes͛ aŶd ͚suďjeĐtiǀe iŶtuitioŶ͛. The 

formalized procedures, as described below, gave structure to the data analysis process 

and further, by applying them in a transparent manner, they were intended to help 

convince audiences of the trustworthiness9 of the study. Using subjective intuition 

recognises: 

                                                 
9 The trustworthiness of the study is discussed in section 2.5. 
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the inherent importance attached to the subjective and reflexive involvement of 

the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ iŶ the aŶalǇsis … aŶd the Ŷeed to ŵaiŶtaiŶ a fluid aŶd Đƌeatiǀe 

analytical position that is not constrained by procedural traditions (ibid.). 

This perspective was particularly important in the autoethnographic dimension of the 

study, discussed in Chapter 3. 

2.3.2. Coding the data and generating themes 

In terms of coding the data, I followed the guidance of Richards and Morse (2007), who 

distinguish between three types of coding - descriptive, topic and analytic.  

͚DesĐƌiptiǀe ĐodiŶg͛ ;‘iĐhaƌds aŶd Moƌse, 2007, p.138) was used to store basic factual 

knowledge about the participants in the study, the research sites within the setting, the 

timing of particular events that took place during the study. Following their approach, I 

took the ǀieǁ that ͚Ǉou should stoƌe as ŵuĐh iŶfoƌmation as you need, but no more͛ 

(ibid.) and so tried to keep the coding simple. In terms of describing participants in the 

data chapters of this study, I therefore coded as follows: participants interviewed were 

coded simply by using numbers in square brackets, e.g. Interviewee 1 is simply [1]; 

participants who completed the questionnaire were coded by using the letter Q and a 

number in square brackets, e.g. the first completed questionnaire is identified as [Q1]; 

classroom observations were coded by using the abbreviation Obs. and a number in a 

square bracket, e.g. the first observation is identified as [Obs. 1]; and field notes were 

coded according to when the field notes were made, again in square brackets, e.g. field 

notes made in August 2010, are denoted as [Field notes, August 2010]. Finally, a 

response gained from one of the participants interviewed via email after the interview 

was coded as email communication with the date given, i.e. [Email communication, 

August 2013]. 

Having collected the questionnaire data as well as some observation, interview and field 

note data, and typed it up into Word documents, I read carefully through this data and 

aŶŶotated it ǁith ͚aŶalǇtiĐ Ŷotes͛ ;HaŵŵeƌsleǇ and Atkinson, 2007, p.150) in the 

margins of the Word documents. At this stage, the comments were a combination of 
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comments relating to my research questions, general reflective thoughts, possible issues 

to think about and possible further lines of inquiry. Following this, I began ͚topiĐ ĐodiŶg͛ 

(Richards and Morse, 2007, p.139) the data, that is, laďelliŶg ͚passages ǁithiŶ the teǆt 

ǁhiĐh eǆpƌess a paƌtiĐulaƌ idea oƌ ƌefeƌ to aŶ eǀeŶt͛ ;MuƌƌaǇ, ϮϬϬϵ, p.ϱϭͿ. BeĐause the 

volume of data was initially quite small, I did this manually by highlighting different parts 

of the data as referring to broad topiĐs, suĐh as ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐhes͛ oƌ ͚pre-

service teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛. As the amount of data collected increased, I began using the 

NVivo qualitative data analysis software to support the coding process.  

As the data analysis process developed and themes began to emerge, the coding 

became more akin to what Richards and Morse (2007, p.ϭϰϭͿ ƌefeƌ to as ͚aŶalǇtiĐ 

ĐodiŶg͛. This pƌoĐess of deǀelopiŶg theŵes ǁas aŶ uŶdeŶiaďlǇ ŵessǇ oŶe. It is peƌhaps 

best described as one of gradual approximation, starting off with loose themes, what 

Bluŵeƌ Đalled ͚seŶsitiziŶg ĐoŶĐepts͛ ;Bluŵeƌ, ϭϵϱϰ, Đited iŶ HaŵŵeƌsleǇ aŶd AtkiŶsoŶ, 

2007, p.164), suggesting directions to look in, which were then developed and refined 

into more specific themes and subthemes, gradually moving towards moving towards 

͚defiŶitiǀe ĐoŶĐepts͛ ;ibid.). In this phase, I developed a number of themes, such as 

͚͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ǀeƌsus ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ appƌoaĐhes to ELT͛ aŶd ͚the ƌole of iŶfoƌŵal pƌofessioŶal 

deǀelopŵeŶt͛. The deǀelopiŶg aŶd ƌefiŶiŶg of these themes continued into and during 

the writing up process. 

Holliday (2016, p.103) description of the formation of themes also resonates with the 

way they were developed in this study: 

The formation of themes thus represents the necessary dialogue between data 

aŶd ƌeseaƌĐheƌ … aƌƌiǀiŶg at the theŵes ĐaŶ ďe the ƌesult of foƌŵal data aŶalǇsis, 

but can also be born from what was seen during data collection. Often the 

theŵes haǀe ďeeŶ gƌoǁiŶg ǁithiŶ the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s ŵiŶd thƌough the ǁhole 

research process … Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ sees the data 

will be influenced by her own background. 

This description again gives the sense of part formal data analysis, part subjective 

intuition, that I felt was happening while analysing the data for this study.  
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Fuƌtheƌ, iŶ deǀelopiŶg theŵes, I ǁas ŵiŶdful of HollidaǇ͛s ǁaƌŶiŶg that: 

researchers need to be aware and honest about the influence they bring to their 

thematic analysis from their original preoccupations, where the themes 

themselves, although emergent, are also influenced by questions or issues that 

the researcher brought to the research (Holliday, 2016, pp.105-106). 

I tried therefore to keep in mind that I was dealing with the reality of interviewees͛ 

professional lives from their perspectives, not mine, aŶd to ͚let the data speak͛, allowing 

themes to come out of the data rather than using the data to support my own ideas. 

The themes that were eventually developed form the basis of the data chapters, 

chapters 6 to 8.  

2.4. Writing up the study 

As described in Section 2.3, the data was analysed into themes, with these themes 

emerging from the data. Grouping together different themes, the data was then 

organised into chapters. 

In writing about the data, ŵǇ aiŵ ǁas to Đƌeate a ͚thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛ ;Geertz, 1973), 

ǁhiĐh HollidaǇ ;ϮϬϭϬa, p.ϵϵͿ desĐƌiďes as ͚ a Ŷaƌƌatiǀe of ǁhat has ďeeŶ fouŶd that shoǁs 

the full ĐoŵpleǆitǇ aŶd depth of ǁhat is goiŶg oŶ͛. DeŶziŶ ;ϭϵϵϰ, p.ϱϬϱͿ siŵilaƌlǇ 

suggests that thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ ͚giǀes the ĐoŶteǆt of aŶ eǆpeƌieŶĐe, states the intentions 

aŶd ŵeaŶiŶgs that oƌgaŶised the eǆpeƌieŶĐe, aŶd ƌeǀeals the eǆpeƌieŶĐe as a pƌoĐess͛. 

My attempt to provide a thick description which included data from a number of 

different sources, overlaid with my attempt to write myself into the study, was also 

iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ CoffeǇ͛s ;ϭϵϵϵ, p.ϭϭϴͿ ǀieǁ that: 

By incorporating, fragmenting and mingling these texts, and by reinforcing the 

intertextuality of ethnography, the claims to authenticity may be strengthened 

rather than weakened. Writing the self into ethnography can be viewed as part 

of a movement towards greater authenticity. 
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I have tried to write up the study with a sense and growing understanding of the effects 

my own presence in the setting, and to continue to engage in reflexivity, in teƌŵs of ͚the 

way in which researchers come to terms with and indeed capitalise on the complexities 

of theiƌ pƌeseŶĐe ǁithiŶ the ƌeseaƌĐh settiŶg, iŶ a ŵethodiĐal ǁaǇ͛ ;HollidaǇ, ϮϬϭϲ, 

p.146), during the writing up process.  

Another feature of the writing up process was the interplay between writing up and 

fuƌtheƌ aŶalǇsis of the data. IŶdeed, I ǁould agƌee ǁith HollidaǇ͛s ;ϮϬϭϲ, p.ϭϮϴͿ asseƌtioŶ 

that ͚a keǇ paƌt of postŵodeƌŶ ǀieǁ of Ƌualitatiǀe ǁƌitiŶg is the ƌealisatioŶ that ǁƌitiŶg 

is itself part of the pƌoĐess of Ƌualitatiǀe iŶǀestigatioŶ͛. ‘atheƌ thaŶ aŶalǇsiŶg data theŶ 

writing about data, I tended to switch from one to the other depending on what felt 

appropriate at a particular point in time.  

Indeed, as with the processes of data collection and data analysis, the messiness of the 

writing up process should not be understated. However, particularly when writing up 

the autoethnographic dimension of the study, much of which is focused on in chapter 6, 

I took Ŷote of MuŶĐeǇ͛s ;ϮϬϭϬ, pp.73-ϳϲͿ͛s fƌaŵeǁoƌk suggesting a broad five stages in 

the autoethnographic writing process: cognitive, scribbling, serious, polishing, and 

relishing. This provided a framework for writing myself into the findings part of the 

study. Applying it to the writing of chapter 6, theƌe ǁas a ͚ĐogŶitiǀe phase͛ of ƌealisiŶg 

that I felt it important to write the changes that had taken place within me as a 

researcher and as an education professional during the research process, and the effect 

of this on the study, into the thesis, not just in terms of mentioning reflectivity in the 

methodology but also iŶ the fiŶdiŶgs of the studǇ. Theƌe ǁas theŶ a ͚sĐƌiďďliŶg phase͛, a 

͚ŵessǇ phase͛ of ǁƌitiŶg Ŷotes aďout eǀeŶts oƌ ŵoŵeŶts that had affected the way I was 

interpreting the setting, followed ďǇ a ͚seƌious phase͛ of tƌǇiŶg to get the Ŷotes iŶto 

some kind of order and create critical incidents, supported by field note and other data. 

Theƌe ǁas theŶ a ͚polishiŶg phase͛ of ƌeƌeadiŶg, ƌeǀisiŶg, gettiŶg feedďaĐk oŶ aŶd tƌǇiŶg 

to improve what I had ǁƌitteŶ, aŶd fiŶallǇ a sŵall ͚ƌelishiŶg phase͛, kŶoǁiŶg that, ǁhilst 

what I had written could no doubt be improved or written differently, I had achieved my 

aim of writing myself into the thesis.  
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There were also a number of practical issues in writing up process. For example, as has 

already been mentioned, I struggled to decide where to place the bulk of the discussion 

around the rationale for the autoethnographic dimension to the study, before finally 

opting to outline my reasons for including it in the introductory chapter and to discuss 

it in more detail as a separate chapter after the main research methodology chapter. I 

also decided to put both the main research methodology chapter and the chapter 

discussing the autoethnographic dimension ahead of both of the literature review 

chapters to foreground that this dimension underpinned the thesis as a whole. 

2.5. Trustworthiness 

The intention of this section is to demonstrate that, of the many possible interpretations 

of the data collected, the interpretation given here provides a convincing, credible, 

accurate and clearly communicated representation of the data, and further that the 

procedures and processes undertaken during the study are justifiable.  

In line with a number of authors (e.g. Maykut and Morehouse, 1994; Starfield, 2010), I 

feel that usiŶg teƌŵs otheƌ thaŶ ͚ǀaliditǇ͛ aŶd ͚ƌeliaďilitǇ͛ is helpful iŶ gettiŶg aǁaǇ fƌoŵ 

quantitative perceptions of how research outcomes should be viewed, and believe the 

term ͚tƌustǁoƌthiŶess͛ to be more suited to qualitative studies.  

A starting point for ensuring trustworthiness relates to what Maxwell (1996) calls 

͚desĐƌiptiǀe ǀaliditǇ͛, the aĐĐuƌaĐǇ aŶd ĐoŵpleteŶess of the aĐĐouŶt. He Ŷotes that:  

The first concern of most qualitative researchers is with the factual accuracy of 

their account - that is, that they are not making up or distorting the things they 

saw and heard. If you report that an informant made a particular statement in 

an interview, is this correct? Did he or she really make that statement, or did you 

mis-hear, mis-transcribe, or mis-remember his or her words? (ibid., pp.285-286) 

In a similar vein, Silverman (2010) talks about the importance of an open and honest 

account of the research, providing full descriptions of what was done in terms of 

choosing your participants and methods, collecting and analysing data, and explaining 

and justifying your decisions. 
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Related to this, Dörnyei (2007, p.60Ϳ talks aďout ͚ƌeseaƌĐh iŶtegƌitǇ͛ iŶ the ƌesearch 

process in terms of, for example, avoiding fabrication, falsification and 

misrepresentation, and highlights the need for researchers to build up their integrity as 

a means of ensuring the trustworthiness of their studies. He suggests this can be done 

ďǇ stƌategies suĐh as ͚leaǀiŶg aŶ audit tƌail͛ ďǇ giǀiŶg a detailed aŶd ƌefleĐtiǀe aĐĐouŶt of 

pƌoĐeduƌes used, pƌoǀidiŶg ͚ ĐoŶteǆtualisatioŶ aŶd thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛ thƌough ͚ pƌeseŶtiŶg 

the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ ƌiĐh ĐoŶteǆtualized detail͛, aŶd ͚ideŶtifǇiŶg poteŶtial ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ďias͛ 

(ibid.). 

In this study, I have tried to address these issues and build integrity through various 

strategies, for example audio recording and verbatim transcription of all interviews in 

which the interviewee agreed to be recorded, and wherever possible asking the 

interviewee to confirm that the transcription was an accurate record of the interview, 

͚leaǀiŶg aŶ audit tƌail͛ as outliŶed thƌoughout this Đhapteƌ of the studǇ, ͚pƌoǀiŶg 

ĐoŶteǆtualisatioŶ aŶd thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛ iŶ the data chapters, aŶd ͚ideŶtifǇiŶg poteŶtial 

ƌeseaƌĐheƌ ďias͛ thƌoughout the studǇ. IŶdeed, the latteƌ has ďeĐoŵe a foĐus ǁithiŶ the 

study.  

Beyond this, in terms of working towards credibility in a broader sense, Ely et al (1991), 

drawing on the work on Lincoln and Guba ;ϭϵϴϱͿ, highlight the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of ͚ pƌoloŶged 

aŶd peƌsisteŶt oďseƌǀatioŶ͛, ͚tƌiaŶgulatioŶ͛, aŶd ͚peeƌ suppoƌt gƌoups͛. Maǆǁell ;ϮϬϬ5) 

talks similarly, though using the teƌŵ ͚ǀaliditǇ͛, aďout ƌuliŶg out speĐifiĐ thƌeats to 

ǀaliditǇ thƌough, foƌ eǆaŵple, ͚intensive long-teƌŵ iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt͛, ͚͞ƌiĐh͟ data͛, 

͚ƌespoŶdeŶt ǀalidatioŶ͛, aŶd/oƌ ͚tƌiaŶgulatioŶ͛. Fuƌtheƌ, ‘allis aŶd ‘ossŵaŶ ;ϮϬϬϵ, 

p.265Ϳ ĐoŶsideƌ tƌustǁoƌthiŶess iŶ teƌŵs of ͚staŶdaƌds foƌ ĐoŵpeteŶt pƌaĐtiĐe͛, foĐusiŶg 

oŶ ͚the ĐƌediďilitǇ of the studǇ, its ƌigoƌ, aŶd its poteŶtial usefulŶess to otheƌs͛. To help 

to eŶsuƌe ĐƌediďilitǇ, theǇ suggest ͚pƌoloŶged eŶgageŵeŶt͛, ͚tƌiaŶgulatioŶ͛, ͚paƌtiĐipaŶt 

ǀalidatioŶ͛, ͚usiŶg a ĐƌitiĐal fƌieŶd͛ aŶd ͚usiŶg Ǉouƌ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ;ibid., p.269).  

For this studǇ, I use the ‘allis aŶd ‘ossŵaŶ͛s fƌaŵeǁoƌk to deŵoŶstƌate hoǁ I haǀe tƌied 

to ensure credibility, as described below: 
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͚PƌoloŶged eŶgageŵeŶt͛: I speŶt a total of ϭϱ ǁeeks iŶ the settiŶg, oǀeƌ a peƌiod of siǆ 

years, keeping in touch with a number of participants in the setting when I was not there. 

Though the time spent in the setting is not as long as for many ethnographic studies, I 

would suggest that the overall time spent considering the issues within the setting, 

alongside the time actually spent there, makes my engagement with the setting 

prolonged. 

͚TƌiaŶgulatioŶ͛: I oďtaiŶed data using different methods at different points in time that 

enabled me to build my understanding of the setting and in turn helped me to construct 

a ͚thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛ of ŵǇ findings. Further, though not suggested as a measure of 

tƌustǁoƌthiŶess iŶ itself, the ͚thiĐk desĐƌiptioŶ͛ pƌoǀided is iŶteŶded to shoǁ the depth 

of the data as well as my own struggles to interpret the data, in particular to take into 

account the autoethnographic dimension.  

͚PaƌtiĐipaŶt ǀalidatioŶ͛: Afteƌ pƌeliŵiŶaƌǇ aŶalǇsis of the data, fouƌ paƌtiĐipaŶts that I 

had interviewed were given the opportunity to give feedback on the points I was making.   

͚UsiŶg a ĐƌitiĐal fƌieŶd͛: IŶ the Đase of a doĐtoƌal dissertation, the critical friends were my 

supervisors, who commented on my emerging analysis when my work was reviewed and 

at other times.  

͚UsiŶg Ǉouƌ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛: DuƌiŶg the data ĐolleĐtioŶ aŶd iŶitial data aŶalǇsis 

stages, I engaged in critical discussions with trusted participants in the setting, which 

helped me to check and validate my developing impressions while in the field. During 

the writing up phase, I engaged in similar discussions with colleagues in my normal work 

setting and with fellow research students, which helped me to make more sense of data, 

and in particular my own impact on the data.  

To help to ensure rigour, I followed the advice of Rallis and Rossman (2009, p.284) and 

endeavoured to make my own positioning clear by providing a clear conceptual 

framework, details of my research approach, details of the data collected, and details of 

how the data was analysed, and by aiming to be transparent about the whole research 

process.  
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To help to make the study potentially useful to others, following the advice of Rallis and 

Rossman (2009, p.285), I have tried to provide detailed description of the setting for the 

study, the research process and the findings of the study.  

2.6. Ethical considerations 

As Guillemin and Gillam (2004) note, it can be useful to consider ethics on two levels, 

͚pƌoĐeduƌal ethiĐs͛ aŶd ͚ethiĐs iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ǁheƌe pƌoĐeduƌal ethiĐs aƌe the foƌŵal 

procedures required, such as approval by university ethics committees, to carry out 

ƌeseaƌĐh, aŶd ͚ethiĐs iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ĐoŶĐern the issues that arise in the practice of doing 

research. Highlighting further the practical considerations surrounding ethics, 

HaŵŵeƌsleǇ aŶd AtkiŶsoŶ ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϮϮϭͿͿ take aŶ ͚ethiĐal situatioŶisŵ͛ ǀieǁ, ƌeĐogŶisiŶg 

that ͚ǁhat is appƌopƌiate depeŶds upoŶ the ĐoŶteǆt to a laƌge eǆteŶt͛. AloŶg siŵilaƌ 

liŶes, DöƌŶǇei ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϳϮͿ ĐoŶĐludes that ͚ǁhat ǁe Ŷeed is a ĐoŶteǆtualized aŶd fleǆiďle 

appƌoaĐh to ethiĐal deĐisioŶ ŵakiŶg, ƌelǇiŶg ŵoƌe oŶ the ƌeseaƌĐheƌs͛ pƌofessioŶal 

reflexivity and integrity in maintaiŶiŶg high staŶdaƌds͛, ǁhile ‘iĐhaƌds ;ϮϬϬϯ, p.139) 

oďseƌǀes suĐĐiŶĐtlǇ that ͚the ultimate arbiter of what is right and decent is your own 

ĐoŶsĐieŶĐe͛. I haǀe tƌied to folloǁ these guideliŶes, folloǁiŶg ethiĐal pƌoĐeduƌes ǁhile 

at the same time recognising that the setting itself and practical considerations may 

affect some of these procedures in practice.  

At the outset, I followed standard university procedures to gain ethical approval to carry 

out the study. I also tried to keep in mind from the start the broad ethical issues of 

͚ĐoŶseŶt͛, ͚hoŶestǇ͛, ͚pƌiǀaĐǇ͛, ͚oǁŶeƌship͛ aŶd ͚haƌŵ͛ ;ibid., p.140), and manage these 

issues in an ethically appropriate way in the setting. During data collection, for example, 

I alǁaǇs sought to applǇ staŶdaƌd pƌoĐeduƌes of ͚iŶfoƌŵed ĐoŶseŶt͛. That is, I ŵade suƌe 

everyone involved in interviews or who completed open-ended questionnaires or was 

observed was informed about the purpose of the study, of confidentiality, that data 

would be anonymised, and of their right to withdraw at any stage if they did take part.  

In terms of practicalities of gaining informed consent, I obtained written consent before 

conducting the interviews or giving out open-ended questionnaires. However, in the 

case of classroom observation data, I often obtained this data from visits to schools as 
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part of the project I was working on at the time and it was very difficult in practice to 

inform teachers of my research purpose prior to the observation, so I took a pragmatic 

approach and gained consent to use the observation data for this study after each 

observation had been completed.  

In terms of explaining the purpose of the research during data collection, I deliberately 

kept the eǆplaŶatioŶ ďƌoad, applǇiŶg Coǁie͛s ;ϮϬϬϵ, p.ϭϳϳͿ adǀiĐe, which in his case 

concerned how much information to give to paƌtiĐipaŶts ďefoƌe oďseƌǀatioŶs, to ͚ďe as 

open as you can but, without being duplicitous, avoid giving away all the reasons you 

haǀe foƌ doiŶg the oďseƌǀatioŶ͛. This ŵeaŶt telliŶg pƌospeĐtiǀe paƌtiĐipaŶts I ǁas 

researching ELT in Kerala, without going into detail about what exactly I was looking at 

or unnecessarily revealing any of my own thinking on the subject.  

I ǁas also aǁaƌe of the Ŷeed to eŶsuƌe that Ŷo paƌtiĐipaŶts Đaŵe to haƌŵ ͚as a ƌesult of 

the actual process of doing the research and/or through puďliĐatioŶ of the fiŶdiŶgs͛ 

(Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007, p.213). I interpreted this, beyond assurances of 

confidentially, in terms of, for example, reassuring participants that my research was 

not evaluating them but seeking to understand the setting from their point of view, 

avoiding making any judgmental comments during interviews, and in the write up of the 

study ensuring that no participant could be identified by anonymising the data. 

2.7. Limitations of the research methodology 

There are of course aspects of the research methodology that may have limited this 

study.  

One possible limitation is that I was in the setting for a number of short periods rather 

than for a sustained period. Though there are advantages to such short periods, in 

particular allowing data to be collected over a longer total period and providing time to 

reflect between visits, traditional views of ethnographic work tend to advocate 

͚prolonged engagement in the natural setting͛ ;Dörnyei, 2007, p,131, italics in original). 

In fact, Dörnyei (ibid.Ϳ suggests that ͚a ŵiŶiŵuŵ staǇ of ϲ-12 months is usually 

ƌeĐoŵŵeŶded to aĐhieǀe the ŶeĐessaƌǇ pƌoloŶged eŶgageŵeŶt͛, though this is peƌhaps 
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referring to doing an ethnography rather than working in ethnographic mode as I was. 

Indeed, as Holliday (2016, p.14) notes: 

There is a difference between doing an ethnography (which usually involves a 

sustained engagement with a particular setting), and employing an ethnographic 

approach. 

Further, a number of scholars (e.g. Holliday, 1997; Bax, 2006) have argued strongly that 

an ethnographic approach can be taken even for relatively small studies, without the 

need for prolonged engagement.  

The research methodology could also have been developed in other ways. For example, 

additional methods of data collection, such as the use of participant journals or more 

structured and more frequent email contact with key participants when I was not 

physically in the setting, may have produced further insights into the setting.  

I could also have video recorded some or all of the classroom observations. This would 

have allowed me, in addition to revaluating my own observation notes at a later date, 

to review the classes themselves. More broadly, I felt that as technology was developing 

so quickly during the course of the study, I might have made more use of this to maintain 

and develop contacts, and possibly collect data, between visits to the setting. However, 

although if I was starting the study again now, I would organise data collection 

differently and make more use of technology, I did feel that the data I was able to collect 

was suffiĐieŶtlǇ ͚ƌiĐh͛ as it ǁas. 

Another limitation within the study was the need to carry out some of the data collection 

opportunistically, which meant that it was sometimes rather hurried. As mentioned 

earlier, while collecting the observation data, it was often not possible to speak to the 

teachers involved at any length before the observation took place, and so, apart from 

the fact that informed consent could only be gained after the event, there was often not 

time to discuss issues that came up in the class or to offer any feedback on the lesson 

should it have been desired. Unfortunately, this was something I was not in control of 
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at the time, though in a future study I would try to build in more time around 

observations.  

Another concern I had during the study relates to not following up enough on the 

interviews. There was often a time lag between the interview taking place and being 

able to transcribe it, and then often another one between transcribing it and attempting 

to analyse it. Therefore, by the time possible follow up questions had occurred to me, it 

felt too late to go back to some interviewees, in particular those who I had not 

maintained contact with between the time of the interview and the time when follow-

up questions might have been asked. In future studies, I would aim to reduce this time 

lag and to endeavour to maintain better contact with all interviewees, at least for the 

duration of the study.  

 

Another possible issue with the data collected is that, because the study was spread 

over several years, some of the data is several years old. However, I do not see this as 

an issue, principally for two reasons. Firstly, the thesis is about the sense I am making of 

this data now, after re-evaluating it, having carried out an autoethnography of my own 

professionalism. Secondly, having spent time in the setting and more widely in the 

region, I know from experience that the pace of change tends to be quite slow, and 

things are unlikely to have changed significantly since the data was collected. 

Finally, while not exactly a limitation, the fact that the autoethnographic dimension of 

the study only became apparent during the study itself certainly added to the degree of 

messiness in the study and to the struggle to analyse and organise the data, and to write 

up the study. Whilst perhaps there is no easy solution to this, what I have learned would 

be to think more carefully about what the research process is likely to involve and what 

impact I might have on that process before I start.  

Summary 

This chapter has given an overview of the research methodology used for the study. It 

located the study within the postmodern qualitative research paradigm and discussed 
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the ethnographic approach was taken, focusing in particular on how the data, providing 

accounts and descriptions of independent and unrecognised professionalism, was 

collected.  

In the next chapter, the autoethnographic dimension of the study that emerged during 

the initial analysis of this data will be discussed.  
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3. The Autoethnographic Dimension  

This chapter goes into more detail on the rationale for including the autoethnographic 

dimension, which helped uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism 

within the setting, in the study.  

During the initial data analysis phase of the study it became clear that in order to be able 

to try to understand the unrecognised professionalism that seemed to be present in the 

setting, I fiƌst had to aĐkŶoǁledge the iŵpaĐt ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ professional 

background, an overview of which I have provided at the end of this chapter in Section 

3.5, was having on the study. I therefore used an autoethnographic approach to help me 

to interpret, and in some cases reinterpret, the data collected, and through this 

managed to uncover the independent and unrecognised professionalism that I had not 

previously been able to see. 

Although this chapter could have been placed within the research methodology chapter, 

I am placing it here, as a chapter on its own and ahead of literature review chapters, in 

order both to emphasise its importance within the study and to allow the reader to see 

the literature reviewed in chapters 4 and 5 in the light of this and to see the thesis as a 

whole in terms of my shifting perspectives as I struggled to make sense of the data.  

In terms of the structure of the chapter, Section 3.1 discusses my rationale for including 

an autoethnographic dimension, Section 3.2 explores in some detail and with reference 

to relevant literature how I position myself within the autoethnographic field, Section 

3.3 discusses the use of critical incidents to help me to understand this 

autoethnographic dimension in a practical sense, and finally Section 3.4 discusses 

trustworthiness in the context of autoethnographic studies.  

3.1. Rationale for including an autoethnographic dimension 

As I have said, I did not begin the study with an autoethnographic dimension in mind. 

Indeed, as Muncey (2010, p.2) notes: 
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I rarely come across people who set out to do autoethnography but I do rather 

meet many people who resort to it as a means of getting across intangible and 

complex feelings and experiences that soŵehoǁ ĐaŶ͛t ďe told in conventional 

ways. 

IŶ ŵǇ Đase, ƌatheƌ thaŶ ͚ƌesoƌt to it͛, I Đhose to iŶĐlude this aspeĐt of the studǇ ďeĐause, 

as the study progressed, the ways that my own perspectives were changing and 

influencing my interpretations of the data became an integral part of the study. The 

process through which this happened is discussed below.  

During the study, I began to notice, particularly when looking through and analysing data 

for a second or third time, that the way I was viewing the data had changed since I had 

first read through it. Additionally, I found myself questioning certain aspects of the data, 

in particular the classroom observation and field note data, where what I had written in 

the notes appeared to be based on certain assumptions or beliefs that, with a greater 

understanding of the setting, I had since begun to question. Although initially I treated 

this as an interesting aside that was outside the scope of the study, it developed into a 

growing realisation that what I was noticing was, or should be, part of the research data, 

not just in a reflexive sense as would be the case in most ethnographic texts, with the 

researcher needing to be aware of their potential to affect the data, but in the sense 

that beyond this, the changes in me as a researcher and teacher/teacher trainer, and 

the ways that these changes were interacting with the study as a whole, were integral 

to the way I was understanding the data being collected and therefore the setting.  

Alongside this, it became clear to me that my position/role in the setting had changed 

from detached outsider/observer at the start to partial insider/participant. My 

perspective had also changed from having what I can only describe as a fear of 

subjectivity in the research process to one embracing subjectivity as not only inevitable 

but also as something which could be used as a resource. However, this is not to suggest 

that subjectivity should not be treated in a careful and thoughtful manner, or that there 

is no benefit in cultivating and maintaining a level of detachment from the setting and 

participants. 
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It had become clear that many of my experiences, both inside the immediate setting and 

beyond, were impacting on the study. For instance, the fact that the study was 

undertaken on a part-time basis and over a longer time period than is typically the case 

and that I was working on and being influenced by other projects at the same time, 

allowed more time for outside experiences to influence my thinking during the study. As 

a result, the way I interpreted the data from this study also changed over time as my 

own understanding of the issues underpinning the study, in particular in relation to ELT 

methodology and teacher education, as well as my understanding of the research 

process itself, developed.   

My intention then became to continue with the study as a fundamentally ethnographic 

one, but incorporating an autoethnographic dimension. This is in line with DeŶziŶ͛s 

(2014, p.15Ϳ defiŶitioŶ of ethŶogƌaphǇ as a ͚ǁƌitteŶ aĐĐouŶt of a Đultuƌe oƌ gƌoup͛ aŶd 

of autoethŶogƌaphǇ as aŶ ͚aĐĐouŶt of oŶe͛s life as aŶ ethŶogƌapheƌ͛, ǁith the 

autoethŶogƌaphiĐ diŵeŶsioŶ faĐilitatiŶg ͚ ƌefleǆiǀelǇ ǁƌitiŶg the self iŶto and through the 

ethŶogƌaphiĐ teǆt͛ ;ibid., p.22). This approach also facilitated the display of ͚ŵultiple 

laǇeƌs of ĐoŶsĐiousŶess, ĐoŶŶeĐtiŶg the peƌsoŶal to the Đultuƌal͛ ;Ellis aŶd BoĐhŶeƌ, 

2000, p.739). 

From a theoretical perspective, autoethnography fits with the postmodern orientation 

of the study. As Wall (2008, p.42), drawing on Bochner (2000) and Walcott (1999), notes:  

Postmodernists believe that the methods and procedures that are employed in 

research are ultimately and inextricably tied to the values and subjectivities of 

the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ. … aŶǇ effoƌts to aĐhieǀe oďjeĐtiǀitǇ aƌe foiled fƌoŵ the outset 

because ethnographers always come with ideas that guide what they choose to 

describe and how they choose to describe it. 

Including an autoethnographic dimension as a part of the data, rather than completely 

refocusing the study, echoes the view of Wall (2006, p.3) who suggests that: 
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the freedom of a researcher to speak as a player in a research project and to 

mingle his or her experience with the experience of those studied is precisely 

what is needed to move inquiry and knowledge further along. 

This approach is also in line with Doloriert and Sambrook (2011, p.590) who put forward 

that ͚autoethŶogƌaphǇ uses self-experiences to extend ethnographic insights into 

particular ethnos contexts, arrangements, and relationships. 

Further, in line with Barnes (2014, p.161), I felt the need for an autoethnographic 

diŵeŶsioŶ ďoth ďeĐause it ďest ͚ƌefleĐts the shiftiŶg saŶds of self-uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg͛ aŶd 

͚ďeĐause it ďest allays my personal fears about the distancing tendencies of traditional 

ƌeseaƌĐh͛ ;ibid., p.163). Further, I wanted to try to reduce what Ellingson and Ellis (2008, 

p.ϰϱϬͿ desĐƌiďe as ͚the alieŶatiŶg effeĐts oŶ ďoth ƌeseaƌĐheƌs aŶd audieŶĐes of 

impersonal, passioŶless, aďstƌaĐt Đlaiŵs of tƌuth geŶeƌated ďǇ … ƌeseaƌĐh pƌaĐtiĐes͛. 

Even though my study was ethnographic in nature and I had written a section on 

͚ƌefleǆiǀitǇ͛, this did not seem to fully represent my own involvement in the study. 

Indeed, as Wall ;ϮϬϬϲ, p.ϯͿ suggests, autoethŶogƌaphǇ ĐaŶ ͚ĐhalleŶge the ǀalue of tokeŶ 

reflection that is often included as a paragraph in an otherwise neutral and objectively 

pƌeseŶted ŵaŶusĐƌipt͛.  

Clair Doloriert and Sally Sambrook expand upon this point in their research, noting that:   

Sally had to settle rather incompletely and frustratingly for terms such as 

reflective researcher and reflexive approach. But something was missing. She felt 

that these terms did not fully account for her own role and learning within 

research process and how she had shaped and been shaped by it. 

Autoethnography, therefore, enables the researcher to acknowledge the often 

powerful and significant role of the self within the research process, connecting 

the self to the ƌeseaƌĐh topiĐ … “he [Clair] did not view herself and her role as 

distanced and detached from that of her research subjects. Like Sally, she saw 

her role and her interactions as subjective and reflexive. Clair recognized that her 

personal journey of learning and entrepreneurship was inextricably interwoven 
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with her research into learning and entrepreneurship (Doloriert and Sambrook, 

2011, p.586). 

The autoethnographic dimension more fully reflected, as Muncey (2010, p.8) points out, 

that: 

We are observers and participants of our own experiences: you cannot separate 

ǁho Ǉou aƌe fƌoŵ ǁhat Ǉou do … suďjeĐtiǀitǇ doesŶ͛t iŶfeĐt Ǉouƌ ǁoƌk, it 

enhances it. Making links between your own experience and your work is 

healthy.  

These views resonated with the way I had come to view my own study and my role as 

researcher and increasingly as participant in the study. 

Initially, I was concerned about being overly introspective, but have tried to keep in mind 

the view of McCormack (2012, p.183) that:  

Far from being either self-indulgence or simplistic storytelling, this genre 

[autoethnography] works to enhance layered and nuanced reflexive capacities, 

increasing self-understanding and, by extension, offering resources for 

understanding of others.  

Having decided to incorporate an autoethnographic dimension, I set about trying to 

understand and to position myself within the autoethnographic field. 

3.2. Positioning myself in the autoethnographic field  

My survey of the field of autoethnography is described below. After attempting to 

narrow down what it is, and then looking at two distinct forms, analytic 

autoethnography and evocative autoethnography, I discuss adoptiŶg a ͚ŵiddle ǁaǇ͛ iŶ 

my own study.  
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3.2.1. Exploring autoethnography 

Exploring autoethnography proved more complex than I had foreseen, not least because 

the term itself is somewhat contested. There are two broad positions, a more analytical 

approach towards autoethnography favoured by, for example, Anderson (2006a), 

Atkinson (2006) and Walford (2009), and a more evocative approach championed by, 

for example, Ellis (2004), Ellis and Bochner (2000, 2006), Denzin (2006, 2014) and 

Muncey (2010). 

Several writers (e.g. Reed-Danahay, 1997; Chang 2008; Ellis, 2009; Canagarajah 2012) 

have discussed autoethnography by breaking the term down into its three constituent 

paƌts. FoĐusiŶg oŶ the ͚auto͛ paƌt, CaŶagaƌajah ;ϮϬϭϮ, p.ϮϲϬͿ highlights that 

autoethnography: 

is conducted and represented from the point of view of the self, whether 

studǇiŶg oŶe͛s oǁŶ eǆpeƌieŶĐes oƌ those of oŶe͛s ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ … 

autoethnography values the self as a rich repository of experiences and 

peƌspeĐtiǀes that aƌe Ŷot easilǇ aǀailaďle to tƌaditioŶal appƌoaĐhes. … It fƌaŶklǇ 

eŶgages ǁith the situatedŶess of oŶe͛s eǆpeƌieŶĐes, ƌatheƌ thaŶ suppƌessiŶg 

them. 

More broadly, the following three descriptions of autoethnography influenced my 

thinking.  

Ellis and Bochner (2000, pp.739-740) argue that: 

it seems appropriate now to include under the broad rubric of autoethnography 

those studies that have been referred to by other similarly situated terms, such 

as personal narratives ... lived experience, critical autobiography ... evocative 

narratives ... reflexive ethnography ... ethnographic autobiography ... 

autobiographical ethnography, personal sociology ... [and] autoanthropology. 

This suggested to me that autoethnography as a term had a broad reach, embracing 

teƌŵs that I ǁas alƌeadǇ ŵoƌe faŵiliaƌ ǁith suĐh a ͚peƌsoŶal Ŷaƌƌatiǀe͛ aŶd ͚liǀed 
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eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛. This ƌeaĐh helped to ĐoŶǀiŶĐe ŵe that the field ǁas ǁide eŶough aŶd open 

enough to accommodate what I wanted to write in the way I wanted to write it. 

A more precise description of what autoethnography involves is given by Denzin (2014, 

p.20), drawing on the work of Holman Jones, Adams and Ellis (2013), who specifies 

autoethnography as: 

the use of personal experience and personal writing to (1) purposefully comment 

on / critique cultural practices; (2) make contributions to existing research; (3) 

embrace vulnerability with purpose; and (4) create a reciprocal relationship with 

audiences in order to compel a response.  

Again, this more detailed description of autoethnography resonated with the type of 

experiences I was having whilst in the setting.  

Meanwhile, Muncey (2010, p.2) highlights the potentially evocative nature of 

autoethnography, defining it as:  

an artistically constructed piece of prose, poetry, music or piece of art work that 

attempts to portray an individual experience in a way that evokes the 

imagination of the reader, viewer or listener.  

In contrast to the previous two descriptions, this one has a more artistic focus. Although, 

I was not intending to use poetry, music or art work to illuminate my experiences, in the 

way other autoethnographic work, such as Barnes (2012), does, and also doubted how 

͚aƌtistiĐallǇ ĐoŶstƌuĐted͛ ŵǇ pieĐe of pƌose ŵight ďe, I could nevertheless see that there 

was room within autoethnographic writing for different ways of expressing oneself, 

which again felt positive.  

Effectively, my explorations of autoethnography had led me to the debate between 

analytic and evocative autoethnography, which I discuss in more detail in the following 

two sections. 
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3.2.2. Analytic Autoethnography 

Anderson (2006a, p.378Ϳ, pƌoposes the teƌŵ ͚aŶalǇtiĐ autoethŶogƌaphǇ͛, suggestiŶg 

that: 

The five key features of aŶalǇtiĐ autoethŶogƌaphǇ … iŶĐlude ;ϭͿ Đoŵplete 

member researcher (CMR) status, (2) analytic reflexivity, (3) narrative visibility of 

the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s self, ;ϰͿ dialogue ǁith iŶfoƌŵaŶts ďeǇoŶd the self, aŶd ;ϱͿ 

commitment to theoretical analysis.  

Anderson uses several ethnographic texts to exemplify his points, although at the same 

time admits that the examples he gives often only partially cover some of the five points. 

I ŵake this poiŶt heƌe as I shall also dƌaǁ oŶ AŶdeƌsoŶ͛s aŶalǇtiĐal appƌoaĐh to 

autoethnography even though, like the examples Anderson gives, my own study does 

not comply fully with all five of his points above, in particular his first point as I did not 

ĐoŶsideƌ ŵǇself a ͚Đoŵplete ŵeŵďeƌ ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛ ;as disĐussed iŶ Section 1.3.1 and in 

more detail in Section 6.3.1). However, his other four ͚key features͛ did resonate with 

my study, and iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ his seĐoŶd featuƌe of ͚aŶalǇtiĐ ƌefleǆiǀitǇ͛ confirmed to me 

that incorporating an autoethnographic dimension was a closer fit with what I was doing 

than siŵplǇ ďeiŶg ƌefleǆiǀe. IŶ disĐussiŶg ͚aŶalǇtiĐ ƌefleǆiǀitǇ͛, he dƌaǁs oŶ the ǁoƌk of 

Atkinson, Coffey and Delamont (2003 p.62), who suggest that autoethnographers: 

frame their accounts with personal reflexive views of the self. Their ethnographic 

data are situated within their personal experience and sense making. They 

themselves form part of the representational processes in which they are 

engaging and are part of the story they are telling,  

to ŵake the poiŶt that ͚the autoethŶogƌaphic interrogation of self and other may 

tƌaŶsfoƌŵ the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s oǁŶ ďeliefs, aĐtioŶs, aŶd seŶse of self͛ ;Anderson, 2006a, 

p.383). In reflecting on the data I was collecting during this study through classroom 

observations, interviews and field notes, I came to realise that the process was working 

in two different ways: the intended way, where I was collecting data from the setting 

for my original proposed study focusing different perspectives on ELT methodology and 
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teacher education within the setting, and an unexpected way, where the data was 

forcing me to reflect back on my own biography and experiences. Anderson (ibid.) refers 

to these dual processes of understanding experiences in a research setting while at the 

same time learning about oneself as ͚ŵutual iŶfoƌŵatiǀitǇ͛.  

Also advocating a more analytic form of autoethnography, Duncan (2004, p.5) 

emphasises the need for rigor in terms of research methodology, making the point that 

autoethŶogƌaphiĐ ƌeseaƌĐh ͚does ŵoƌe thaŶ just tell stoƌies. It pƌoǀides reports that are 

sĐholaƌlǇ aŶd justifiaďle iŶteƌpƌetatioŶs͛. 

3.2.3. Evocative Autoethnography 

IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the aďoǀe, iŶ ǁhat is desĐƌiďed as ͚eǀoĐatiǀe oƌ eŵotioŶal 

autoethŶogƌaphǇ͛ ;Ellis ϭϵϵϳ, ϮϬϬϰͿ, autoethŶogƌaphǇ is seeŶ iŶ teƌŵs of a jouƌŶeǇ, 

focusing oŶ ͚ĐaƌiŶg aŶd eŵpathiziŶg … ;aŶdͿ the fluǆ of liǀed eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛ ;Ellis aŶd 

BoĐhŶeƌ, ϮϬϬϲ, p.ϰϯϭͿ, ǁith ͚eŵphasis oŶ eǀoĐatioŶ as a goal … writing narratively͛ 

(ibid., p.432). 

They (ibid., p.433) go on to state their belief that: 

Autoethnography shows struggle, passion, embodied life, and the collaborative 

creation of sense-making … Autoethnography wants the reader to care, to feel, 

to empathize, and to do something, to act. It needs the researcher to be 

ǀulŶeƌaďle aŶd iŶtiŵate … it shouldŶ͛t ďe used as a ǀehicle to produce distanced 

theorising.  

Richardson (2000, p.11) supports this viewpoint, seeing autoethnographic texts as: 

highly personalized, revealing texts in which authors tell stories about their own 

lived experience, relating the personal to the cultural ... holding back on 

iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ, askiŶg the ƌeadeƌ to eŵotioŶallǇ ͞ƌeliǀe͟ the eǀeŶts ǁith the 

writer.  

Responding to Anderson (2006a), Ellis and Bochner (2006, p.436) suggest that many 

autoethnographies are ͚ďoth eǀoĐatiǀe aŶd aŶalǇtiĐal͛, believing that theǇ ͚use stoƌies 
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to do the work of aŶalǇsis aŶd theoƌiziŶg͛. TheǇ also ďelieǀe AŶdeƌsoŶ͛s use of the teƌŵ 

analysis is in any case restrictive and that his: 

paƌadigŵ of ͚ aŶalǇtiĐal autoethŶogƌaphǇ͛ igŶoƌes oƌ oǀeƌlooks hoǁ stoƌies ǁoƌk. 

He presumes there is only one main form of sociological analysis and implies that 

an analysis produces some sort of propositional or explicit statement or 

explanation of what things mean or how they should be interpreted, akin to the 

discussion section of traditional research reports (ibid., p.438). 

Theiƌ desiƌe is ͚to ŵake a Ŷaƌƌatiǀe aŶd aŶ aŶeĐdotal stǇle uŶoďjeĐtioŶaďle as a foƌŵ of 

soĐiologiĐal disĐouƌse͛ ;ibid., p.439), believing that researchers should think of 

theŵselǀes ͚Ŷot as ƌepoƌteƌs oƌ aŶalǇsts ďut as stoƌǇtelleƌs aŶd ǁƌiteƌs͛ ;ibid., p.440). 

3.2.4. My approach to autoethnography - a Ǯmiddle wayǯ 

The positions given in the accounts of Anderson (2006a) and Ellis and Bochner (2006) 

could be said to represent two extreme positions, and there has been a move to 

compromise and accommodate both positions within both descriptions of and specific 

accounts of autoethnography.  

Ellis and Bochner (2006, p.444Ϳ ĐoŶĐlude that ͚aŶalǇsis aŶd stoƌǇ also ĐaŶ ǁoƌk togetheƌ. 

Theƌe͛s Ŷo ƌeasoŶ to pƌeĐlude addiŶg tƌaditioŶal aŶalǇsis to ǁhat ǁe do, as loŶg as it͛s 

not treated as necessary to legitiŵize ouƌ stoƌies͛. 

Anderson (2006b, p.454) also suggests there could be some common ground between 

the two approaches in his response to Ellis and Bochner where he comments that: 

Although I share the frequently voiced concern that social science writing should 

not slip into narcissistic self-absorption, I believe that realist ethnographers can 

benefit from observing the ways in which evocative autoethnographers bring self 

and other into their texts, and that in some cases we can find it useful to follow 

their lead. Especially in research that shares an autoethnographic dimension.  

Indeed, more recent autoethnographic accounts have consciously combined 

approaches. For example, Williams and Jauhari (2016, p.34) ͚ƋuestioŶ the assuŵed 
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diĐhotoŵǇ ďetǁeeŶ aŶalǇtiĐ aŶd eǀoĐatiǀe autoethŶogƌaphiĐ foƌŵs͛ aŶd thƌough theiƌ 

ǁoƌk atteŵpt to ͚highlight hoǁ autoethŶogƌaphǇ ŵaǇ ďe ǁƌitteŶ ďǇ iŵagiŶiŶg the 

power of evocative story-telling while keeping aŶ aŶalǇtiĐ foĐus͛ ;ibid., p.54). Stanley 

(2015, p.143, my italicsͿ also uses aŶ appƌoaĐh that ͚eǆeŵplifies a suggested middle way 

ďetǁeeŶ AŶdeƌsoŶ͛s eǀoĐatiǀe aŶd aŶalǇtiĐ diĐhotoŵǇ iŶ autoethŶogƌaphǇ͛. “he 

describes (ibid., p.150) this middle way as: 

an evocative, verisimilitude-seekiŶg, fiƌŵlǇ ͞auto͟- ethnography that focuses 

sƋuaƌelǇ oŶ oŶe͛s oǁŶ liǀed eǆpeƌieŶĐes ďut that also applies ĐƌitiĐal aŶalǇsis aŶd 

aims to formulate theoretical understandings, with the aim of creating 

understanding beyond the data itself … This is Ŷeitheƌ eǀoĐatiǀe Ŷoƌ aŶalǇtiĐ 

autoethŶogƌaphǇ, folloǁiŶg AŶdeƌsoŶ͛s diĐhotoŵǇ, ďut is, peƌhaps, the ďest of 

both worlds. Instead of seeing analytic and evocative autoethnography as 

opposites, I suggest combining strengths of each: an evocative, creative, 

testimonio of lived experience that is critically analysed with the aim of 

grounding theory in the data to produce broader understandings that may 

inform people in conceptually comparable, but distinct, situations. 

In this study, I seek to take this middle way, incorporating elements of both evocative 

and analytic approaches, feeling a connection with both, using a more evocative 

approach in the sense of telling a story as a means of inviting personal connections 

rather than analysis (Frank, 2000) combined with a more analytic approach in the sense 

of seeking to evaluate my own actions (Duncan, 2004). The evocative aspect of my 

approach takes the form of critical incidents, key moments in the study that were in 

some way pivotal in guiding my thinking. My rationale for using critical incidents, in 

particular in the autoethnographic dimension of the study is given in Section 3.3 below. 

The analytic aspect of my approach comes, for example, through the use of other 

sources of data - from classroom observations, interviews and field notes in particular - 

to lend support to the critical incident data, and create a thick description. The use of 

these other forms of data and the creation of a thick description were discussed in more 

detail in Chapter 2.  
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3.3. Using critical incidents to underpin the autoethnographic 

dimension  

I have used critical incidents to underpin the creation of the autoethnographic 

dimension in this study. The rationale behind the use of critical incidents and the 

approach taken to the collection of critical incidents are discussed here. 

In using critical incidents, I was guided by Tripp͛s (1993, p.8) ǀieǁ that ͚a critical incident 

is aŶ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of the sigŶifiĐaŶĐe of aŶ eǀeŶt͛, and that critical incidents can help 

professioŶals uŶdeƌstaŶd hoǁ theǇ opeƌate ďǇ eŶaďliŶg theŵ ͚to ďe ŵoƌe aǁaƌe of the 

Ŷatuƌe of theiƌ pƌofessioŶal ǀalues … to ƋuestioŶ theiƌ oǁŶ pƌaĐtiĐe, aŶd to ĐoŶĐƌetise 

theiƌ geŶeƌallǇ aďstƌaĐt ŶotioŶs of ǀalues suĐh as soĐial justiĐe͛ ;ibid., pp.17-18). 

In his view: 

The vast majority of critical incidents, however, are not at all dramatic or 

obvious: they are mostly straightforward accounts of very commonplace events 

that occur in routine professional practice which are critical in the rather 

different sense that they are indicative of underlying trends, motives and 

stƌuĐtuƌes. These iŶĐideŶts appeaƌ to ďe ͚tǇpiĐal͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ ͚ĐƌitiĐal͛ at fiƌst 

sight, but are rendered critical through analysis (ibid., pp.24-25). 

He also ĐoŵŵeŶts that ͚ĐƌitiĐal iŶĐideŶts are not simply observed, they are literally 

Đƌeated … iŶĐideŶts oŶlǇ ďeĐoŵe ĐƌitiĐal ďeĐause soŵeoŶe sees theŵ as suĐh͛ ;ibid., 

p.27). He suggests they are typically created via a two-stage process, firstly producing a 

description of the incident and suggesting what this might mean within the immediate 

context, and secondly finding a more general meaning for the incident by seeing it in a 

wider social context.  

To express similar ideas, Denzin (2014, p.12Ϳ, uses the teƌŵ ͚epiphaŶies͛ to ƌefeƌ to ďoth 

͚keǇ turning-poiŶt ŵoŵeŶts͛ that shape liǀes aŶd ͚iŶteƌaĐtioŶal ŵoŵeŶts aŶd 

eǆpeƌieŶĐes ǁhiĐh leaǀe ŵaƌks oŶ people͛s liǀes͛ ;ibid., p.52). He also differentiates 

between four kinds of epiphany (Denzin, 2001, pp.34-38): the major epiphany, the 

cumulative epiphany - reactions to experiences that have been happening for a period 
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of time, the minor or illuminative epiphany - but one that represents an important 

ŵoŵeŶt iŶ a peƌsoŶ͛s life, aŶd the ƌeliǀed epiphaŶǇ - where meanings are given when 

reliving the experience.  

In the present study, the key moments I shall refer to were a combination of all of the 

four different types of epiphany Denzin describes. However, for consistency, I shall refer 

to all such ͚epiphaŶies͛ oƌ key moments as ͚ĐƌitiĐal iŶĐideŶts͛, though recognise in 

particular that some of these ͚incidents͛ were undoubtedly gradual realisations over a 

peƌiod of tiŵe, oƌ ͚Đuŵulatiǀe epiphaŶies͛, ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďeiŶg siŶgle ŵoŵeŶtaƌǇ 

͚iŶĐideŶts͛. 

These critical incidents occurred throughout my engagement in the research setting and 

during data analysis. They informed the study in different ways and at different points 

during the research process. For example, in the data collection phase, they helped to 

focus the interview process, both in terms of content and in terms of who to interview, 

and in the data analysis phase, they helped me to gain insights into myself as a 

researcher and into how I was changing during the research process.  

Tripp (1993) refers to this latter type of critical incident, dealing with one͛s oǁŶ 

eǆpeƌieŶĐes, as aŶ ͚autoďiogƌaphiĐal iŶĐideŶt͛. He highlights that the usefulŶess of suĐh 

incidents in a number of ways, suggesting they can: expose contradictions between 

practices and espoused values; facilitate reflection on our past experiences and 

professional biography; provide major turning points, changing our view of ourselves 

and transforming our practice and/or professional lives generally; and allow us to 

examine the influence of others on our practice. Relating this to the present study, the 

more autobiographical incidents provided turning points, helping me to change the way 

I viewed myself as a researcher, but were also useful in each of the other ways suggested 

above.  

Tripp also highlights a number of issues, such as reliance on memory in some cases, 

possible subjectivity and lack of corroboration, as being threats to the ͚validity͛ of critical 

incidents, though, as discussed in Section 3.4 below, this depends on how ͚validity͛ is 

being judged. 



75 
 

Collecting, analysing and writing up critical incidents  

In this study, critical incidents were initially part of the field notes collected during the 

study, aŶd theŶ folloǁiŶg Tƌipp͛s ;ϭϵϵϯͿ adǀiĐe, I created a ͚ĐƌitiĐal iŶĐideŶt file͛, which 

took the form of a Word document. Once the critical incident file had been set up, 

further incidents were added during the data analysis phase of the study. In developing 

the file, I tƌied to folloǁ Tƌipp͛s guidaŶĐe iŶ teƌŵs of sǇsteŵatiĐallǇ deǀelopiŶg the 

incidents, making them personal but also writing them for a wider audience, providing 

sufficient detail with sufficient precision, organising the incidents into themes, and 

developing these themes over time. There are broadly two types of incident in the file, 

those relating more to the autoethnographic dimension of the study, focusing on how I 

saw myself changing as a researcher as the study progressed, and those relating to ELT 

methodology and professional development in the setting.  

Tripp (1993, pp.51-59) further suggests a number of approaches to analysing critical 

incidents, two of which have guided my approach in this study: ͚ peƌsoŶal theoƌǇ aŶalǇsis͛ 

aŶd ͚ideologǇ aŶalǇsis͛. He suggests that ďǇ aŶalǇsiŶg of ouƌ ͚peƌsoŶal theoƌies͛ ǁhiĐh 

he desĐƌiďes a ͚set of beliefs that informs our professional judgement and thereby our 

aĐtioŶ iŶ the ŵateƌial ǁoƌld͛ ǁe ĐaŶ ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstaŶd hoǁ these peƌsoŶal theoƌies 

inform our professional judgement. He then goes on to discuss in some detail carrying 

out ͚ideology analysis͛ of ĐƌitiĐal iŶĐideŶts. ‘efeƌƌiŶg to ideologǇ as ͚to do ǁith the ǁaǇ 

in which certain ideas represent the world to us and make us think and behave in certain 

ǁaǇs͛ ǁith ideas ofteŶ ͚iŶstilled iŶto us ǁithout ouƌ aĐtiǀe paƌtiĐipatioŶ oƌ leaƌŶiŶg͛ aŶd 

noting that ideologies ͚legitimate what we do or is done to us by others and they inform 

ouƌ judgeŵeŶt aďout ǁhat is Ŷoƌŵal, ŶeĐessaƌǇ aŶd ƌight͛, he expresses concern that 

ideologies may also mean that certain ideas ͚peƌǀade ouƌ thiŶkiŶg͛, ͚ďeĐoŵe uŶĐƌitiĐallǇ 

aĐĐepted͛ aŶd ͚ĐoŶtƌol ouƌ ďehaǀiouƌ ďǇ suggestiŶg aŶd faǀouƌiŶg ĐeƌtaiŶ Đouƌses of 

aĐtioŶ oǀeƌ otheƌs͛. He therefore suggests a four-step approach to ideological analysis: 

analysing the accepted or dominant view, analysing that view for inconsistencies, 

rationalising the dominant view, and suggesting alternative possibilities. Both of these 

approaches to analysing critical incidents have informed the way I have tried to analysis 

the critical incidents used in this study.  
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In terms of positioning the critical incidents within the write up of the study, although 

there were different types of incident, I have placed many of the incidents in a single 

chapter, Chapter 6. I felt that by having most of them together in one place, at the start 

of the data chapters, it would allow a more concentrated focus on the autoethnographic 

dimension of the study at that point, and allow this dimension to inform the two data 

chapters that follow it. However, there are exceptions to this; for example, two critical 

incidents are included in the introductory chapter of the thesis to help set the scene for 

the study, and several critical incidents focused on ELT methodology and professional 

development are placed in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 respectively.  

In writing up the critical incidents, I have tried to preserve the critical incidents in a 

relatively raw form, for example transferring earlier incidents from my field notes 

verbatim into my critical incident file, as these relatively unmediated forms felt both 

authentic and evocative. I took the view this approach would be appropriate in terms of 

meeting the criteria for judging the trustworthiness of autoethnographic work, 

discussed in Section 3.4 below, such as needing to engage the reader and immerse them 

in the flow of the story, and not, as Wall (2008) cautions against, trying to produce a 

more theoretical version, but ending up with a version which loses some of its power to 

emotionally engage the reader. Having said that, I did at times feel the need to add 

further detail into the incidents so as to allow readers who may not have familiarity with 

the setting to fully understand them, realising that at times my field notes, although 

sufficiently detailed to allow me to recall and understand particular incidents, having 

been there at the time and having acquired a certain level of familiarity with the setting, 

may lack the details necessary for other readers to be able to understand and interpret 

them.   

3.4. Trustworthiness and autoethnography 

The trustworthiness of the study as a whole and strategies used to increase its 

trustworthiness were discussed in Section 2.5. In this section, trustworthiness is briefly 

discussed with respect to the autoethnographic dimension of the study. As is explained 

at the start of Section 2.5, the teƌŵ ͚tƌustǁoƌthiŶess͛ is pƌefeƌƌed to ͚ǀaliditǇ͛ as talkiŶg 

in terms of validity evokes more quantitative interpretations of how research should be 
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judged. HaǀiŶg said that, seǀeƌal of the Ƌuotes ďeloǁ use the teƌŵ ͚ǀaliditǇ͛, ďut at the 

same time suggest that traditional criteria for judging it are inappropriate in 

autoethnographic work. 

Criticisms of autoethnography include that it can be:  

nonanalytic, self-iŶdulgeŶt, iƌƌeǀeƌeŶt, seŶtiŵeŶtal, aŶd ƌoŵaŶtiĐ … too aƌtful … 

having no theory, no concepts, no hǇpotheses … Ŷot ďeiŶg suffiĐieŶtlǇ ƌigoƌous, 

theoretical, or analytical (Denzin, 2014, pp.69-70). 

However, those favouring more evocative approaches to autoethnography argue that 

͚tƌaditioŶal Đƌiteƌia foƌ judgiŶg ǀaliditǇ ĐaŶŶot ďe aŶd Ŷeed Ŷot ďe applied to 

autoethŶogƌaphiĐ ǁƌitiŶg͛ ;Wall, ϮϬϬϲ, p.ϵͿ. ‘iĐhaƌdsoŶ ;ϮϬϬϬ, p.ϭϭͿ, foƌ eǆaŵple, ǁould 

pƌefeƌ that Ŷaƌƌatiǀes to ďe judged agaiŶst the ͚liteƌaƌǇ Đƌiteƌia of ĐoheƌeŶĐe, 

ǀeƌisiŵilitude, aŶd iŶteƌest͛. 

Along similar lines, Denzin (2014, p.70) suggests that, for autoethnographic accounts, 

͚ǀaliditǇ ŵeaŶs that a ǁoƌk has ǀeƌisiŵilitude. It eǀokes a feeliŶg that the eǆpeƌieŶĐe 

desĐƌiďed is tƌue, ĐoheƌeŶt, ďelieǀaďle, aŶd ĐoŶŶeĐts the ƌeadeƌ to the ǁƌiteƌ͛s ǁoƌld͛. 

Denzin (2014, pp.72-74) further suggests that work should be judged in terms of 

͚iŶteƌpƌetiǀe suffiĐieŶĐǇ͛ - for example, providing sufficient depth, detail and coherence, 

͚ƌepƌeseŶtatioŶal adeƋuaĐǇ͛ - for example, being free from racial or gender stereotyping, 

aŶd ďeiŶg ͚autheŶtiĐallǇ adeƋuate͛ - for example, enhancing moral discernment or 

promoting social transformation.  

Muncey (2010, p.91) highlights that autoethnographic work should resonate with the 

ƌeadeƌ, ďelieǀiŶg that it ͚ŵust ďe seeŶ to ďe plausiďle aŶd tƌustǁoƌthǇ͛ ǁheƌe 

͚ƌesoŶaŶĐe is an appropriate criterion for evaluation and this can only be achieved by 

ĐoŶŶeĐtiŶg ǁith the audieŶĐe thƌough ƌeadiŶg, peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe oƌ ĐƌitiĐal ƌeǀieǁ͛ ;ibid., 

p.107). 

Ellis (2000, p.273) offers a further perspective for judging autoethnographic work, 

suggesting she wants: 
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to be immersed in the flow of the story, lost in time and space, not wanting to 

come to the end (as in a good novel), and afterwards unable to stop thinking 

aďout oƌ feeliŶg ǁhat I͛ǀe eǆpeƌieŶĐed. 

In terms of criteria for autoethnographic work, Bochner (2000, pp.270-271) suggests 

seven criteria based on the work being of sufficient detail, structural complexity and 

ĐƌediďilitǇ, deŵoŶstƌatiŶg ͚tƌaŶsfoƌŵatioŶ fƌoŵ ǁho I ǁas to ǁho I aŵ͛, ƌespeĐtiŶg 

ethics, being moving and being authentic, while Richardson (2000, p.937) proposes five 

criteria for reviewing ͚creative analytical practices͛: substantive contribution to an 

understanding of social life, aesthetic merit, reflexivity, emotional and intellectual 

impact, and a clear expression of cultural, social, individual, or communal sense of 

reality. 

Central to the trustworthiness of autoethnographic work is maintaining credibility and 

verisimilitude, as is important in all ethnographic work, while at the same time engaging 

and connecting with the reader in a personal way. I have tried to develop the 

autoethnographic dimension of this study with these points in mind.  

3.5. An overview of my ǮWestern TESOLǯ professional biography 

In this section, I provide an overview of my professional biography in terms of 

qualifications and career as an education professional. It is primarily teaching-focused 

and seeks to explain where my distant eyes ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe Đoŵes fƌoŵ 

and what may have coŶtƌiďuted to ǁhat I ƌefeƌ to iŶ this thesis as ŵǇ ͚pƌofessioŶal 

ďaggage͛.  

Teaching qualifications: In terms of teaching-related qualifications, In November 1995, 

I Đoŵpleted a ͚CTEFLA͛ ;CeƌtifiĐate iŶ TeaĐhiŶg EŶglish as a FoƌeigŶ LaŶguage to AdultsͿ, 

now Đalled a ͚CELTA͛ ;CeƌtifiĐate iŶ EŶglish LaŶguage TeaĐhiŶg to AdultsͿ, aŶd iŶ JuŶe 

ϭϵϵϵ Đoŵpleted a ͚DTEFLA͛ ;Diploŵa iŶ TeaĐhiŶg EŶglish as a FoƌeigŶ LaŶguage to 

AdultsͿ, Ŷoǁ Đalled a ͚DELTA͛ ;Diploŵa iŶ EŶglish LaŶguage TeaĐhiŶg to AdultsͿ. IŶ MaǇ 

2005, I completed an M.A. TESOL programme. All of these programmes were completed 
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in the U.K. and, in each of them, the underlying and often unspoken emphasis was on 

teaĐhiŶg EŶglish iŶ a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ǁaǇ.  

Early teaching career (January 1996 - June 2002): Between January 1996 and June 2002, 

I spent 18 months as an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teacher in Moscow, Russia 

(January 1996 to July 1997) and 5 years as an EFL teacher in the south of Spain 

(September 1997 to June 2002). In Russia, I was working for a private language school, 

mainly teaching young adults.  In the south of Spain, I worked for a private language 

school for 2 years, then set up a private language school of my own, which I taught at 

and managed for 2 years, before in my final year in Spain, working as a Director of 

Studies at another private language school. During this period, I also worked at private 

language schools in the U.K. in the summers of 1999, 2001 and 2002, on the first 

occasion as an EFL teacher and on the later two occasions as a Director of Studies. 

Additionally, in August/September 2001 and 2002, I worked as an English for Academic 

Purposes (EAP) lecturer at a university in the U.K. In all of these eight institutions, the 

expectation was that my colleagues and I would teach using what I would broadly term 

a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛. 

Teaching/Working in Canterbury - phase 1 (September 2002 - 2009): Returning to 

permanently live in the U.K. in 2002, I began working in Canterbury Christ Church 

University, where at the time of writing I still ǁoƌk. I desĐƌiďe this as ͚ phase ϭ͛ to highlight 

that at this tiŵe I ǁas pƌiŶĐipallǇ teaĐhiŶg ͚GeŶeƌal EŶglish͛, aŶ EFL-based language 

programme for international students, and from 2004 onwards teaching and directing 

the ͚IŶteƌŶatioŶal FouŶdatioŶ Pƌogƌaŵŵe͛, aŶ EAP-based preparation programme for 

international students wishing to study on undergraduate programmes at the university. 

Again, the emphasis, often an unspoken presumption, was that English would be taught 

iŶ a ďƌoad seŶse ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ͛. 

Teaching/Working in Canterbury - phase 2 (2009 - present): Although there was not a 

precise point at which this happened, there was a gradual shift in my workload from 

teaching EFL/EAP-based classes, to teaching on undergraduate and postgraduate 

programmes, and on short-course teacher education programmes. This shift took place 

between 2006 and 2009. In particular, I was heavily involved with a Malaysian B.Ed. 
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͚TE“L͛ ;TeaĐhiŶg EŶglish as a “eĐoŶd LaŶguageͿ pƌogƌaŵŵe ďetǁeeŶ ϮϬϬϵ aŶd ϮϬϭϰ, 

and continue to be involved with the B.A. English Language and Communication and the 

M.A. TESOL programmes at Canterbury Christ Church University. I have also been 

teaching on the short course initial teacher training programme, CELTA, at the university 

since 2006. Other short course programmes I have been involved in include courses 

taught in Canterbury for groups of international teachers and teacher trainees from 

China, Sweden, Spain and Azerbaijan, and courses taught in country for teachers from 

Bahrain and Jordan. The majority of the programmes mentioned above are teacher 

education programmes for English language teachers, and during these programmes the 

presumption again is that English should be taught iŶ ďƌoadlǇ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ǁaǇ, 

though only on the M.A. TE“OL pƌogƌaŵŵe aƌe ideas of ǁhat ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ƌeallǇ 

means to some extent problematised. Alongside the classroom teaching aspect of my 

job, I have become more active in related areas such as coordinating a materials writing 

project funded by the British Council in Bangladesh and presenting papers at 

international conferences, most recently in Malaysia, Bangladesh and Spain. 

Summary 

In terms of incorporating an autoethnographic dimension into this study, my aim is to 

combine elements of both the evocative and the analytic approaches discussed in 

“eĐtioŶ ϯ.Ϯ, takiŶg a ͚ ŵiddle ǁaǇ͛ ;“taŶleǇ, ϮϬϭϱͿ, employing a more evocative approach 

in the sense of using critical incidents to tell stories about key moments in the study as 

a means of inviting personal connections rather than analysis (Frank, 2000) and using a 

more analytic approach in the sense of seeking to evaluate my own actions (Duncan, 

2004).  

Having in this chapter explored the autoethnographic dimension of the study and 

outlined my approach to this dimension of the study, the next chapter reviews literature 

relevant to one of the key themes of the study - ELT methodology. The literature in 

Chapter 4 and in Chapter 5 should be read in the light of the above discussions.  
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4. Exploring ELT Methodology  

This chapter is intended, along with Chapter 5, to show how the literature has helped 

ŵe to uŶdeƌstaŶd the iŵpaĐt ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspective was having on the study 

and to seek out alternative professional narratives, and as a result to uncover the 

independent and unrecognised professionalism within the setting. Adding the 

autoethnographic dimension to the study not only allowed me to see the data in a 

different way, but to think about the literature, and the way I was looking at the 

literature, in a different way. 

At the heart of the local perspectives aspect of the study is ELT methodology, which is 

the focus of this chapter. However, it should be noted that the precise focus of the 

chapter has been influenced by my own distant eyes perspective. For example, having 

written the bulk of the chapter, I realised that I had chosen to start off with a more 

global, distant eyes, perspective, problematising different concepts suĐh as ͚ŵethod͛ 

aŶd tƌǇiŶg to uŶdeƌstaŶd issues suĐh as ͚ĐoŵpleǆitǇ iŶ the laŶguage Đlassƌooŵ͛ iŶ a 

global sense in Section 4.1, eǆploƌiŶg ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ aŶd ƌelated 

concepts, again in global sense, in Section 4.2, and exploring the issues involved with 

implementing and managing methodological change in Section 4.3, before taking a more 

local perspectives look at ͚methods͛ and ͚methodology͛ in the setting in Section 4.4. In 

effect, I am trying to understand the setting through the prism of a global, distant eyes, 

view of particular concepts and issues. Furthermore, Section 4.4 itself initially takes a 

broad view of the setting, looking briefly at the current status of ͚English in India͛, and 

then narrows the focus to look at the current situation with ELT, firstly in India and then 

in Kerala in particular. Again, it takes the more global country-wide perspective first, 

before looking at the local state-wide perspective. 

What I had not initiallǇ ƌealised ǁas that this ͚gloďal͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe ǁas, to a laƌge eǆteŶt, 

a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe, ǁith ŵost of the liteƌatuƌe Ƌuoted ĐoŵiŶg fƌoŵ those 

ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs. However, it has become clear to me now that 

reading literature mainly coming from this ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ standpoint would have 

influenced my own perspective, a perspective that was already, subconsciously at the 

time, privileging ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ views because of my own professional background. 
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For example, I note that I have used the broad phrases ͚ EŶglish iŶ IŶdia͛ aŶd ͚ ELT iŶ IŶdia͛. 

I would like to be able to say simply that in doing so I was never suggesting or assuming 

that they are monolithic entities, and fully recognise the variations of the position and 

role of English across India and the diversity of approaches to ELT across India. However, 

whilst this may be true now, I cannot say that this was the case at the outset of the 

study.  

This Đhapteƌ ƌefleĐts the oŶgoiŶg teŶsioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ŵǇ iŶitial ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ led 

perspective on what was important for the study and a revised perspective influenced 

by the autoethnographic dimension to the study. Although early drafts of this chapter 

were in place before the autoethnographic dimension to the study was included, the 

chapter has been redrafted to take this dimension into account. For example, the 

disĐussioŶ of teƌŵiŶologǇ aŶd ĐoŶĐepts suĐh as ͚ŵethod͛, ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ 

aŶd postŵethod͛ ǁas iŶitiallǇ a ďƌiefeƌ oŶe, ďut ǁas eǆteŶded ǁheŶ it ďeĐaŵe Đleaƌ that 

I was understanding these and related terms in different ways than the participants, 

who in turn were seeing them in different ways than other participants. More 

specifically, I was initially constructing local practices in quite definitive ways, using 

teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛, ͚ŵethod͛, ͚tƌaditioŶal͛, ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛, ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ aŶd 

͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛, aŶd assuŵiŶg these teƌŵs to ďe uŶpƌoblematic and commonly 

uŶdeƌstood. Hoǁeǀeƌ, as I ďegaŶ to offload soŵe of this ͚ pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛, ƌealisiŶg 

that ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of these teƌŵs did Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ŵatĐh loĐal 

paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶgs of theŵ, aŶd ďegaŶ to ǀieǁ the early data collected in a 

different way, I also felt the need to explore in more depth how terminology and 

concepts were discussed in the literature. 

A note on terminology 

As discussed in Section 1.5, I geŶeƌallǇ plaĐe teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ŵethod͛, ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

aŶd ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ iŶ iŶǀeƌted Đoŵŵas to indicate that their 

meanings have the potential to be ambiguous, and that, in using these terms, I am aware 

that they will mean different things to different people and possibly different things to 

the same people at different times. There are discussions of how particular terms are 

understood in both Section 4.1 and Section 4.2. 
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4.1. Exploring some key concepts 

This section explores a number of key concepts relevant to this study: ͚approach͛, 

͚method͛, and ͚methodology͛ and then goes on to discuss in more detail issues 

suƌƌouŶdiŶg ͚ŵethod͛ iŶ ELT. 

4.1.1. ǮApproachǯ, Ǯmethodǯ and Ǯmethodologyǯ  

In recent years the terms ͚approach͛, ͚method͛ and ͚methodology͛ have, at least by 

theorists, received a great deal of attention, and the concept of ͚method͛ in particular 

has been problematized extensively. This section attempts to clarify these terms and 

discusses in more detail the concept of ͚method͛. 

In distinguishing between the terms ͚approach͛, ͚method͛ and ͚technique', Anthony 

(1963, pp.63-67) noted that: 

an approach is a set of correlative assumptions dealing with the nature of 

language teaching and learning, … Method is an overall plan for the orderly 

presentation of language material, no part of which contradicts, and all of which 

is ďased upoŶ, the seleĐted appƌoaĐh͛ aŶd ͚ǁithiŶ oŶe appƌoaĐh, theƌe ĐaŶ ďe 

many methods … [and] A technique is implementational – that which actually 

takes plaĐe iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ … teĐhŶiƋues ŵust ďe ĐoŶsisteŶt ǁith a ŵethod, 

and therefore in harmony with an approach as well. 

More recently, Brown (2007, p.17) has attempted to give precise definitions to the terms 

͚method͛, ͚methodology͛ and ͚approach͛. He defines ͚method͛ as: 

a generalised set of classroom specifications for accomplishing linguistic 

objectives. They tend to be concerned primarily with teacher and student roles 

and behaviors and secondarily with such features as linguistics and subject-

matter objectives, sequencing, and materials,  

͚methodology͛ as: 



84 
 

pedagogical practices in general (including theoretical underpinnings and related 

ƌeseaƌĐhͿ. Whateǀeƌ ĐoŶsideƌatioŶs aƌe iŶǀolǀed iŶ ͚hoǁ to teaĐh͛ aƌe 

methodological, 

and ͚approach͛ in terms of: 

theoretically well-informed positions and beliefs about the nature of language, 

the nature of language learning and the applicability of both to pedagogical 

settings. 

In differentiating between the terms ͚method͛ and ͚methodology͛, Kumaravadivelu 

(2006a, p.84) describes ͚method͛ as ƌefeƌƌiŶg to ͚estaďlished ŵethods ĐoŶstƌuĐted ďǇ 

eǆpeƌts͛ aŶd ͚methodology͛ to ͚ǁhat pƌaĐtisiŶg teaĐheƌs aĐtuallǇ do iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ to 

achieve their stated or unstated teaĐhiŶg oďjeĐtiǀes͛. “iŵilaƌlǇ, ThoƌŶďuƌǇ ;ϮϬϬϲ, p.ϭϯϭͿ 

sees ͚methodology͛ as ͚a geŶeƌal ǁoƌd to desĐƌiďe Đlassƌooŵ pƌaĐtiĐes … iƌƌespeĐtiǀe of 

the paƌtiĐulaƌ ŵethod the teaĐheƌ is usiŶg͛. 

It should be noted however that such distinctions have become blurred with discussions 

about ͚method͛ hampered by the fact that, as Kumaravadivelu (2006b, p.ϲϬͿ puts it, ͚iŶ 

the practice of everyday teaching as well as in professional literature the term method 

is used indiscriminately to refer to what theorists propose and to what teachers 

pƌaĐtiĐe͛.  

Recognising the different uses of the term ͚method͛, Bell (2003, pp.326-327) offers three 

perspectives on ͚method͛:  

First, he considers ͚method͛ as a ͚smorgasbord of ideas͛, referring to a broad collection 

of classroom practices, essentially a more pragmatic practice-led definition. This 

definition is reflected in the point made in a further study by Bell (2007, p.141) that most 

teaĐheƌs ͚are open to any method that offers practical solutions to problems in their 

particular teaching context͛, and suggests that teachers favour a more flexible eclectic 

approach rather than being wedded to a particular fixed set of ideas. It is also in line 

with Andrewes (2011. p.12Ϳ ǀieǁ that teaĐheƌs͛ peƌĐeptioŶs of ͚method͛ are based on 

pragmatism:  
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Teachers are pragmatists and inherently anti-method. Eschewing 

ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe ŵethodologies … theiƌ Đlassƌooŵ pƌaĐtiĐe, although shaped ďǇ 

aŶ iŵposed ŵethodologǇ ;usuallǇ kŶoǁŶ as ͚folloǁiŶg the ďook͛Ϳ, adapts that 

methodology towards the perceived needs of the class. 

Second, Bell (2003) considers ͚method͛ as a ͚prescription of practice͛, referring to a 

prescribed set of classroom practices, essentially a theory-led definition. This definition 

is very much the sense in which Kumaravadivelu (1994, p.29) defines ͚method͛ as 

consistiŶg of ͚a siŶgle set of theoƌetiĐal pƌiŶĐiples … aŶd a siŶgle set of Đlassƌooŵ 

procedures directed at classroom teachers͛.  

Third, Bell (2003) considers ͚method͛ as ͚organizing principles͛, effeĐtiǀelǇ ͚an umbrella 

term comprising approach, design and procedure͛, reflecting Richards and Rodgers 

(2014, p.22Ϳ ǀieǁ that ͚a method is theoretically related to an approach, is 

organizationally determined by a design, and is practiĐallǇ ƌealised ďǇ a pƌoĐeduƌe͛, 

though Brown (2007) cautions that this interpretation is closer to how we might define 

͚ŵethodologǇ͛ thaŶ ͚ŵethod͛. 

Perhaps because of my own professional background being relatively classroom-based, 

the first, practice-led, definition resonates with my own view of ͚method͛ as set of 

techniques that offer practical solutions to classroom problems, though there seems to 

be a tendency among theorists to think of ͚method͛ in the second ͚siŶgle set of 

classroom proceduƌes͛ sense. 

4.1.2. Arguments against and for Ǯmethodǯ 

There have been ongoing debates concerning the usefulness of the concept of ͚method͛.  

Considering ͚method͛ iŶ the ͚pƌesĐƌiptioŶs of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ seŶse, Prabhu (1990a) suggests 

theƌe is ͚Ŷo ďest ŵethod͛, with the idea that there are good and bad methods being a 

misguided one. He argues that more fundamental than any choice between methods is 

a teaĐheƌ͛s suďjeĐtiǀe uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of ǁhat theǇ do, ďased oŶ faĐtoƌs suĐh as theiƌ 

previous learning experience, previous teaching experience, training and awareness of 

different methods. He proposes that a teacher should be making decisions about what 
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to do iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ ďased this uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg, ǁhiĐh he Đalls the teaĐheƌ͛s ͚seŶse of 

plausiďilitǇ͛ ;ibid., p.172). He likens an engaged active sense of plausibility, as opposed 

to a statiĐ oŶe, ǁith ͚ƌeal͛ ǀeƌsus ŵeĐhaŶiĐal teaĐhiŶg, aŶd suggests it ŵaǇ ďe a ŵoƌe 

useful ĐoŶĐept to puƌsue thaŶ seaƌĐhiŶg foƌ a ͚ďest ŵethod͛.  

Indeed, dwelling for a moment on the differing cultural contexts, socio-economic 

factors, political policies and institutional constraints that prevail around the world and 

even within different countries, it intuitively, though admittedly with the benefit of 

hiŶdsight, seeŵs Ŷaïǀe to ďelieǀe iŶ a ͚one-size fits all͛ ǀieǁ of ͚method͛, at least if we 

are defining ͚method͛ iŶ the Ŷaƌƌoǁ ͚prescriptions of practice͛ seŶse. The problems with 

tƌǇiŶg to adopt a ͚ oŶe size fits all͛ pƌesĐƌiďed ͚method͛ across a range of different settings 

are discussed in Section 4.2.3 with reference to ͚Communicative Language Teaching͛ 

(CLT). 

Several writers have discussed the need to move away from reliance on a ͚method͛ as a 

prescription of practice. Richards (1990) talks of ELT ďeiŶg ͚ďeǇoŶd ŵethods͛ aŶd BƌoǁŶ 

(2002) discusses ͚the death of ŵethods͛, ǁhile Kuŵaƌaǀadiǀelu ;ϮϬϬϲb) suggests that 

there is a growing awareness among teachers about the limitations of particular 

methods. More widely, he questions why teachers have relied on having a method for 

so long, rather than thinking in terms of, for example, deǀelopiŶg theiƌ oǁŶ ͚seŶse of 

plausiďilitǇ͛ oƌ desĐƌiďiŶg theŵselǀes a ͚postŵethod͛ pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs ;Kuŵaƌaǀadiǀelu, 

1994, 2001, 2006b). This is discussed further in Section 4.1.4. 

The importance of the particular setting in determining the approach taken in the 

Đlassƌooŵ has also Đoŵe to the foƌe, ǁith Baǆ ;ϮϬϬϯͿ suggestiŶg the Ŷeed foƌ ͚a ĐoŶteǆt 

appƌoaĐh to laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛, fiƌst lookiŶg at the Ŷeeds of the settiŶg aŶd oŶlǇ theŶ 

deciding on the approach to adopt, and Howatt and Widdowson (2004, p.369) 

suggestiŶg that this ͚shift to loĐalizatioŶ͛ ǁas alƌeadǇ happeŶiŶg, ǁith ELT pƌaĐtiĐes 

being developed according to the needs of local contexts. 

However, the case for the concept of ͚method͛ still receives considerable support. As 

Larsen-Freeman (2001, p.5) suggests, the concept of ͚method͛ is being misrepresented 
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and argues for a non-prescriptive view of ͚methods͛, siŵilaƌ to the fiƌst of Bell͛s 

definitions of ͚method͛ above: 

People who say we are beyond methods are making more of a political 

statement than anything else. I think they misconstrue what a method can be. 

They're saying there is no room in language teaching for formulas, for 

prescriptive practices to be imposed on teachers worldwide. Certainly I have no 

quarrel with that. But I think it's a big mistake to mix up method and its 

implementation or how a method is used. I wouldn't want to impose a method 

on anybody, but it seems to me the more methods we have, the more we see 

the variety of human experience, the more we have a bigger palette from which 

to paiŶt ouƌ piĐtuƌe. We haǀe ŵoƌe ĐhoiĐes … I hope ŵethods aƌe heƌe to staǇ 

but not methods as formulaic, prescriptive practices. I don't think many teachers 

do adopt a whole method. I don't think that it really is a question of striving for 

the ideal, best method. It is a question of expanding, revising one's thought-in-

action repertoire. 

She also expresses concern that a desire not to export or impose ͚methods͛ in a colonial 

sense could in fact lead to the holding back of ideas, suggestions and ͚methods͛, when 

it might be preferable to offer them and then let teachers decide at a local level on their 

suitability.  

Bell (2007) also supports the view that the concept of ͚method͛ remains relevant, his 

study reporting that 28 out of the 30 teachers surveyed disagreed with the statement 

͚ŵethods aƌe dead͛, the ŵajoƌitǇ ĐoŶsideƌiŶg theiƌ appƌoaĐh to teaĐhiŶg to ďe eĐleĐtiĐ.  

It is perhaps worth dwelling on this theory versus practice point, as far as attitudes to 

the concept of ͚method͛ are concerned.  Theorists proclaiming that ELT is ͚ďeǇoŶd 

ŵethods͛ oƌ ͚postŵethod͛ ĐaŶ feel rather abstract compared with the realities of 

classroom practice, and so may be serving to further widen the perceived gulf between 

theory and practice. As Block (2001, p.72) puts it: 



88 
 

Despite applied liŶguists͛ Đlaiŵs to the ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ, ǁe aƌe suƌƌouŶded ďǇ the 

concept of method, as it appears to be term which for many individuals captures 

what teachers do in classrooms. 

Rajagopalan (2008, p.85) concurs with this view, noting that: 

a good deal of academic discussion about the usefulness or otherwise of 

language teaching method is taking place in the other-world of theory where 

there is little or no concern with what goes on the classroom.  

He goes oŶ to Ŷote the ͚iŶdispeŶsaďilitǇ͛ of ͚methods͛ for teachers.  

Kumaravadivelu (2003, p.28) sums up the way theorists often view ͚method͛ as 

problematic while teachers see it as useful, suggesting the differing perspectives stem 

from the inadequacies of the concept of ͚method͛ itself. He points out that: 

The disjunction between method as conceptualized by theorists and method as 

conducted by teachers is the direct consequence of the inherent limitations of 

the concept of method itself. First and foremost, methods are based on idealized 

concepts geared toward idealized contexts. Since language learning and teaching 

needs, wants, and situations are unpredictably numerous, no idealized method 

can visualize all the variables in advance in order to provide situation-specific 

suggestions that practicing teachers sorely need to tackle the challenges they 

confront every day of their professional lives. 

Adding to this, Kumaravadivelu (2006a, p.165) also notes that: 

Method is too inadequate and too limited to satisfactorily explain the complexity 

of language learning and teaching. By concentrating on method, we have ignored 

several other factors that govern classroom processes and practices - factors 

such as teacher cognition, learner perception, societal needs, cultural contexts, 

political exigencies, economic imperatives, and institutional constraints, all of 

which are inextricably linked together. 
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Kumaravadivelu (2003, pp.29-30) also points out that what teachers say about the 

͚method͛ they follow does not necessarily relate to what they do in practice. Citing 

various studies, he notes that: 

Teachers who are trained in and even swear by a particular method do not 

conform to its theoretical principles and classroom procedures; teachers who 

claim to follow the same method often use different classroom procedures that 

are not consistent with the adopted method; [and] teachers who claim to follow 

different methods often use same classroom procedures. 

A further issue with ͚method͛ is the degree to which a ͚method͛ is used as a means of 

maintaining power and control. Hall (2016, p.217) explores this issue, highlighting that:   

the idea of method and the development of methods have created and sustained 

power imbalances between (largely male) theorists on the one hand and (largely 

female) teachers in classroom on the other. 

Drawing on the work of Phillipson (1992) and Holliday (1994), Hall (2016) also notes that: 

methods have created and maintain specific patterns of power and control 

ǁithiŶ ELT, faǀouƌiŶg ͚WesteƌŶ͛ ͚oŶe-size-fits-all͛ appƌoaĐhes to leaƌŶiŶg oǀeƌ 

non-western and localised practices. 

This issue will be discussed further later in this chapter with particular reference to ͚CLT͛ 

and to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŵposiŶg Ŷeǁ approaches to ELT on ͚non-Western͛ settings.  

4.1.3. An eclectic approach? 

One commonly expressed view is that, in practice, most teachers are eclectic in their 

approach to teaching, incorporating what they feel is appropriate from particular 

methods. Griffiths (2012, p.473), for example, reports, based oŶ a suƌǀeǇ of teaĐheƌs͛ 

views on methods, that: 

Although the need to be aware of a variety of methods was acknowledged, 

several respondents also stressed the need to be able to choose methods 
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appropriate to the needs of their students. Overall, the preference of teachers 

in this study seemed to be for an eclectic approach to methodology, which leaves 

the teacher free to choose from a variety of methods in order to help their 

students achieve success in language learning. 

Along similar lines, Bell (2007, p.136) notes that 21 of the 30 teachers involved in his 

studǇ eitheƌ desĐƌiďed theiƌ teaĐhiŶg as oƌ iŵplied theiƌ teaĐhiŶg ǁas ͚ eĐleĐtiĐ͛, ďelieǀiŶg 

that a kŶoǁledge of diffeƌeŶt ŵethods ĐaŶ ͚eŵpoǁeƌ teaĐheƌs to ƌespond meaningfully 

to paƌtiĐulaƌ Đlassƌooŵ ĐoŶteǆts͛ (ibid., pp.141-142). Larsen-Freeman and Anderson 

(2011) and Richards and Rodgers (2014) also note the potential of a knowledge of 

methods to empower teachers. 

This practical reality has perhaps encouraged discussion of, for example, ͚iŶfoƌŵed 

eĐleĐtiĐisŵ͛ ;BƌoǁŶ, J.D., ϭϵϵϱ, pp.17-ϭϴͿ, ͚pƌiŶĐipled eĐleĐtiĐisŵ͛ ;LaƌseŶ-Freeman and 

Anderson, 2011, p.229) and ͚aŶ eŶlighteŶed, eĐleĐtiĐ appƌoaĐh͛ where ͚Ǉou thiŶk iŶ 

terms of possible methodological options at your disposal for tailoring classes to 

paƌtiĐulaƌ ĐoŶteǆts͛ ;BƌoǁŶ, H.D. ϮϬϬϳ, pp.42-43). These have provided a certain level 

of theoretical legitimacy for eclecticism, suggesting that eclecticism can be coherent and 

desirable, with teachers choosing elements from a range of different methods, based on 

their experience and according to what they feel is most appropriate in a particular 

setting.  

However, Kumaravadivelu (2003, p.30) questions such an approach, highlighting that: 

While there have been frequent calls for teachers to develop informed or 

enlightened eclecticism based on their own understanding of the strengths and 

weaknesses of established methods, teacher education programs seldom make 

any sustained and systematic effort to develop in prospective teachers the 

knowledge and skill necessary to be responsibly eclectic. 

Stern (1992, p.11) also expressed concern that:  

The weakness of the eclectic position is that it offers no criteria according to which 

we can determine which is the best theory, nor does it provide any principles by 
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which to include or exclude features which form part of existing theories or 

pƌaĐtiĐes. The ĐhoiĐe is left to the iŶdiǀidual͛s iŶtuitiǀe judgŵeŶt aŶd is, theƌefoƌe, 

too broad and too vague to be satisfactory as a theory in its own right.  

Nevertheless, despite the teƌŵ ͚eĐleĐtiĐ͛ being unpopular with some theorists for the 

reasons discussed, it nevertheless remains a term used by many teachers to describe 

their approach to teaching, pointing again to a gap between what theorists say and what 

practitioners say. 

4.1.4. The Ǯpost-method eraǯ   

This section discusses the ͚post-ŵethod eƌa͛ iŶ EŶglish laŶguage teaĐhiŶg. The iŶĐlusioŶ 

of this section also represents the struggle I was having, throughout the study, to come 

to terms with the effect I was having on the research process. I was initially not sure if I 

was wanting to iŶĐlude the seĐtioŶ ďeĐause ͚postŵethod͛ ǁas a ͚ĐuƌƌeŶt͛ aƌea of 

disĐussioŶ, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ aŵoŶg ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ aĐadeŵiĐs10 aŶd I ǁas shoǁiŶg ͚ WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ďias iŶ ŵǇ ĐhoiĐe of liteƌatuƌe, oƌ ďeĐause I saǁ it as of a more global significance,  

a way foƌǁaƌd appaƌeŶtlǇ ǁithout ŵaŶǇ of the ĐoŶstƌaiŶts of a paƌtiĐulaƌ ͚ŵethod͛. IŶ 

the end, perhaps for a combination of these reasons, I included this section, which can 

be linked to some of the ideas participants suggested about ways forward in the setting, 

as covered in particular in Section 7.4. 

As Richards and Rodgers (2014, p.16) summarise: 

Since the 1990s, many applied linguists and language teachers have moved away 

fƌoŵ a ďelief that Ŷeǁeƌ aŶd theƌefoƌe ͞ďetteƌ͟ appƌoaĐhes aŶd ŵethods aƌe 

the solution to problems in language teaching. Alternative ways of 

understanding the nature of language teaching have emerged that are 

soŵetiŵes ǀieǁed as ĐhaƌaĐteƌiziŶg the ͞post-ŵethods eƌa͟. 

Kumaravadivelu (1994, pp.27-ϯϭͿ Đlaiŵs that ͚ƌeĐeŶt eǆploƌatioŶs iŶ LϮ pedagogy signal 

a shift aǁaǇ fƌoŵ the ĐoŶǀeŶtioŶal ĐoŶĐept of ŵethod toǁaƌd a ͞postŵethod 

                                                 
10 I realise this in itself is potentially contradictory given that Kuŵaƌaǀadiǀelu, ǁho fiƌst ǁƌote aďout ͚the 
postŵethod ĐoŶditioŶ͛, ǁas ďoƌŶ aŶd Đoŵpleted his studies uŶtil Masteƌs leǀel iŶ southeƌŶ IŶdia. 
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ĐoŶditioŶ͛͟, aƌguiŶg that this ͚postŵethod ĐoŶditioŶ eŶaďles pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs to geŶeƌate 

location-specific, classroom-oƌieŶted iŶŶoǀatiǀe pƌaĐtiĐes͛, ͚sigŶifies a seaƌĐh foƌ an 

alteƌŶatiǀe to ŵethod ƌatheƌ thaŶ aŶ alteƌŶatiǀe ŵethod͛, ͚sigŶifies teaĐheƌ autoŶoŵǇ͛, 

aŶd iŶǀolǀes ͚pƌiŶĐipled pƌagŵatisŵ͛. He goes oŶ to eǆplaiŶ hoǁ this ͚pƌiŶĐipled 

pƌagŵatisŵ͛ diffeƌs fƌoŵ eĐleĐtiĐisŵ, ŶotiŶg that ͚eĐleĐtiĐisŵ at Đlassƌooŵ leǀels 

iŶǀaƌiaďlǇ degeŶeƌates iŶto aŶ uŶsǇsteŵatiĐ, uŶpƌiŶĐipled, aŶd uŶĐƌitiĐal pedagogǇ͛, 

ǁheƌeas pƌiŶĐipled pƌagŵatisŵ ͚foĐuses oŶ hoǁ Đlassƌooŵ leaƌŶiŶg ĐaŶ ďe shaped aŶd 

ŵaŶaged ďǇ teaĐheƌs as a ƌesult of iŶfoƌŵed teaĐhiŶg aŶd ĐƌitiĐal appƌaisal͛ ďǇ, foƌ 

example, teachers deǀelopiŶg theiƌ ͚seŶse of plausiďilitǇ͛ ;Pƌaďhu, ϭϵϵϬa).  

Kumarvadivelu further suggests (1994, p.32) a strategic framework to underpin ͚the 

postŵethod ĐoŶditioŶ͛ which: 

comprises the following 10 macrostrategies: (a) maximize learning 

opportunities, (b) facilitate negotiated interaction, (c) minimize perceptual 

mismatches [between teacher intention and learner interpretation], (d) activate 

intuitive heuristics, (e) foster language awareness, (f) contextualized linguistic 

input, (g) integrate language skills, (h) promote learner autonomy, (i) raise 

cultural consciousness, and (j) ensure social relevance. 

Kumaravadivelu (2001, 2006b) then attempts to further conceptualise a ͚postmethod 

pedagogy͛, noting that the above framework:  

is shaped by three operating principles: particularity, practicality, and possibility. 

Particularity seeks to facilitate the advancement of a context-sensitive, location-

specific pedagogy that is based on a true understanding of local linguistic, social, 

cultural, and political particularities. Practicality seeks to rupture the reified role 

relationship between theorizers and practitioners by enabling and encouraging 

teachers to theorize from their practice and to practice what they theorize. 

Possibility seeks to tap the sociopolitical consciousness that students bring with 

them to the classroom so that it can also function as a catalyst for identity 

formation and social transformation (Kumaravadivelu, 2006b, p.69). 
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Mercer (2016, p.477) further suggests that discussions of appropriate methodology for 

particular settings and in particular of ͚postmethod pedagogy͛ should recognise the 

complexity of what is happening in the classroom, as will be discussed in Section 4.1.5, 

and that such approaches: 

point to the inability to easily predict what will happen in classrooms and thus 

also the difficulty of making pedagogical prescriptions applicable in all settings. 

Instead, collectively, they suggest the value of proposing a series of principles to 

guide pedagogic practice, thereby recognising some of the patterns in teaching 

encounters and yet the ultimate uniqueness of each experience and setting. 

They also ascribe a central role to teachers, who are encouraged to critically 

eŶgage ǁith aŶd eǀaluate ͚gloďal͛ oƌ ͚puďliĐ͛ pƌiŶĐiples and theories in relation 

to their own specific practice. 

͚Postmethod pedagogy͛, however, has not been without criticism. Akbari (2008, p.642) 

believes that it makes excessive demands on teachers and ignore the realities in which 

they work, arguing that:  

Teachers, in the postmethod paradigm, should be able to practice their 

profession with competence and confidence (Kumaravadivelu, 2001) and ensure 

that their practice results in social transformation and the improvement of 

society by taking into account the life histoƌies of theiƌ studeŶts. … Noǁ that the 

method is gone, the question is how teachers are going to develop the 

competence demanded of them in dealing with pedagogical and social 

ƌespoŶsiďilities assigŶed to theŵ. … BǇ ŵakiŶg too ŵaŶǇ deŵaŶds of teachers, 

the postmethod pedagogy has, in practice, turned a blind eye to the social, 

political, and cultural realities of language teaching contexts and the limits within 

which teachers operate. 

He goes on to conclude (Akbari, 2008, pp.649-650) that:  

Postmethod must become more responsible and practical to be able to win the 

trust of practitioners. By responsible I mean it needs to come up with a teacher 
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education system which is capable, in practice, of overcoming the limitations 

within which teachers work. It must be able to provide guidance as to how 

inflexible, top-down administrative systems can be convinced to grant teachers 

the autonomy that postmethod demands of and accords to them. It must also 

become more practical in adopting the language of practice, not academic 

discourse, as its point of departure. 

Other dissenting voices include Liu (1995) who suggests that ͚postmethod͛, rather than 

being an alternative to ͚method͛, is an addition to it, and Larsen-Freeman (2005, p.24) 

who similarly argues that ͚Kuŵaƌaǀadiǀelu͛s ŵaĐƌo-microstrategies constitute a 

ŵethod͛, ǁhile Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001, p.2) put forward the case that ͚the 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ is alƌeadǇ: 

explicitly a post-ŵethod appƌoaĐh to laŶguage teaĐhiŶg … iŶ ǁhiĐh the pƌiŶĐiples 

underlying different classroom procedures were of paramount importance, 

rather than a package of teaching materials.  

Bell (2003, p.334) has another view, believing that ͚method͛ and ͚postmethod͛ can 

Đoeǆist, suggestiŶg that ͚postŵethod Ŷeed Ŷot iŵplǇ the eŶd of ŵethods ďut ƌatheƌ aŶ 

understanding of the limitations of the notion of method and a desire to transcend those 

liŵitatioŶs͛, aŶd fuƌtheƌ that ͚method͛ and ͚postmethod͛ can be viewed as: 

necessary dialectical forces: the one imposing methodological coherence, the 

other deconstructing the totalizing tendency of method from the perspective of 

local exigencies. In other words, method and postmethod together can liberate 

our practices.  

The fact that deďates suƌƌouŶdiŶg ͚the postŵethod ĐoŶditioŶ͛ haǀe takeŶ plaĐe 

between theorists, while classroom practitioners are continuing to use the term 

͚ŵethod͛ to desĐƌiďe theiƌ teaĐhiŶg highlights again a disconnect between theory and 

practice. 
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4.1.5. Complexity in the language classroom 

Another area of note from relatively early in the study was that I began to see greater 

complexity in the setting and in language classrooms in the setting than I had envisaged 

prior to starting the study. This section sets out to explore this complexity.   

The language classroom can be viewed a Đoŵpleǆ settiŶg ǁheƌe ͚people aƌe iŶteƌaĐtiŶg 

iŶ a ŵultipliĐitǇ of Đoŵpleǆ ǁaǇs͛ ;Allǁƌight, ϭϵϴϴ, p.ϱϭͿ, so thiŶkiŶg aďout laŶguage 

teaĐhiŶg iŶ teƌŵs of a ͚ďest ŵethod͛ oƌ eǀeŶ aŶǇ siŶgle all-encompassing ͚method͛ 

seems misguided. Senior (2012, p.39), drawing upon the work of Breen (1985), also 

acknowledges the complexity within language classrooms, noting that they are: 

multifaceted, constantly changing learning environments and that classroom 

language teaching and learning are complex processes involving interaction 

between an infinite number of personal, interpersonal, learning, pedagogic and 

social variables. 

“he theƌefoƌe suggests, iŶ teƌŵs of appƌoaĐh, that teaĐheƌs ͚use theiƌ iŶtuitiǀe aďilitǇ 

and experiential kŶoǁledge to deĐide ǁhat ǁoƌks͛ ;ibid.Ϳ, ǁhiĐh liŶks to Pƌaďhu͛s ͚seŶse 

of plausiďilitǇ͛ disĐussed aďoǀe.  

Meanwhile Freeman (1996, p.ϭϬϳͿ ĐautioŶs that ͚the ĐoŵpleǆitǇ of teaĐhiŶg ĐaŶŶot ďe 

cleaned up simply by pretending it is not there; order cannot be forced on to it by writing 

aŶd talkiŶg iŶ a detaĐhed ŵaŶŶeƌ aďout its ŵessiŶess͛, though, as Tudoƌ ;ϮϬϬϯ, p.ϴͿ 

notes: 

acknowledgement of the complexity of language teaching does not promise 

neat, unambiguous solutions or paths of action. It does, however, point our 

energies in the right direction. 

IŶdeed, Tudoƌ ;ϮϬϬϯ, p.ϯͿ atteŵpts to ŵoǀe iŶ this ͚ƌight diƌeĐtioŶ͛ ďǇ distiŶguishiŶg 

ďetǁeeŶ ͚teĐhŶologiĐal͛ aŶd ͚eĐologiĐal͛ peƌspeĐtiǀes toǁaƌds laŶguage teaĐhiŶg aŶd 

learning, pointing out that: 
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if it could be assuŵed that leaƌŶeƌs ǁeƌe ͞siŵplǇ͟ leaƌŶeƌs aŶd teaĐheƌs ǁeƌe 

͞siŵplǇ͟ teaĐheƌs, aŶd that oŶe Đlassƌooŵ ǁas esseŶtiallǇ the saŵe as aŶotheƌ, 

there would probably be little need for other than a technological approach to 

teaching.  

Explaining that the reality is more complex than this, he then goes on to advocate taking 

an eĐologiĐal peƌspeĐtiǀe, ͚exploring language teaching and learning within the totality 

of the lives of the various participants involved, and not as one sub-part of their lives 

which can ďe eǆaŵiŶed iŶ isolatioŶ͛ (ibid., p.4) and focusing ͚oŶ the aĐtual ƌealities as 

theǇ aƌe liǀed out iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ĐoŶteǆts͛.  

He situates this ecological perspective as very much in line with a number of trends and 

developments in teaching and learning such as ͚learner-centredness͛ (e.g. Tudor 1996), 

individual differences and learner style preferences (e.g. Skehan 1989; Williams and 

Burden, 1997), the role of sociocultural factors (e.g. Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf and Poehner, 

2008Ϳ aŶd the Ŷeed to deǀelop ͚appƌopƌiate ŵethodologǇ͛ ;HollidaǇ ϭϵϵϰͿ. 

Mercer (2016, p.475), drawing on the work of van Lier (2004) and Kramsch (2008) 

relating to taking an ecological perspective, further adds that taking such a perspective 

underscores the complexity involved in understanding what is happening inside a 

language classroom, highlighting the importance of paying attention to:  

contextual diversity, the interaction of individuals and contextual factors and the 

dynamism of those relationships and characteristics of factors across time and 

place. In particular, the foreign language classroom is seen as an ecological 

system nested within a hierarchy of other larger/broader systems such as school, 

eduĐatioŶal sǇsteŵ aŶd ŶatioŶal aŶd soĐietal Đultuƌes … aŶd it is the iŶteƌaĐtioŶs 

of all these layers of systems that generate unique conditions and settings. 

In terms of the practical realisation of an ecological perspective, Tudor (2003) suggests 

this should be via a localised approach to pedagogic decision-making in terms of, for 

example, methodological approach and materials choices. He also usefully distinguishes 

͚ďetǁeeŶ ŵethodologǇ as theoƌetiĐal pƌiŶĐiple aŶd ŵethodologǇ as pedagogiĐal ƌealitǇ 
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iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ͛ ;ibid., p.9), where the latter relates to the meaning particular 

methodological choices assume for local participants. 

This technological-ecological distinction can also be related to the application of 

particular methods in the classroom. ͚Methods͛ are often presented as, or at least 

assuŵed to ďe, siŵple paĐkages, iŶ Tudoƌ͛s laŶguage, theǇ eŶĐouƌage a ͚teĐhŶologiĐal͛ 

perspective on teaching, rather than making allowance for the reality of a complex, 

dynamic and multifaceted language classroom, and encompassing what Tudor called the 

͚eĐologiĐal͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, this siŵplistiĐ ǀieǁ of ŵethods seeŵs to haǀe 

permeated its way into many teacher education programmes, where methods and 

approaches are delivered to teacher trainees as pre-packaged ͚oŶe-size-fits-all͛ 

formulae. 

Palfreyman (2006, p.356Ϳ ƌelates the use of laŶguage leaƌŶiŶg ƌesouƌĐes to Tudoƌ͛s 

ecological perspective. He discusses both material and social resources, and within 

soĐial ƌesouƌĐes, dƌaǁs upoŶ the ĐoŶĐept of ͚a soĐial Ŷetǁork: a system of relationships 

between individuals which channels, and is constituted ďǇ, soĐial iŶteƌaĐtioŶ͛. He 

believes these networks to be essential for long-term learning, with networks varying, 

for example, in their size, and in the strengths of the ties between and the roles taken 

by participants at different times. He further highlights that perceived expertise and 

accessibility are key factors in the use of such support networks.  

Having explored various terms and concepts relating to ELT methodology, and 

considered the complexity of the language classroom setting, the next section considers 

one approach of significant interest within this study, ͚the communicative appƌoaĐh͛. 

4.2.  A more Ǯcommunicativeǯ approach 

The initial impetus for the study related to the perceived local need for a more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐh. Although the studǇ itself is lookiŶg at ELT iŶ the settiŶg ŵoƌe 

ďƌoadlǇ, this peƌĐeiǀed Ŷeed foƌ ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaĐhiŶg ǁas a fƌeƋueŶt topiĐ of 

conversation. 
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4.2.1. ǮCommunicativeǯ and Ǯcommunicative competenceǯ 

This seĐtioŶ ĐoŶsideƌ hoǁ the teƌŵs ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ aŶd ͚ĐoŵŵuniĐatiǀe ĐoŵpeteŶĐe͛ 

are understood. 

There are issues with these terms in that, in relation to ELT, neither have firmly 

established or universally agreed definitions. As Van Patten (1995, p.931Ϳ suggests, ͚the 

teƌŵ ͞ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͟ is Ŷot a ŵutuallǇ shaƌed ĐoŶstƌuĐt ďetǁeeŶ sĐholaƌs aŶd 

pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs. We shaƌe the ǁoƌd ďut Ŷot its ŵeaŶiŶg͛, ǁith pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs ofteŶ seeiŶg 

͚communicative͛ as referring mainly to spoken communication and to the application of 

learned material, while scholars see it as not limited to one skill and as relating to 

purposeful use of language. 

Whilst the teƌŵ ͚communicative competence͛ can be defined in a general sense, 

Thornbury (1999, p.18), foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, asseƌtiŶg that ͚communicative competence 

involves knowing how to use the grammar and vocabulary of the language to achieve 

͚communicative͛ goals, aŶd kŶoǁiŶg hoǁ to do this iŶ a soĐiallǇ appƌopƌiate ǁaǇ͛, it has 

been the subject of a great deal of discussion in terms of precisely what it involves and 

how people understand it.  

In terms of what it involves, the much-ƌefeƌeŶĐed ͚staŶdaƌd͛ fƌaŵeǁoƌk suggested ďǇ 

Canale and Swain (1980), and extended by Canale (1983), breaks down ͚communicative 

competence͛ into grammatical, discourse, sociolinguistic and strategic competence, 

where grammatical competence relates to grammatical and lexical capacity, discourse 

competence to the ability to form meaningful written and spoken and written texts, 

sociolinguistic competence to understanding of the social context where 

communication is taking place, and strategic competence to strategies used to facilitate 

communication.   

“telŵa ;ϮϬϭϬͿ ĐhalleŶges this ͚staŶdaƌd͛ defiŶitioŶ of ͚communicative competence͛ on 

several fronts, questioning how realistic it is to represent the complexities of language 

use in a range of contexts via a few abstract constructs, also questioning this 

representation as something quite fixed when in reality the ways in which we 
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communicate change and therefore what is required to achieve ͚communicative 

competence͛ must also change, and finally pointing out the challenge of defining an aim 

for language teaching in these terms when learners may have widely differing or even 

no clearly-defined future ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ needs.  

Alternative views of ͚communicative competence͛ include Savignon (1997) stressing 

both the dynamic and context-specific nature of ͚communicative competence͛, Brumfit 

(2001) calling for a more ͚learner-centred͛ concept of ͚communicative competence͛, 

Alptekin (2002) arguing that the target for language learners should be the development 

͚iŶteƌĐultuƌal ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe ĐoŵpeteŶĐe͛, aŶd Richards and Rodgers (2014, p.89) 

suggesting that:  

Sociocultural learning theory has replaced earlier views of communicative 

ĐoŵpeteŶĐe iŶ ŵaŶǇ ĐuƌƌeŶt aĐĐouŶts of seĐoŶd laŶguage leaƌŶiŶg … ďeĐause of 

its more comprehensive understanding of the role of social context in discourse. 

In terms of ǁhat teaĐheƌs uŶdeƌstaŶd ďǇ the teƌŵ ͚ communicative competence͛, a study 

ďǇ Nazaƌi ;ϮϬϬϳͿ ĐoŶteŶds that teaĐheƌs͛ iŶ-class activities demonstrated a somewhat 

narrow view of it, focusing on grammatical competence at the expense of other aspects 

of ͚communicative competence͛. 

4.2.2. ǮThe communicative approachǯ and Ǯcommunicative language teachingǯ  

The teƌŵs ͚communicative appƌoaĐh͛ and ͚communicative language teaĐhiŶg͛ (CLT͛) 

have become convenient labels to describe an approach to teaching that aims to 

deǀelop ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe ĐoŵpeteŶĐe͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these teƌŵs ĐaŶ give the false 

impression of a well-defined concept, underpinned by a commonly agreed set of 

principles. As ‘iĐhaƌds aŶd ‘odgeƌs ;ϮϬϭϰ, p.ϴϲͿ Ŷote, ͚Ŷo siŶgle teǆt oƌ authoƌitǇ oŶ it 

[͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛] emerged, nor any single model that was 

universallǇ aĐĐepted as authoƌitatiǀe͛. 

Dörnyei (2010, p.33) similarly argues that despite ͚CLT͛ ďeĐoŵiŶg a ͚ƌeal ďuzzǁoƌd iŶ 

laŶguage teaĐhiŶg ŵethodologǇ … the eǆteŶt to ǁhiĐh the teƌŵ Đoǀeƌs a ǁell-defined 

aŶd uŶifoƌŵ teaĐhiŶg ŵethod is highlǇ ƋuestioŶaďle͛, fuƌtheƌ addiŶg that ͚siŶĐe the 
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genesis of CLT in the early 1970s, its proponents have developed a wide range of variants 

that ǁeƌe oŶlǇ looselǇ ƌelated to eaĐh otheƌ͛, ǁhile Littleǁood ;ϮϬ11, p.541) is more 

diƌeĐt, suggestiŶg that ͚a ƌeĐuƌƌeŶt ĐoŵŵeŶt aďout ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg 

is that ŶoďodǇ kŶoǁs ǁhat it is͛. 

Indeed, as Hall (2011, p.ϵϯͿ ĐoŵŵeŶts, eǀeŶ ͚ disĐussiŶg CLT is iŶ soŵe ǁaǇs pƌoďleŵatiĐ 

as the term means different things to different people and everyday classroom practices 

can appear to be quite different when CLT principles are applied in differing social and 

educational coŶteǆts͛. 

More recently, Littlewood (2014, p.349) has reflected that ͚CLT Ŷoǁ seƌǀes Ŷot so ŵuĐh 

as a label for a specific approach as an umbrella term to describe all approaches that 

aiŵ to deǀelop ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe ĐoŵpeteŶĐe iŶ peƌsoŶallǇ ŵeaŶiŶgful ǁaǇs͛. 

Despite this lack of clarity surrounding precisely what ͚ CLT͛ is, it nevertheless, as Richards 

aŶd ‘odgeƌs ;ϮϬϭϰ, p.ϯϴϮͿ Ŷote, ͚ĐoŶtiŶues to ďe ĐoŶsideƌed the ŵost plausiďle ďasis 

foƌ laŶguage teaĐhiŶg iŶ ŵaŶǇ ĐoŶteǆts todaǇ͛.   

Furthermore, there have been a number of attempts to define the key principles behind 

͚CLT͛. Several of these are briefly described below. 

Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2011, pp.119-121) list sixteen principles behind ͚CLT͛, 

including: 

 Wherever possible, authentic language - language as it is used in a real 

context - should be introduced. 

 Students should be given the opportunity to express their ideas and opinions. 

 Errors are tolerated and seen as a natural outcome of the development of 

communication skills. 

 Communicative interaction encourages cooperative relationships among 

students. It also gives students an opportunity to work on negotiating 

meaning. 

 The social context of the communicative event is essential in giving meaning 

to the utterances. 
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 The teacher acts as a facilitator in setting up communicative activities and as 

an advisor during the activities. 

Dörnyei (2012) is more concise, seeing the key features of ͚CLT͛ as: 

 Activities promote real communication, that is, engage learners in the 

authentic, functional use of language. 

 Classroom communicative situations should resemble real-life 

communication as much as possible. 

 Fluency is more important than accuracy. 

 Typical communicative activities are role-plays, discussions, problem-solving 

tasks, simulations, projects and games. 

Richards and Rodgers (2014, p.105) give five principles underpinning ͚CLT͛:  

 Learners learn a language through using it to communicate. 

 Authentic and meaningful communication should be the goal of classroom 

activities. 

 Fluency is an important dimension of communication. 

 Communication involves the integration of different language skills. 

 Learning is a process of creative construction and involves trial and error. 

Mitchell (1994, p.33) is perhaps more pragmatic in describing ͚CLT͛ as: 

Ŷot a tightlǇ stƌuĐtuƌed ͚ŵethod͛ of teaĐhiŶg … Rather, it is a broad assembly of 

ideas fƌoŵ a ƌaŶge of souƌĐes … ǁhiĐh haǀe togetheƌ Đoŵe to ďe aĐĐepted as 

good practice by many contemporary teachers͛, 

and later as ͚a fluid aŶd ĐhaŶgiŶg ďodǇ of ideas, Ŷot a fixed package (ibid., p.41). 

Harmer (2007, p.70) is perhaps even more pragmatic in his view that ͚CLT͛: 

has ďeĐoŵe a geŶeƌalized ͚uŵďƌella͛ teƌŵ to desĐƌiďe leaƌŶiŶg seƋueŶĐes ǁhiĐh 

aiŵ to iŵpƌoǀe studeŶts͛ aďilitǇ to ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate.  
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Nevertheless, the teŵptatioŶ to attaĐh a siŶgulaƌ ŵeaŶiŶg to the laďel ͚CLT͛ aŶd so 

envisage it as a single and well-defined entity remains. 

LookiŶg fƌoŵ the teaĐheƌs͛ poiŶt of ǀieǁ, Klappeƌ ;ϮϬϬϯͿ poiŶts out that the laĐk of 

precisely specified classroom techniques has helped keep ͚CLT͛ ͚fuzzǇ͛ iŶ teƌŵs of 

teaĐheƌs͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg. Along similar lines, Thompson (1996) discusses four ways in 

ǁhiĐh ͚CLT͛ gets ŵisiŶteƌpƌeted, namely that it means not teaching grammar, means 

only teaching speaking, means pair work - which means role play, and means demanding 

too much from teachers, while Little et al. (1994) also highlight the misinterpretations 

that ͚ CLT͛ is indifferent to grammar and that it is only concerned with speaking. Although 

these misconceptions were noted around twenty years ago, it is evident from this study 

that such misconceived views of ͚CLT͛ continue to be held, as will be seen in Chapter 7. 

The steady stream of writing on ͚CLT͛ over the last few decades lends support to 

MitĐhell͛s ͚fluid aŶd ĐhaŶgiŶg ďodǇ of ideas͛ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of ͚CLT͛, with different 

perspectives on what constitutes ͚CLT͛ given at different times. For instance, Howatt 

(1984, p.ϮϴϳͿ distiŶguished ďetǁeeŶ a ͚strong͛ aŶd a ͚weak͛ form of ͚CLT͛: 

The ͞ǁeak͟ ǀeƌsioŶ, ǁhiĐh has ďeĐoŵe more or less standard practice in the last 

ten years, stresses the importance of providing learners with opportunities to 

use theiƌ EŶglish foƌ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe puƌposes ... The ͞stƌoŶg͟ ǀeƌsioŶ of 

communicative teaching, on the other hand, advances the claim that language is 

acquired through communication. 

As Hall ;ϮϬϭϭ, p.ϵϰͿ Ŷotes, ͚it is the ǁeak foƌŵ of CLT that has doŵiŶated, aŶd peƌhaps 

still doŵiŶates, thiŶkiŶg iŶ WesteƌŶ ELT͛. I also want to note here that this is one of a 

relatively small number of authors quoted to date that have acknowledged that what is 

being said refers specifically to ͚WesteƌŶ͛ TE“OL. This poiŶt ǁill ďe ƌetuƌŶed to in Section 

4.2.3.  

In terms of shifting interpretations of ͚CLT͛, ‘iĐhaƌds ;ϮϬϬϲͿ ƌefeƌs to ͚ĐlassiĐ 

communicative laŶguage teaĐhiŶg ;ϭϵϳϬs to ϭϵϵϬsͿ͛ aŶd ͚ĐuƌƌeŶt ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe 

laŶguage teaĐhiŶg ;late ϭϵϵϬs to the pƌeseŶtͿ͛, ǁheƌe the foƌŵeƌ is ĐhaƌaĐteƌised ďǇ the 
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type of overarching principles mentioned earlier and the latter allows for more recent 

variants of ͚CLT͛ such as content-based instruction, task-based instruction, text-based 

instruction and competency-based instruction to fall under the broad umbrella of ͚CLT͛. 

Richards does not make any reference to the possibility that this interpretation of 

͚ĐuƌƌeŶt ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ appears to be a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ based 

interpretation. 

Evidence that ͚CLT͛ has been far from a static entity over the years can also be seen from 

jouƌŶal aƌtiĐles disĐussiŶg ͚a tuƌŶiŶg poiŶt iŶ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ ;Celce-

MuƌĐia, DöƌŶǇei aŶd Thuƌƌell, ϭϵϵϳͿ, ͚ƌethiŶkiŶg ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ 

;GatďoŶtoŶ aŶd “egaloǁitz, ϮϬϬϱͿ aŶd eǀeŶ ͚the eŶd of CLT͛ ;Baǆ, ϮϬϬϯͿ. Theƌe has also 

ďeeŶ disĐussioŶ ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the ŵoǀeŵeŶt ͚ďeǇoŶd ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ 

(Savignon, 2007), perhaps reflecting the developments within the ELT profession 

concerning methods in general, with Wedell and Malderez (2013, p.99) asserting that: 

it is no longer possible to believe that all contexts can use a single method … 

[and] (in principle at least) that it is natural for teachers to base their classroom 

decision-making on their own understandings of a shared approach, and so 

natural for there to be a wide variety of context-dependent classroom practices. 

Changing perspectives on ͚CLT͛ have also been highlighted by Hall (2016, p.215), who 

suggests that: 

in the early twenty-first century, a unified version of CLT has given way to an 

eǆaŵiŶatioŶ of ͚stƌoŶg͛ aŶd ͚ǁeak͛ CLT, of ǁhetheƌ CLT is appƌopƌiate foƌ all 

contexts and cultures, and the development, or perhaps fragmentation, of CLT 

into related methods such as task-based language teaching (TBLT), and content-

based approaches such as content and language integrated learning (CLIL), both 

merging content and language-teaching in ways aƌguaďlǇ siŵilaƌ to ͚stƌoŶg͛ 

forms of CLT. 
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However, Hunter and Smith (2012, p.430) suggest that the lack of consensus 

suƌƌouŶdiŶg the pƌeĐise Ŷatuƌe of ͚CLT͛ has ďeeŶ pƌeseŶt siŶĐe the ϭϵϴϬs, aŶd ƋuestioŶ 

ǁhetheƌ ͚theƌe ǁas eǀeƌ a ǁhollǇ distiŶĐt, uŶitaƌǇ oƌ ͚ĐlassiĐal͛ CLT͛. 

The current position of ͚CLT͛ in ELT is perhaps reflected by Richards and Rodgers (2014, 

p.107) who note that:  

By the twenty-first century, the assumptions and practices of CLT seem on the 

one hand to be commonplace and part of a generally accepted and relatively 

uŶĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsial ĐaŶŶoŶ of teaĐhiŶg theoƌǇ aŶd pƌaĐtiĐe … OŶ the otheƌ haŶd, 

language teaching today is a much more localized activity, subject to the 

constraints and needs of particular contexts and cultures of learning, and the use 

of global and generic solutions to local problems is increasingly seen as 

problematic. Research and documentation of local practices is needed. 

Hoǁeǀeƌ, the use of ĐeƌtaiŶ teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ĐoŵŵoŶplaĐe͛ iŶ the fiƌst paƌt suggests a 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďias, and the uŶdeƌlǇiŶg asseƌtioŶ iŶ the seĐoŶd paƌt that ͚the use of 

gloďal aŶd geŶeƌiĐ solutioŶs to loĐal pƌoďleŵs is iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ pƌoďleŵatiĐ͛ suggests a 

bias towards the views of academics over those of practising teachers. That is to say, 

although ͚the assumptions and practices of ͚CLT͛͛ ŵaǇ ďe ͚ĐoŵŵoŶplaĐe͛ iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, 

mainly ͚Western TESOL͛ settings, it seems an over-generalisation to suggest that this is 

true in all settings, and whilst in academic circles it may be problematic to suggest the 

use of global or generic solutions to local problems, it is unclear whether practising 

teachers also consider this as problematic. 

4.2.3. Criticisms of ǮCLTǯ  

As Thornbury (2016, p.230) notes: 

Almost since its inception, CLT has been challenged on a number of grounds, not 

only in terms of the principles underpinning it but also with regard to its actual 

practices, including not only their (global) appropriateness and applicability but 

the way that they might have been (locally) misappropriated and misapplied. 
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He goes on to note (ibid., p.231) that: 

Oǀeƌ the Ǉeaƌs theƌe has ďeeŶ a steadǇ stƌeaŵ of aƌtiĐles … ĐhalleŶgiŶg CLT͛s 

exportability to contexts beyond those in which it was originally developed. 

This has led to the ďelief that ͚CLT ƌepƌeseŶts soŵe foƌŵ of Đultuƌal iŵpeƌialisŵ͛ ;ibid.) 

where, as Holliday (2005, p.2) argues: 

a well-resourced, politically and economically aggressive, colonising, Western 

͚CeŶtƌe͛ iŵposes its ǀalues, staŶdaƌds aŶd ďeliefs oŶ ͚aŶ uŶdeƌ-sourced, 

ĐoloŶised ͚PeƌipheƌǇ͛. 

This is supported by Kumaravadivelu (2006b, p.64) who asserts, based on its failure in a 

Ŷuŵďeƌ of diffeƌeŶt settiŶgs that ͚CLT offeƌs peƌhaps a ĐlassiĐ Đase of a ĐeŶteƌ-based 

pedagogy that is out of sync with local linguistic, educational, social, cultural, and 

political exigeŶĐies͛. 

However, ThoƌŶďuƌǇ ;ϮϬϭϲ, p.ϮϯϰͿ ĐoŶĐludes that ͚giǀeŶ the appeal that still attaĐhes to 

the ǁoƌd ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛, CLT ǁill ĐoŶtiŶue to pƌospeƌ as a ďƌaŶd, eǀeŶ though its 

oƌigiŶal iŶgƌedieŶts ŵaǇ haǀe loŶg siŶĐe ďeeŶ ƌeĐoŶstituted͛. 

Looking more specifically at particular settings, attempts to use ͚CLT͛ across in different 

settings have met with limited success. Littlewood (2007, p.244), for example, raises 

concerns over the usefulness of ͚CLT͛ in East Asian classrooms, highlighting potential 

probleŵs ǁith Đlassƌooŵ ŵaŶageŵeŶt, failuƌe to ͚stiŵulate the ƌiĐh use of the taƌget 

laŶguage that is Đlaiŵed ďǇ pƌopoŶeŶts͛ of ͚CLT͛, ͚iŶĐoŵpatiďilitǇ ǁith assessŵeŶt 

deŵaŶds͛ aŶd ͚ĐoŶfliĐt ǁith eduĐatioŶal ǀalues aŶd tƌaditioŶs͛.  

Indeed, looking into a wide range of studies of ͚CLT͛ in different settings  - Chick (1996) 

in South Africa; Shamim (1996) in Pakistan; Rao (2002), Hu (2005), and Liu (2009) in 

China; Li (1998) and Jeon (2009) in South Korea; Hiep (2007) in Vietnam; Hiramatsu 

(2005), Sakui (2007), and Nishino and Watanabe (2008) in Japan; Saengboon (2006) in 

Thailand; Hasanova and Shadieva (2008) in Uzbekistan; Bataineh, Bataineh and Thabet 

(2011) in Yemen; Chang (2011) in Taiwan; and Ansarey (2012) in Bangladesh - the 
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practical problems in implementing ͚CLT͛ come across strongly. These problems are 

summarised in Littlewood (2014, pp.352-353): 

 Classroom management is demanding, especially with large classes, and 

teachers may fear losing control. 

 Unpredictable communication may make excessive demands on the 

language skills of teachers who themselves have had limited experience of 

communicating in English. 

 Pair or group work requires teachers to develop new organizational skills and 

adopt a less overtly dominant role in the classroom. 

 In such work, without constant monitoring, students may communicate in 

the mother tongue or use only minimal English, rather than extending their 

English competence. 

 The holistic learning that occurs in communicative activity contradicts 

common conceptions of school-based learning as involving item-by-item 

progression through a syllabus. 

 These conceptions also support the traditional view of teachers as 

transmitters of knowledge rather than facilitators who try to develop learner 

independence. 

 Teachers often face a contradiction between an official public policy which 

advocates CLT and a pencil-and-paper examination system which tests 

discrete items. 

 As a result, they often face resistance both from students and from parents, 

for whom examination results are understandably of paramount importance.  

A particular issue overarching several of the points made above is the question of what 

the teacher-student relationship should be. ͚Communicative͛ methodology places 

emphasis on the teacher being a ͚facilitator͛11, guiding students towards their goals 

through, among other things, offering plenty of practice opportunities and focusing on 

                                                 
11 I plaĐe the teƌŵ ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛ iŶ iŶǀeƌted Đoŵŵas to shoǁ that it is Ŷot a ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ uŶdeƌstood teƌŵ. IŶ 
particular, ǁhat ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ƌefeƌs as a ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛ ŵaǇ ďe diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ the ǁaǇ a ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛ is 
seeŶ iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-ǁesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs.  



107 
 

autheŶtiĐ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ. This is soŵeǁhat at odds ǁith the ǀieǁ of the teaĐheƌ͛s ƌole 

in certain parts of the word. Referring to south Asia for example, Chowdhury (2003) 

suggests that the teacher is seen as an authoritarian figure who should lead the class 

and control any teacher-student interaction, with the use of first names or close physical 

proximity likely to make things uncomfortable. This again points to the fact that any 

application of ͚communicative͛ principles within Kerala would need to be done in a 

context-sensitive manner, taking into account existing expectations of teacher-student 

relationships.  

It should be noted that there are a small number of studies that more strongly advocate 

the use of ͚CLT͛ in particular settings, albeit in a form adapted for the setting. For 

eǆaŵple, Li ;ϭϵϵϴ, p.ϲϵϲͿ suggests that ͚ “outh Koƌea aŶd otheƌ EFL ĐouŶtƌies ǁith siŵilaƌ 

situations should adapt ƌatheƌ thaŶ adopt CLT iŶto theiƌ EŶglish teaĐhiŶg͛, ǁhile “aŵiŵǇ 

aŶd KoďaǇashi ;ϮϬϬϰ, p.ϮϱϴͿ, ǁƌitiŶg aďout JapaŶ, ďelieǀe that ͚ EŶglish eduĐatioŶ should 

embrace CLT in a culturally sensitive and appropriate way, yet maintain its own 

contextual autoŶoŵǇ͛. 

From the above discussion and that of the previous section, it is clear that, if ͚CLT͛ is to 

be implemented, then it should be implemented cautiously and according to the needs 

of a particular setting, adapting the principles of ͚CLT͛ to fit the particular setting or 

integrating specific aspects of ͚CLT͛ into the existing approach, adopting what Hiep 

;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϭϵϲͿ Đalls ͚the spiƌit of CLT͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ feeliŶg the Ŷeed to adopt it iŶ a 

particular form or an obligation to use particular techniques.  

4.2.4. My own developing interpretation of ǮCLTǯ 

It is Đleaƌ theŶ that the ŵeaŶiŶg of ͚ CLT͛ has ĐhaŶged oǀeƌ tiŵe, ǁith foƌ eǆaŵple a ǁideƌ 

range of interpretations and an increasing range of variants, and that it means different 

things at different times and to different people, all of which make it difficult to talk 

about ͚CLT͛ as a single entity. However, rather than focusing on ͚CLT͛ or its variants, it 

ŵaǇ ďe ŵoƌe appƌopƌiate to thiŶk ͚ ďeǇoŶd ŵethod͛, as disĐussed iŶ Section 4.1.4 above. 
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However, in spite of the comments above, there may still be a case for using 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ oƌ ͚the ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ as geŶeƌiĐ teƌŵs 

to refer to teaching which exhibits certain broad traits such as having a focus on meaning 

over form and a tolerance of errors, and which is flexible enough to allow for the 

different emphases and procedures to be applied in relation to the broad traits.  

My own view of ͚communicative competence͛ and ͚CLT͛ was, at the start of this study, 

very much based around the types of principles outlined by Larsen-Freeman and 

Anderson (2011) and Richards and Rodgers (2014) described above.  

Over time, I began to realise that my view was very much a kind of pre-packaged, static 

and context-free view of ͚CLT͛. Foƌ eǆaŵple, pƌiŶĐiples suĐh as ͚the teacher acts as a 

faĐilitatoƌ iŶ settiŶg up ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe aĐtiǀities aŶd as aŶ adǀisoƌ duƌiŶg the aĐtiǀities͛ 

(Larsen-Freeman and Anderson, 2011, p.121) was something very much ingrained in my 

own philosophy on teaching, reinforced as it had been during my own teacher training 

and development, and subsequently as a teacher trainer myself. However, spending 

time in the setting allowed me to see that principles such as this do need re-evaluating 

and that any application of ͚CLT͛ needs to take context into account. My view therefore 

became more in line with Weddell and Malderez (2013, p.102) who highlight the central 

role of context in any interpretation of ͚CLT͛, stating that ͚teaĐheƌs iŶ a ĐoŶteǆt ĐaŶ ďe 

said to be following a broadly communicative approach if their teaching is based on a 

contextually appropriate interpretation͛ of a particular set of beliefs about language and 

language learning.  

Recognising the difficulty in pinning down what ͚CLT͛ actually means, Littlewood (2013, 

p.3) suggests that ͚ǁe should aiŵ to develop principles which help each teacher to 

develop a form of communication-oriented language teaching (COLT) suited to his or 

her own specific context͛. Littlewood (2014) believes COLT could encompass a range of 

communicative approaches to language teaching such as task-based approaches. He 

further develops these ideas (ibid., p.355-359), exploring COLT in relation to five areas 

that have been the subject of ƌeĐeŶt deďate, at least iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ aŶd aĐadeŵiĐ 

settings: ͚postŵethod pedagogǇ͛; ͚liŶkiŶg pƌaĐtiĐe ǁith theoƌǇ aŶd ƌeseaƌĐh͛; ͚optiŵal 

combinations of analytiĐ aŶd eǆpeƌieŶtial stƌategies͛ - aŶ issue ͚at the heaƌt of the 
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distinction between the ͚ǁeak͛ aŶd ͚stƌoŶg͛ ǀeƌsioŶs of CLT͛; ͚ǁaǇs to deepeŶ aŶd 

peƌsoŶalise the ĐoŶteŶt of LϮ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ͛; aŶd ͚the ƌole of the 

ŵotheƌ toŶgue iŶ the laŶguage Đlassƌooŵ͛.  

Drawing on the work of Schuerkens (2004), Littlewood (2014, p.359) concludes by noting 

that, whereas ͚CLT͛ was perceived and developed at a time when methods tended to 

floǁ fƌoŵ the ͚ĐeŶtƌes͛ of ELT to the ͚peƌipheƌǇ͛ aŶd to igŶoƌe the loĐal ĐoŶteǆt, COLT 

reflects a ǁoƌld iŶ ǁhiĐh ͚iŶŶoǀatioŶ aŶd diǀeƌsitǇ ƌefleĐt loĐal ĐoŶditions, as they result 

fƌoŵ a Đƌeatiǀe ŵiǆtuƌe of gloďal eleŵeŶts ǁith loĐal ŵeaŶiŶgs aŶd Đultuƌal foƌŵs͛.  

Although this more flexible idea of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ-oƌieŶted laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ 

remains appealing, at the same time I have become more questioning, struggling to 

understand the impact of background and biases when considering what might be 

suitable approaches in given settings. In particular, with the setting for this study being 

Keƌala, a ͚ŶoŶ-Western TESOL͛ settiŶg, ďut ŵuch of the literature discussed above 

ǁƌitteŶ ďǇ ͚ WesteƌŶ͛ aĐadeŵiĐs, ǁho haǀe espoused, for the most part, ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

led views, both on ͚CLT͛ and more generally on ͚methods͛, it feels difficult to quantify 

the effect of this on my own thinking.  

An example of this ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďias iŶ the liteƌatuƌe would be the fact that there is 

a relatively little focus on the use of L1 in the language classroom within ͚CLT͛, or even 

within ǁideƌ disĐussioŶs of ͚ŵethod͛ aŶd ͚postmethod͛. However, as Kerr (2016, p.515) 

notes: 

outside of contexts where students come from multiple language backgrounds 

oƌ ǁheƌe the teaĐheƌ does Ŷot shaƌe the studeŶts͛ laŶguage, soŵe degƌee of 

own-language use on the part of the teacher appears to be the norm. 

Indeed, as Hall and Cook (2012, p.16) asseƌt, it is ͚a paƌt of ŵaŶǇ teaĐheƌs͛ eǀeƌǇdaǇ 

Đlassƌooŵ pƌaĐtiĐe͛, although theǇ also poiŶt out that ϯϲ% of teaĐheƌs feel guiltǇ ǁheŶ 

using their own language (Hall and Cook, 2013, p.41). 
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Having surveyed a number of studies on the topic, Kerr (2016, p.523) concludes that 

͚there is a very clear consensus that some own-language use can support the learning of 

a new language͛. He goes oŶ to suggest ;iďid.Ϳ that:  

a move away from own-laŶguage use as a ͚ĐƌutĐh͛ toǁaƌds ŵoƌe pƌiŶĐipled 

practices will be facilitated by two changes within English language teaching. The 

first is the incorporation of own-language issues in teacher training and 

deǀelopŵeŶt …. “eĐoŶdlǇ, the appeaƌaŶĐe of ŵoƌe pƌaĐtiĐal suggestioŶs iŶ 

published form will provide teachers with more options to explore. 

The point to make here is that this issue, though a very relevant one for many English 

teachers around the world, is not one that is particularly widely discussed in much of 

the liteƌatuƌe ĐoǀeƌiŶg ͚ƌeĐeŶt appƌoaĐhes͛ to ELT͛. It is also not, in my experience, 

something covered in teacher training programmes. It is also not something that, until 

recently, I have spent much time considering in my own teaching or when reflecting on 

my own views on ELT methods and methodology generally or on ͚CLT͛ in particular.  

In the light of the aďoǀe disĐussioŶs, ŵǇ oǁŶ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of ͚CLT͛ has ďeĐoŵe a ŵoƌe 

flexible one, taking into account the needs of particular settings.  

4.3. Educational change 

The notion of introducing new approaches in ELT cannot be discussed without 

considering this in relation to the process of making educational change happen.  

When changes in educational policy require teachers to adopt a new approach in the 

classroom, there is often a misconception that, with a little training, teachers will be able 

to adapt to accommodate any new requirements. This is not necessarily the case. As 

Lortie (1975) notes, not only have teachers spent many hours in the classroom as 

teachers, they have also spent many hours in the classroom as students and this 

͚appƌeŶtiĐeship of oďseƌǀatioŶ͛ ĐaŶ pƌoduĐe ďeliefs aďout teaĐhiŶg that aƌe diffiĐult to 

change.   
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As Hayes (2012) points out, attempts to improve English by focusing on learner-centred 

eduĐatioŶ ǀia ͚CLT͛ ofteŶ ŵeet ǁith little suĐĐess foƌ ǀaƌious ƌeasoŶs ƌelated to the 

change process. These reasons include the nature of change being too great, the speed 

too fast, the resources and/or infrastructure inadequate, the fact that the pedagogy is 

imported, that the change is driven by those who do not have to implement it, and that 

there is a lack of joined-up thinking with, for example, assessment systems not reflecting 

the change. In terms of importing pedagogy, he draws on the debates around linguistic 

iŵpeƌialisŵ ;PhillipsoŶ, ϭϵϵϮͿ aŶd the iŶflueŶĐe of ͚WesteƌŶ͛ ideologies oŶ pedagogǇ 

(Canagarajah, 1999; Holliday, 2005) in suggesting that: 

though theƌe ŵaǇ ďe soŵethiŶg to ďe leaƌŶt fƌoŵ otheƌs͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐe, the 

atteŵpt siŵplǇ to tƌaŶsfeƌ ͚ďest pƌaĐtiĐe͛ iŶ eduĐatioŶ fƌoŵ oŶe ĐouŶtƌǇ to 

another is a cause of failure in much innovation (Hayes, 2012, p.50). 

This section considers a number of issues involved in implementing change and 

managing the change process. 

4.3.1. Implementing change  

Change within ELT can happen for a variety of reasons. It can be driven by, for example, 

changes in government policy, trends within the teaching profession, developments in 

technology, guru-led innovations, value-driven changes and/or influences from other 

disciplines (Burns and Richards, 2012). 

According to Hayes (2012), successful change is more likely if it is systemic in nature, it 

has grassroots stakeholder involvement, there is adequate support during the 

implementation phase, and there is strong and supportive leadership. He highlights, in 

particular, the need for joined up thinking, with a change in one part of the educational 

system needing to be matched by changes in related areas, for example making sure 

there are adequate numbers of well-trained teachers, appropriate materials, adequate 

time to prepare new materials, appropriate INSET and advisory support, appropriate 

evaluation procedures in place, sufficient financial resources and consideration given to 

any wider impacts such as fitting with local pedagogic norms.  
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Murray (2013) also discusses the effect of context on innovation and change, suggesting 

three local factors contribute to their introduction and diffusion: whether the 

organisational structure is integrative - with good communication, being forward-

looking, emphasising long-term planning, aiming for the same goal, and building sense 

of community - or segmental; whether or not the leadership has the managerial skills 

and understands the change process; and the degree to which the change is acceptable 

to those involved in implementing it. Along similar lines, Waters and Vilches (2013) 

suggest that iŵpleŵeŶteƌs oƌ ͚ĐhaŶge ageŶts͛ Ŷeed to Ŷot oŶlǇ eŵďed the ĐhaŶge iŶto 

existing practice but to integrate the change by managing any ripple effects to other 

paƌts of the eduĐatioŶ sǇsteŵ, ǁhiĐh ŵaǇ iŶ tuƌŶ ƌeƋuiƌe ͚seĐoŶdaƌǇ iŶŶoǀatioŶs͛ suĐh 

as changes in the teacher education process.  

Kennedy (2013, p.21) suggests aŶ ͚eĐologiĐal͛ ŵodel of ĐhaŶge iŶǀolǀiŶg iŶteƌaĐtioŶ 

between participants at all levels rather than being top-down and: 

a stƌategǇ of deĐoŶĐeŶtƌatioŶ … deǀolǀiŶg ƌespoŶsiďilities to the ŵost 

appropriate level of implementation, though not to the degree that classroom 

innovations will not have any impact on the system as a whole. 

Similarly, Stoller (2009, p.75) advises involving stakeholders at different levels of any 

change process, pointing out that: 

top-down innovations are rarely successful without teacher enthusiasm and 

endorsement. Similarly, bottom-up innovations rarely sustain themselves 

without the support of the administration. 

Waters and Vilches (2013) similarly emphasise the need to involve those who are being 

asked to aĐĐept a ĐhaŶge, highlightiŶg the ďeŶefits of fosteƌiŶg ͚ ƌe-iŶǀeŶtioŶ͛, the degƌee 

to which a change is modified by the user in the process of adoption, as this gives 

adopters opportunities to explore what the change involves and encourages them to 

gradually take more responsibility for and ownership of the change, while Derewianka 

(201ϯ, p.ϭϳϬͿ poiŶts out that ͚ďottoŵ-up, incremental change is, in the long run, more 
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likely to result in real change than accepting low-fidelity, superficial, mandated 

compliance by the masses as aŶ iŶdiĐatioŶ of suĐĐess͛,  

Hyland and Wong (2013, p.2) also highlight ͚the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of teaĐheƌ-initiated 

innovation͛, though at the saŵe tiŵe ǁaƌŶ of ͚the practical difficulties associated with 

fostering this kind of bottom-up peƌspeĐtiǀe͛, while Rinvolucri (2007) suggests that 

teachers often decide not to incorporate certain ideas into their teaching because the 

ideas fail to get through their filtering process. He believes that new ideas need to get 

past ǀaƌious ͚filteƌs͛ ďefoƌe theǇ ĐaŶ ďeĐoŵe paƌt of the teaĐheƌ͛s ƌepeƌtoiƌe, iŶĐludiŶg 

the ͚peƌsoŶal likes aŶd dislikes͛ filteƌ, the ͚peƌĐeptioŶ of studeŶts͛ filteƌ, the ͚teaĐheƌ͛s 

pƌofessioŶal ďeliefs͛ filteƌ aŶd the ͚Đultuƌal͛ filteƌ. 

Hayes (2012) expresses concern over the support provided for teachers during the 

implementation phase, suggesting that INSET following a cascade model of training can 

often have little or no impact and/or dilutes the change. He also advocates a more 

cyclical and ongoing approach to INSET, rather than it being one-off in nature, and 

theƌefoƌe ŵeetiŶg the goal of ͚deǀelopiŶg supportive conditions and establishing 

pƌofessioŶal leaƌŶiŶg ĐoŵŵuŶities aŵoŶgst teaĐheƌs iŶ all sĐhools … ;thatͿ aƌe ǀital if 

iŶŶoǀatioŶs aƌe to suĐĐeed͛ ;iďid., p.ϱϳͿ. Moƌe geŶeƌallǇ, IŶgǀaƌsoŶ et al ;ϮϬϬϱ, p.ϭϳͿ 

suggest that uŶless the ͚ĐoŶsideƌaďle gap ďetǁeen the conditions that research 

iŶdiĐates aƌe optiŵal foƌ pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt aŶd those that aƌe pƌoǀided͛ iŶ the 

majority of schools is reduced, successful innovation is unlikely to happen. 

Meanwhile Freeman (2013) contrasts the more visible and observable aspects of a 

change, such as public documents or teacher behaviour relating to the change, with the 

more hidden, context-based and subjective elements such as teacher thinking, making 

sense of the change process and the effect of the change on professional identity, 

positing that these later elements are more important to the success of the change 

process. In a similar vein, Kiely (2012) suggests that any change needs to acknowledge 

͚iŶfoƌŵal oƌdeƌs͛ - which Holliday (1992) refers to as the processes that keep an existing 

system stable, coherent and locally accepted, despite any deficiencies that may exist 

within it - of the existing system and move forward from these.  
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4.3.2. Managing change  

Within the setting for this study, there is a great deal of discussion of the need for change 

in ELT methodology, but there is much less discussion on or awareness of how to 

manage that change. This issue is discussed below.   

In terms of the management of change, Bolitho (2012) highlights the gulf between 

strategic planning for educational change and what actually happens in the classroom. 

He calls for more joined-up thinking in terms of planning change, for example 

recognising that assessment needs to be changed in line with any curriculum change or 

change in teachiŶg appƌoaĐh. He Ŷotes also that iŶ aŶǇ ͚ƌeĐultuƌiŶg͛ ;FullaŶ ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϮϱͿ 

- the process by which teachers change their beliefs and habits - resistance is likely and 

any change can get diluted, particularly where the change is imposed. He therefore 

believes that empowerment of local stakeholders is essential if change is to be 

sustainable. This again highlights the need for engagement with stakeholders at all 

levels, without the approach being either top-down or bottom-up. 

Woods (2012) draws together twenty-one case studies relating to managing change, and 

from these comes up with a number of key issues in change management. These include: 

the Ŷeed foƌ suppoƌt foƌ iŵpleŵeŶteƌs aŶd theƌefoƌe a positiǀe ĐoŶteǆt foƌ ͚ƌeĐultuƌiŶg͛ 

(Fullan, 2007); creating opportunities for development and empowerment of those 

involved; avoiding mismatches in perception, for example between teachers and policy 

makers; integrating different aspects of the change such as new textbooks, teacher 

training and development, assessment and wider educational reforms; staying focused 

on classroom realities, for example including classroom-focused training; allowing time 

for the embedding of new ideas, such as by building in time for reflection and in-school 

follow-up on in-service training; and identifying and/or creating catalysts, or agents of 

change, who might co-ordinate local support groups, model good practice and/or attend 

state/national events; and ensuring sustainability via, for example, ongoing support. 

Two of the case studies reported in Woods (2012) relate specifically to settings in India. 

O͛DoŶahue ;ϮϬϭϮͿ, iŶ a studǇ ďased iŶ Taŵil Nadu, suggests that foƌ effeĐtiǀe 

implementation of change, the key factor is engagement, the buy-in from key players. 
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She also highlights the need for training programmes that allow reflection and sharing 

of ideas, and for materials to be adapted to suit the local context. Mathew (2012, p.196), 

in a curriculum implementation study across India, highlights the risks of washback from 

the assessment system in terms of creating a barrier to innovation, noting that 

͚ĐoŵpletiŶg the sǇllaďus, i.e. the pƌesĐƌiďed teǆtďooks, ǁas seeŶ ďǇ teaĐheƌs aŶd 

principals as a main measure of teaĐheƌ ĐoŵpeteŶĐe͛. The suggestion here then is that 

͚teaĐhiŶg to the test͛ ǁas stifling the change process. Having sais that, in an earlier study, 

Mathew does highlight that there are silent innovators working without the support of 

the wider education system to make change happen (Mathew, 2006). 

Having now explored approaches to ELT in a more general sense and more specifically 

͚communicative͛ appƌoaĐhes, aloŶg ǁith ŵǇ oǁŶ ĐhaŶgiŶg iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of ͚CLT͛, and 

considered the process of educational change with respect to ELT, the next section 

attempts to relate this discussion to the setting for the study. 

4.4. English in India and in Kerala 

From the outset of this section, I should point out that it is influenced by my outsider 

status in and distant eyes perspective on the setting, with the choice of literature, the 

decisions on what might be the more relevant points to make and the emphasis given 

to particular issues all affected by this. Further, as with this chapter as a whole, this 

section moves from a more global to a more local perspective, looking first at India and 

then at the setting for the study, Kerala.  

The section explores some of the issues surrounding the status of English and current 

state of ELT in India generally and in Kerala specifically to attempt to shed light on the 

perceived need to change ELT methodology, and in particular to focus on the emphasis 

being given to adopting a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach to ELT, as discussed in 

Chapter 1. In order to do this, it will briefly look at the role of English and the position of 

ELT in India as a whole before narrowing the focus to concentrate on Kerala, ELT 

classrooms within Kerala, and possible ways forward for ELT in Kerala.  
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In addition to providing an overview of the position of English and ELT in India, and in 

particular within Kerala, the section highlights that ELT in this region has developed in a 

different way, on a different timescale and with different issues and trends than those 

that tend to get discussed in relation to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛; for example, as will be 

discussed, ELT in India did not follow the trend towards ͚CLT͛ in the 1970s or 1980s. 

4.4.1. The status of English in India 

Since the aƌƌiǀal of EŶglish iŶ IŶdia, aŶd iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ďeĐause of BƌitaiŶ͛s foƌŵeƌ ƌole as 

a colonial power in India, English has played a fundamental role in Indian society, and by 

the start of the 20th century was established as both the official and the academic 

language of India. Further, whereas in the decades after independence in particular, 

English tended to be seen as a colonial language, a language for the privileged, it is now 

viewed by many in a more pragmatic sense in terms of its usefulness, and increasingly 

perhaps its necessity, not only to access higher education, but also to gain employment 

and facilitate social mobility. Furthermore, whereas it used to be a so-Đalled ͚liďƌaƌǇ 

laŶguage͛, ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ the aĐadeŵiĐ ǁoƌk aŶd adŵiŶistƌatiǀe joďs, it is now seen as a 

language of mass communication, a means of facilitating communication both within 

India between speakers of different languages and with other parts of the world.  

Over the last few years, developments in international communication, science and 

technology, and global trade, and ever-increasing use of the internet, have resulted in a 

greater awareness and acceptance within India of the importance of English, in 

particular in terms of finding employment (Gupta 2004, 2005). As Nayar (2008) points 

out, English continues to play a number of roles in Indian society, in particular as the 

laŶguage of higheƌ eduĐatioŶ, as a ͚liŶk laŶguage͛ foƌ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ ŶatioŶallǇ, aŶd as 

the key to participation in the global economy. He suggests there is now a general 

country-wide consensus in the way English is used in India, though at the same time 

recognises that the its presence is clearly more overt in urban than rural areas and in 

the south than in the north of the country, is more prevalent among the upper classes, 

and continues to symbolise power, prestige and social mobility.  
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The continued use of English post-independence has not been without controversy, with 

many questioning the need to rely so heavily on the language of the ex-colonial power, 

particularly in the years immediately following independence, and highlighting the risk 

of maintaining an English-speaking elite. However, as Tsui and Tollefson (2007, p.16) 

Ŷote, ͚the iŶĐƌeasiŶg iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of EŶglish iŶ the gloďalizatioŶ pƌoĐess iƌoŶiĐallǇ has 

legitimized the hegemony of English over all IŶdiaŶ laŶguages͛. 

Indeed, the long association of English with power is now leading to an expansion in the 

demand both for English as a subject and for English as a medium for education. As 

Agnihotri (2007, pp.195-196) notes:  

Those who receive education only through their regional languages lag behind 

socioeconomically and aƌe depƌiǀed of soĐial ŵoďilitǇ. … Theƌe is a ǁidespƌead 

desire to study English as a subject from early years of education. English-

medium schools are mushrooŵiŶg iŶ eǀeƌǇ toǁŶ aŶd ǀillage … English has 

retained its colonial color and continues to be associated with the elite that 

occupy positions of power in education, administration, the judiciary, 

international relations, and now the global corporate world. The gates of 

employment, social mobility, and power are open only to those who are 

proficient in English or both in English and their regional language. 

The trend towards English has been happening for many years now, with Gupta (1995, 

p.76) noting, over 20 years ago, that: 

[Indians] secretly believe, if not openly say, that competence in English makes a 

ĐoŶsideƌaďle diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ theiƌ Đaƌeeƌ pƌospeĐts … politiĐiaŶs aŶd ďuƌeauĐƌats 

denounce the elitism of [English-medium] schools but surreptitiously send their 

children to them. 

More recently, in discussing English in India, Graddol (2010, p.64) points out that: 

English is changing its status in India - from a bureaucratic and elite language, to 

one which plays an increasing role in the liǀes of all ĐitizeŶs. … EĐoŶoŵiĐ gƌoǁth 

means that more jobs require English; the expansion of education means that 
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English is needed by more people for study; and for a growing, globalised, urban 

middle class English is playing a greater role in both their work and personal lives. 

He further observes (ibid., p.65) that:  

The politics around English have shifted in the last decade. Where populist 

politicians once secured rural votes by promising to banish English, now there is 

a powerful grass-roots lobby to extend English to the masses.  

He later adds (ibid., p.124) that:  

Throughout India, there is an extraordinary belief, amongst almost all castes and 

classes, in both rural and urban areas, in the transformative power of English. 

English is seen not just as a useful skill, but as a symbol of a better life, a pathway 

out of poverty and oppression.  

Sheorey (2006, p.17) suggests that the arguments concerning linguistic and cultural 

imperialism have, in a practical sense at least, somewhat faded into the background, 

noting that: 

even the most vociferous pro-English and anti-English voices have been 

quietened considerably, if not totally silenced, by a sense of indispensability of 

English in the national interest. 

Mishra (2013, p.186) agrees, suggesting that teƌŵs like ͚Đultuƌal ĐoloŶialisŵ aŶd 

linguistic imperialism in relation to the spread of English have started losing their validity 

iŶ the age of gloďalisatioŶ͛, aŶd fuƌtheƌ that ͚Đaste, Đlass, ethŶiĐitǇ, liŶguistiĐ affiŶitǇ aŶd 

national or regional sentiments become secondary when it comes to learning English for 

eĐoŶoŵiĐ ƌeasoŶs͛ (ibid., p.190).  

Given the increase in recent years in terms of the employment opportunities that an 

ability to communicate effectively in English can potentially provide, the belief in the 

need for English as an essential tool for enhancing employment prospects is now 

widespread. As Graddol (2010, p.33) notes: 
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Many public sector jobs require applicants to pass English language exams - for 

over a century, English has been seen as a passport to a pensionable government 

job. Now, the private sector also requires English - but often of a different kind. 

He goes on to highlight that the growth of technology and in particular business process 

outsouƌĐiŶg ͚has also opeŶed a Ŷeǁ possiďility for social mobility, by providing well-paid 

jobs based on merit rather than social background - but only for those who can speak 

EŶglish͛ ;iďid., p.ϰϬͿ. 

Among his conclusions, he notes (ibid., pp.14-15) that: there has been a shift towards 

English driven by three factors - education (via both English-medium schools and higher 

education through the medium of English), employment and social mobility; spoken 

English skills in particular are needed though school curricula are not emphasising them; 

sustained economic growth requires more people who speak English well; and nationally 

the rate of improvement in English is too slow because of, among other things, the 

shortage of English teachers and fact that the wider education system has problems 

which also affeĐt EŶglish laŶguage eduĐatioŶ. … FiŶallǇ, he ƌeĐoŵŵeŶds usiŶg a diǀeƌsitǇ 

of approaches to teach English, with particular approaches used to fit particular settings. 

Mathew (1997) suggests that a multilingual approach to education in India is needed in 

order to allow for both the preservation of diverse cultures and participation in the 

global economy, a point which echoes Phillipson (1996, p.165) who comments that: 

ŵultiliŶgual sĐhooliŶg is a Đoŵpleǆ topiĐ … ďut the iŵpoƌtaŶt issue is that iŶ a 

ŵultiliŶgual soĐietǇ, eduĐatioŶ should ďe ŵultiliŶgual ƌatheƌ thaŶ ͚X-ŵediuŵ͛ oƌ 

͚Y-ŵediuŵ͛, teƌŵs ǁhiĐh iŵpliĐitly exclude or subtract languages.  

However, more recent debates have also focused, not on whether English should be 

emphasised within the education system, but on the variety of English that should be 

taught and ǁhetheƌ IŶdiaŶ EŶglish ;IEͿ should ďe ĐoŶsideƌed as a ͚Ŷatiǀe͛ ǀaƌietǇ of 

English. Detailed discussion of these issues are beyond the scope of this study, though 

they are considered in some detail in Agnihotri and Singh (2012), where of particular 

note is the initial paper by Singh (2012, p.38), who sets out his ǀieǁ that theƌe aƌe ͚Ŷo 
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liŶguistiĐ ƌeasoŶs foƌ ĐlassifǇiŶg sǇsteŵs suĐh as IE as ͚ŶoŶ-Ŷatiǀe ǀaƌieties͛, and arguing 

͚agaiŶst the positioŶ that sees IE as ͚ŶoŶ-Ŷatiǀe͛ foƌ putatiǀe ƌeasoŶs of loĐal laŶguage 

ecology for it is clear that IE is an integral part of the language ecology of contemporary 

IŶdia͛.  

4.4.2. ǮELT in Indiaǯ 

This section aims to focus on current debates about ELT methodology in India. It first 

pƌoďleŵatises the teƌŵ ͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛ aŶd theŶ disĐusses the current interest in adopting 

a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methodology foƌ ͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛.  

ǮELT in Indiaǯ 

There have been a number of publications in recent years foĐusiŶg oŶ ͚IŶdia͛ aŶd ǁhat 

it is to ďe ͚IŶdiaŶ͛. Foƌ eǆaŵple, Vaƌŵa ;ϮϬϬϱͿ disĐusses diffeƌeŶt aspeĐts of ͚BeiŶg 

IŶdiaŶ͛ ǁhile FƌeŶĐh ;ϮϬϭϭͿ siŵilaƌlǇ disĐusses tƌaits of life in India in his book entitled 

siŵplǇ ͚IŶdia͛. Theƌe haǀe also ďeeŶ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of publications focusing specifically on 

the current state of ͚ELT in India͛ such as Gupta (2006) and Dutt (2010). In these 

publications, there is ofteŶ aŶ iŵpliĐit assuŵptioŶ ŵade that ͚IŶdia͛ aŶd ͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛ 

can be considered as single and uniform entities, which although convenient may be 

somewhat misleading. As Graddol (2010, p.28) notes:  

The states of India vary on almost every dimension considered so far: 

demographic, religious, degree of urbanisation, and perhaps most of all, sheer 

size. … Keƌala, foƌ eǆaŵple, has the highest liteƌaĐǇ ƌate iŶ IŶdia, aŶd ƌeŵittaŶĐes 

from its many English-speaking overseas workers provide an important 

development resource.  

DisĐussiŶg the state of ͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛ aŶd iŵplǇiŶg EŶglish to ďe iŶ soŵe seŶse uŶifoƌŵ 

aĐƌoss IŶdia is siŵilaƌ iŶ ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs to disĐussiŶg the state of ͚EŶglish iŶ Euƌope͛ aŶd 

implying similarities across Europe. There are parallels between the linguistic mix in 

India and in Europe; for example, there are 22 officially recognised languages in India 

compared to the European Union with its 23 officially recognised languages.  
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Given the vast geographical areas involved, the number of different first languages 

spoken across India, the variations in social, economic and cultural backgrounds, as well 

as differences within India in terms of the way English is perceived and taught, there 

needs to be an awareness of the risk and potential danger of over-generalisation when 

disĐussiŶg the ĐoŶĐept of ͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛.  

Nayar (2008), for example, suggests that there are some common features of ELT across 

much of India, such as the fact that English is generally seen as a subject rather than a 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ tool, that it is taught within a somewhat bureaucratic education system 

with limited scope for teacher initiative, that the objective is more about fulfilling 

academic requirements than creating language users, and that the teaching style tends 

to be ͚teacher-ĐeŶtƌed͛ with large classes, with many teachers inadequately trained for 

ELT. It is unfortunate perhaps that these features all appear to be, or at least are 

intended by Nayar to be seen as, negative features, and further that they are seen by 

Nayar as negative features in relation to India in particular, even though they are 

applicable to a wide range of educational settings. There is also the sense that the 

negative features of the Indian system are being implicitly contrasted with a utopian 

alternative where, for example, English is seen as a communication tool rather than a 

subject, is taught in a non-bureaucratic system in small ͚ studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ classes by well-

trained teachers who are given plenty of scope to use their own initiative. 

In a similaƌ ǀeiŶ, “heoƌeǇ ;ϮϬϬϲͿ disĐusses the pƌoďleŵs faĐiŶg ͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛. He 

highlights issues such as a lack of resources, very large classes, exam-led teaching, 

teacher-centred classes, an inflexible and conservative administrative system, classes 

often being literature-focused rather than language-focused and the limited 

opportunities for students to speak in class. However, these issues are applicable to 

many settings outside India whilst at the same time not applicable to certain settings 

within India. Further, most of them are pertinent to the wider education system rather 

than being specific to ELT. Again, several of these issues implicitly contrast a deficient 

͚ELT iŶ IŶdia͛ ǁith aŶ iŵagiŶed aŶd idealised ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ alternative.  

Sheorey also highlights a sŵall Ŷuŵďeƌ of ͚poĐkets of hope͛: the ĐuƌƌiĐula gƌaduallǇ 

becoming more ELT-based, textbooks gradually becoming more language-focused 
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rather than literature-focused and a greater number of teachers are taking training 

courses specifically concerned ǁith ELT. Hoǁeǀeƌ agaiŶ, these ͚poĐkets of hope͛ iŵplǇ 

that approaches traditionally used in many Indian settings such as placing emphasis on 

learning language through literature are somehow less valid than more overtly 

language-focused approaches.  Similaƌ ǀieǁs, desĐƌiďiŶg ͚poĐkets of hope͛, aƌe appaƌeŶt 

in the data collected. These are discussed in chapters 7 and 8. 

ǮCLTǯ in India 

Without linking their view to particular settings, Jacobs and Farrell (2003, p.10) suggest 

that ͚CLT͛ aŶd ƌelated appƌoaĐhes suĐh as task-ďased leaƌŶiŶg haǀe ͚led to eight ŵajoƌ 

ĐhaŶges iŶ appƌoaĐhes to laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛, these ĐhaŶges relating to: placing greater 

emphasis on learner autonomy; the social nature of learning; curricular integration; 

meaning over form; individual learner differences; thinking skills; alternative forms of 

assessment; and teachers as co-learners. In terms of ELT methodology more broadly, 

Burns and Richards (2012) emphasise the role of context in shaping the nature of 

teaching and learning, while Levy (2012) discusses the role of technology in language 

classroom.  

However, across India and specifically in Kerala, while these areas are to greater or lesser 

extents discussed, other issues, not necessarily seen as important in a global sense, are 

considered as equally if not more important. These issues include the role of literature 

in language teaching and how to adapt particular approaches for use with larger classes.  

There has also been an ongoing debate on the particular issue of how to teach English 

usiŶg ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes ǁithiŶ the settiŶg foƌ this studǇ, despite the 

fact that in other settings, ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, this is peƌhaps less 

debated than it was several decades ago. Indeed, in discussing ͚ELT in India͛, it may 

initially seem curious as to why ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methodology is of particular interest in 

India now, given that the discussions around ͚CLT͛ were at their height in many parts of 

the world, certainly among academics, in the 1970s and 1980s. The reason is that India 

seems to a large extent to have been bypassed by the principles and ideas surrounding 
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͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methodology at that time, despite its introduction and spread, in one 

form or another, around certain parts of the globe.  

There were however some attempts to introduce more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches to 

ELT in India during the 1980s. One of these attempts was the so-Đalled ͚BaŶgaloƌe 

Project͛, (Prabhu, 1987). Prabhu observed that his students struggled to communicate 

in English outside the classroom even after several years studying it at school using a 

structural approach and so ͚deǀeloped a ǀeƌsioŶ of the ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh ǁith 

an emphasis on teaching learning through ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ͛. (Baleghizadeh, 2015, p.111, 

italics in original). This project ran between 1979 and 1984, and involved 8 school classes 

with children aged between 8 and 13. It is somewhat unclear how successful the project 

was. Greenwood (1985, p.268) ŵakes a ͚plea foƌ ŵoƌe appƌopƌiate aŶd illustƌatiǀe 

evidence of the methodology and materials used in the Project, together with some 

speĐifiĐ eǀaluatioŶ of the leaƌŶeƌs' peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe͛, ǁhile Beretta (1990, p.321) notes that 

͚'ƌegulaƌ' teaĐheƌs failed to come to terms with the demands of the project͛ aŶd also 

that the implementation of the project was inadequately monitored. Prabhu (1990b, 

p.338) however counters this later point, pointing out that: 

The project team saw the work on the project as being primarily developmental 

… [ďut] this deǀelopŵeŶtal effoƌt ǁas apt to ďe ŵisĐoŶstƌued … as the ƌesult of 

a premature over-concern with a possible subsequent implementation of the 

method on a large scale. It was therefore stressed repeatedly that the project 

was an attempt at exploration, not at propagation. 

In spite of the issues above, the project is often cited as a forerunner to the development 

of task-based language teaching.  

Another attempt to introduce a form of ͚CLT͛ in India is described by Gupta (2004). She 

outlines a case where, in 1989, a Communicative English paper was introduced in a 

particular Indian university. The result at the time was that the teachers, untrained in 

using and unfamiliar with the concept of ͚CLT͛, were unable to handle the demands of a 

͚CLT͛-based course, and as a result little really changed in practice, i.e. the teacher-

centred, lecture-based, exam-focused classes continued, but with teachers somewhat 
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embittered and discouraged as a consequence. Gupta goes on however to discuss how 

the scenario has changed since the turn of the century. In particular, she highlights: the 

growth in the Indian economy to include multinational companies, call centres and 

shopping malls, all of which require fluent English-speaking personnel; the fact that the 

internet has had a major effect in increasing exposure to English; and that there are 

increased travel and work opportunities overseas in countries where English is the 

Lingua Franca. This has broken the ͚deadloĐk that CLT had fouŶd itself iŶ͛ ;ibid., p.268) 

and teachers have become more empowered, although this empowerment may not 

have permeated its way through the Indian education system as a whole, as will be seen 

in the data in chapters 7 and 8. Nevertheless, it does appear that the role of English has 

been changed by economic developments and the increase in employment 

opportunities, particularly for those willing to move away from their family base in order 

to take advantage of these opportunities.  

Interestingly, iŶ Gupta͛s disĐussioŶ theƌe seeŵs to ďe aŶ uŶspokeŶ pƌesuŵptioŶ that in 

order to iŵpƌoǀe studeŶts͛ communication skills in English, ͚CLT͛ as opposed to any 

aŶotheƌ ďƌoadlǇ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐh, ǁhiĐh ŵight ďe ŵoƌe appƌopƌiate for the 

setting, should be used. This is also evident in the first part of Lal (2010) where he first 

disĐusses his studeŶts͛ problems in communicating in English, then quickly moves on to 

discuss a ͚CLT͛-based approach as the way to solve the problem, despite the fact that, 

as highlighted by a number of writers (see Section 4.2.3), transferring an approach, such 

as ͚CLT͛, wholesale from one setting to another is unlikely to be successful. Indeed, as 

Tickoo (1996) highlights, attempts to introduce methodologies from other settings into 

India have failed because they have not taken account of local linguistic, sociocultural 

and political factors.  

Gupta (2005, p.200) points out that the ͚deǀelopments that have taken place in ELT 

ŵethodologǇ iŶ the West took soŵe tiŵe to ƌeaĐh IŶdiaŶ Đlassƌooŵs͛, suggesting this 

to be for three main reasons – the slow start in recognising the importance of English in 

the first place (partly for historical/political reasons), the lack of teacher education 

programmes specialising in ELT, and the lack of emphasis on communication in the 

examination system. However, reflecting on this, the implicit assumption in the above 
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that deǀelopŵeŶts iŶ ELT ŵethodologǇ ͚iŶ the West͛ should ͚ƌeaĐh IŶdiaŶ Đlassƌooŵs͛ 

seems questionable. 

Nevertheless, Gupta (2005) goes on to suggest that the impetus for change at the 

present time is coming from private sector academies that tend to be reasonably well-

equipped and to experiment more with methodology. This, she argues, is causing a 

͚ƌipple effeĐt͛ iŶto uŶdeƌgƌaduate aŶd postgƌaduate Đlassƌooŵs, aŶd iŶto pƌiǀate 

schools, and, albeit more slowly, into government-aided (semi-private) and finally 

government-run schools. Alongside this, she suggests that parents and the learners 

themselves are more aware of the need to acquire communicative skills in English in 

order to take advantage of the new opportunities now available in India and beyond, a 

view substantiated by Sheorey (2006).  

In terms of ͚CLT͛, Gupta (2005, pp.202-205) suggests the issue was about creating a 

context where it Đould ďe aĐĐepted. As she puts it ͚ǁheŶ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage 

teaching was introduced in India in the 1980s, it was a dismal failure for the first few 

years because of the laĐk of the ƌight ĐoŶteǆt͛, addiŶg that ͚the IŶdiaŶ ĐoŶteǆt ǁas Ŷot 

ready for CLT. Hence, it took around two decades to gain acceptance among learners 

aŶd teaĐheƌs͛. She suggests that India is moving towards a learner-focused 

͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe AppƌoaĐh oƌieŶted͛ ŵethodologǇ, ďut oŶe ǁhiĐh ƌeĐogŶises the 

iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of ĐoŶteǆt. A keǇ ǁoƌd heƌe is ͚oƌieŶted͛, suggestiŶg that the ĐhaŶges takiŶg 

place are taking on board ideas from other contexts, but without necessarily adopting a 

specific approach piecemeal. Thus, while still advocating that an approach developed in 

͚the West͛ should ďe adopted, it suggests at the saŵe tiŵe that loĐal ĐoŶteǆtual faĐtoƌs 

need to be borne in mind. This is to be broadly in line with MitĐhell͛s ;ϭϵϵϰ, p.ϰϭͿ view 

of ͚the communicative approach͛, discussed in Section 4.2.1, as ͚a fluid aŶd ĐhaŶgiŶg 

ďodǇ of ideas, Ŷot a fiǆed paĐkage͛, aŶ appƌoaĐh ǁhiĐh is suffiĐieŶtlǇ fleǆiďle to ǁoƌk iŶ 

different contexts. It also fits ǁith Littleǁood͛s ;2004, 2013, 2014) description of 

communication-oriented language teaching, discussed in Section 4.2.4. 

In recent years then, the perceived role of English in providing opportunities in 

education and employment, and in facilitating social mobility, as discussed in the 

previous section, has broadened the interest in English, in particular the kind of English 
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needed for social interaction, with attention focused on how English should be taught 

in schools and colleges across India in order to produce users of English who are able to 

communicate, nationally and internationally, and therefore able to benefit from the 

economic growth that India is currently enjoying. This has led to initiatives at national, 

state and local levels and resulted in, for example, revised syllabi, revised materials and 

restructured teacher education programmes, suĐh as the ͚ƌetƌaiŶiŶg pƌogƌaŵ [that] 

tƌaiŶed teaĐheƌs to adopt CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe LaŶguage TeaĐhiŶg ;CLTͿ pƌiŶĐiples͛ desĐƌiďed 

by Sreehari (2012), aiming to reflect the perceived ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ needs of learners. It 

has also led to a profusion of both English-medium schools and private language centres 

adǀeƌtisiŶg ͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish͛ Đouƌses, puƌpoƌtiŶg to iŵpƌoǀe ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ 

skills of English language learners.  

It is worth noting here that there is a danger of thinking of teacher-centred or book-

based classes as the traditional or old-fashioned way and therefore perceiving them as 

in some sense not the best way, not the way things should be done, not modern, and 

eveŶ soŵehoǁ ͚ǁƌoŶg͛. This is also a parallel danger in thinking that so-called ͚modern 

methods͛, often developed in and for totally different contexts, and often appearing to 

be more ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛, aƌe soŵehoǁ ͚ƌight͛. IŶdeed, lookiŶg slightlǇ ŵoƌe ǁidely in 

geographical terms for a moment, in a paper discussing the impact of ͚Western͛ teacher 

training and ͚ communicative language teaching͛ in Bangladesh, Chowdury and Ha (2008) 

note the dangers of encouraging or in some cases requiring teachers to adopt 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ techniques unquestioningly, principally because of their cultural 

inappropriacy. They also point out that despite an increasing emphasis on training 

pƌogƌaŵŵes iŶ ƌeĐeŶt Ǉeaƌs, ͚gƌaŵŵaƌ-tƌaŶslatioŶ is … still the Ŷoƌŵ of ELT iŶ 

Bangladesh and [there is] considerable friction between policy-level expectations and 

actual practice͛ (ibid., p.306), an observation which resonates with the views expressed 

by several participants in the present study. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.2.3, 

several recent studies into the efficacy of piecemeal attempts to apply ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

methodology in different contexts supports the idea of needing to create a context-

sensitive variant of ͚the communicative approach͛ if it is felt that a communication-

oriented approach is desirable in a particular setting. 
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4.4.3. ELT in Kerala 

This section briefly considers distinctive features of the wider education system in Kerala 

before discussing particular features surrounding ELT. Nayar (2008, para.1) notes the 

need to look at ELT in India at state level, expressing concern that India is often 

͚generalised deĐeptiǀelǇ as oŶe eŶtitǇ͛ aŶd advising of: 

the Ŷeed to uŶdeƌsĐoƌe the sigŶifiĐaŶĐe of iŶteƌŶal diǀeƌsitǇ … [ǁhiĐh] ďeĐoŵes 

particularly pertinent when looking at engagement with English, particularly in 

matters of literacy, education, communication and public participation.  

He goes on to point out that, because state governments have the main responsibility 

for education in each state, there is a great deal of scope for variation at policy level and 

in terms of the emphasis placed on different aspects of education from state to state.  

Particular features relating to education in Kerala include, according to Nayar (2008), 

the literacy rate in the state being the highest of any state in India, most likely stemming 

from the fact attendance in schools in the state has been compulsory and free for many 

decades. It also has a relatively high proportion of workers going overseas, particularly 

to the Middle East, in search of greater economic prosperity, and is a state where 

women enjoy comparative freedom in terms of educational opportunities and potential 

employment. The caste system is also less pronounced in Kerala with only the top and 

bottom castes clearly distinguishable. Furthermore, Kerala has a mix of religious groups, 

with significant numbers of Christians and Muslims as well as Hindus, its own festivals, 

and its own language. IŶdeed, as Gƌaddol ;ϮϬϭϬ, p.ϱϲͿ Ŷotes, ͚Ŷo state iŶ IŶdia is ǁhollǇ 

monolingual. The nearest is probably Kerala, in south India, where over 96% of the 

populatioŶ speak MalaǇalaŵ ;aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the ϮϬϬϭ ĐeŶsusͿ͛.  

Schools in Kerala today can either be government funded, privately funded or privately 

owned but government aided. In terms of languages taught, they generally follow the 

so-Đalled ͚thƌee-laŶguage foƌŵula͛ ǁith HiŶdi aŶd EŶglish leaƌŶt iŶ additioŶ to the loĐal 

language Malayalam. The majority of schools are government-funded schools and these 

tend to use Malayalam, the local language, as the language of instruction, with English 
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taught from the third year of school, while private schools traditionally tend to use 

English as the language of instruction from first year of school.  

In terms of educational policy in Kerala, as Nayar (2008) highlights, there have been 

attempts in recent years to revise the school curriculum, improve teacher training and 

test communicative skills in examinations. However, he also points to the crowded 

classrooms, unmotivated teachers, exam-driven students, assessment based on rote 

learning and a bureaucracy-heavy system. 

Against this background of high literacy rates and the relative importance given to 

English in the state education system, a much-debated issue is the perceived poor 

performance of Keralites in job interview situations. The apparent concern from 

employers is over a lack of communication skills in English, which brings back us to the 

way English is taught, with Lal (2010), based on his own experiences, suggesting that 

teachers in Kerala teŶd to ͚ƌesoƌt to͛ a gƌaŵŵaƌ-translation approach because of a lack 

of belief in or understanding of other approaches.  

Lal (ibid.) suggests, however, that the need for change to a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

syllabus is now generally accepted and further that this change is needed not because it 

ƌefleĐts ǁhat is happeŶiŶg iŶ the supposedlǇ ŵoƌe ŵethodologiĐallǇ eŶlighteŶed ͚ West͛, 

but because it is appropriate for the changing local context and in particular the 

changing the job market. He goes on to describe a project where adult learners in Kerala 

were introduced to ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methods and suggests that ͚CLT͛ needs to be 

adapted to suit the backgrounds - cultural, social and emotional of - and needs of local 

students. 

Within higher education institutions in Kerala, English is used as the medium of 

instruction for all programmes, and within undergraduate programmes, there are 

specific and compulsory English courses. These courses tend to include both literature 

and language, and often involve very large classes. However, although there may be 

shortcomings in the way English is taught at tertiary level, such as the very large classes, 

Nayar (2008), referring to Kerala, suggests that, having come through the system 

themselves, many lecturers are unwilling to make substantive changes to this system. 
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It is also worth noting here that, on particular issue of large classes, Shamin (2012, p.99) 

suggests that some of the difficulties associated with large classes can be overcome. 

While conceding theƌe aƌe ͚ǀiƌtuallǇ Ŷo ĐuƌƌiĐuluŵ ŵodels oƌ ŵateƌials oƌ pedagogiĐal 

approaches designed especially for large class-teaĐhiŶg͛, she advises teachers to adopt 

a ͚learner-centred͛ approach to learning, such as by giving responsibility to students for 

their own aŶd the gƌoup͛s leaƌŶiŶg, iŶĐludiŶg sŵall-group work, encouraging 

collaboration, and promoting learner autonomy, learner training, and peer assessment 

and feedback. She also highlights that teachers need a positive attitude and more 

specifically training in developing an appropriate methodology for large-class teaching.  

4.4.4. A context-sensitive approach to ELT in Kerala 

This section explores what might be an appropriate way forward in terms of 

approaches to ELT in Kerala. 

There has for some time now been some ĐoŶĐeƌŶ oǀeƌ the idea of iŶtƌoduĐiŶg ͚WesteƌŶ͛ 

language teaching methods into non-Western contexts. Holliday (1994), for example, 

aƌgues that ŵethodologies geŶeƌated iŶ ͚BANA͛ ;BƌitaiŶ, Austƌalasia, Noƌth AŵeƌiĐaͿ 

may be of little or no use in other contexts, suggesting more locally-generated context-

sensitive methodologies to be more appropriate, while Canagarajah (1999) expresses 

concern over the potential for imported methods and materials to promote postcolonial 

values and as a result continue the dominaŶĐe of WesteƌŶ ͚ĐeŶtƌe͛ oǀeƌ the ͚peƌipheƌǇ͛. 

He also advocates a locally-ďased appƌoaĐh, suggestiŶg ͚local teachers have to adopt 

creative and critical instructional practices in order to develop pedagogies suitable for 

their communities͛ (ibid., p.122). 

Given these concerns, and the fact that the idea that the same single neatly-packed 

͚method͛ can be used to teach English in a variety of different contexts is, at least in a 

theoretical sense, no longer thought to be appropriate, with for example Richards (1990) 

suggestiŶg that ǁe ǁeƌe ͚ďeǇoŶd ŵethods͛ aŶd BƌoǁŶ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ pƌoĐlaiŵiŶg the ͚death of 

ŵethods͛, this agaiŶ leads us to question why there is currently such an interest in 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methodology, and in particular ͚CLT͛, in India and in Kerala.  
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Perhaps this is where terminology, at least to a certain extent, comes into play, and in 

paƌtiĐulaƌ the use of the teƌŵs ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ aŶd ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛, ǁhiĐh 

have come to be interpreted in a variety of ways. As Dubin and Olshtain (1986, p.69) put 

it: 

as with the tale about the five blind men who touched separate parts of an 

elephaŶt aŶd so eaĐh desĐƌiďed soŵethiŶg else, the ǁoƌd ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ has 

been applied so broadly that it has come to have different meanings for different 

people. 

Indeed, unless there is some initial consensus in terms of understanding what is meant 

by a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach within different Indian contexts, it is questionable 

whether a coherent and well-understood way forward can come out of this renewed 

emphasis on communication and ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methodology. However, despite the 

lack of clear and consistent guidelines on what exactly ͚CLT͛ involves and what it aims to 

do, beyond perhaps the very general goal of preparing learners to communicate in real-

life situations, it is still considered by many Indian educationalists to be central to 

improving communicative skills in English.  

Bringing this together, one possible way ahead might be to develop a more context-

sensitive version of ͚the communicative appƌoaĐh͛, aloŶg the liŶes of the 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ-oƌieŶted laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ suggested ďǇ Littleǁood ;2004, 2013, 

2014) and discussed in Section 4.2.4. Along these lines, Kramsch and Sullivan (1996), 

describe an instance of a group of teachers in Vietnam adapting ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

materials to suit the needs of the local context. Another approach might be to take a 

͚postmethod͛ perspective as advocated by Kumaravadivelu (1994, 2001, 2006b) and 

which was discussed in Section 4.1.4. Possible context-sensitive approaches in Kerala 

will be further discussed in Chapter 7 in the light of the data from this study.  

Summary 

This chapter has reviewed literature related to ELT methodology. Through this literature, 

I have attempted to shed light on the backdrop against which, as a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

professional, I was interpreting different accounts and observations of ELT methodology 



131 
 

within the setting. It was only as I came to realise that I was interpreting these accounts 

and observations agaiŶst this ďaĐkdƌop aŶd iŶ teƌŵs of ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased 

experiences that I began to uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism 

within the setting.  

The next chapter reviews literature related to second language teacher education with 

a similar motive.  
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5. Exploring Second Language Teacher Education  

This chapter explores one of the key issues that needs to be considered alongside the 

discussions surrounding ELT methodology in the previous chapter, second language 

teacher education (SLTE). It is intended, along with Chapter 4, to show how the literature 

has helped ŵe to uŶdeƌstaŶd the iŵpaĐt ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe ǁas haǀiŶg 

on the study and helped me to seek out alternative professional narratives.  

As with the previous chapter, the issue dealt with in this chapter, teacher education, lies 

at the heart of the local perspectives aspect of the study. However, again as with the 

previous chapter, it needs to be acknowledged at the outset that the detail within the 

chapter has been influenced by my own distant eyes perspective. For example, looking 

at the bulk of the draft chapter, I realised that I had written about teacher education 

mainly from a global, distant eyes, perspective, rather than focusing on teacher 

education within the setting, possibly because at the time of reading around the topic 

of teacher education, I had not taken on board the degree to which my own positioning 

and interests were affecting the literature I was choosing to read. Having realised that 

there may be a bias towards a more distant eyes perspective, in developing the chapter 

I have tried to provide local perspectives as well.  

The chapter itself considers the nature of teacher learning in Section 5.1, the knowledge 

base of SLTE in Section 5.2, professionalism and expertise in language teaching in Section 

5.3, collaboration in SLTE in Section 5.4, and SLTE in India in Section 5.5. 

A note on terminology 

As discussed in Section 1.5, although there are a number of overlapping terms used in 

discussions concerning ͚teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛, for consistency, I have generally tried to 

keep to the terms teacher training, professional development and (second language) 

teacher education. I use ͚teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶiŶg͛ to ƌefeƌ to tƌaiŶiŶg pƌioƌ to staƌtiŶg a joď, 

͚pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt͛ to ƌefeƌ to deǀelopŵeŶt aĐtiǀities foƌ pƌaĐtisiŶg teaĐheƌs, 

and ͚teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛ or ͚seĐoŶd laŶguage teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛ ;͚“LTE͛Ϳ as a broader 

term to encompass the training and development of teachers, both pre-service and in-
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service. Having said that, where literature quoted in this chapter, or participants in the 

study as a whole, use other related terms, I have not changed them.  

5.1. The nature of teacher learning  

In order to better understand the current state of SLTE in the setting, this section 

considers the nature of teacher learning. 

Traditionally, teacher learning has been viewed as a process of acquiring knowledge and 

putting theories into practice. However, there is now more emphasis given to the 

͚situated͛ aŶd soĐial Ŷatuƌe of leaƌŶiŶg ;Laǀe and Wenger 1991), with learning taking 

place through interaction and participation in a particular context, and teacher learning 

is viewed as constructing new knowledge through participating and engaging in 

paƌtiĐulaƌ aĐtiǀities aŶd pƌoĐesses iŶ a speĐifiĐ ĐoŶteǆt, soŵetiŵes Đalled ͚pƌaĐtitioŶeƌ 

kŶoǁledge͛ ;Hiebert et al, 2002). As a consequence, teacher learning is now viewed from 

a ŵoƌe soĐioĐultuƌal peƌspeĐtiǀe ͚ as a form of socialization into the professional thinking 

aŶd pƌaĐtiĐes of a ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ;Burns and Richards, 2009, p.2), with SLTE 

programmes placing more emphasis on communities of learners and collaborative 

construction of meanings, and with learning emerging through social interaction within 

a community of practice (Burns and Richards, 2009).  

As Johnson (2009, p.21) puts it: 

L2 teacher education programs no longer view L2 teaching as a matter of simply 

translating theories of second language acquisition (SLA) into effective 

instructional practices, but as a dialogic process of co-constructing knowledge 

that is situated in and emerges out of participation in particular sociocultural 

practices and contexts. 

Johnson (2009) also outlines a number of trends that may lend support to this change 

of emphasis in SLTE including a wider view of what should form the knowledge base of 

SLTE, as discussed in Section 5.2 below, and a change in the nature of what constitutes 

professional development, moving from traditional workshops towards more self-

directed, collaborative, inquiry-based alternatives, more diƌeĐtlǇ ƌeleǀaŶt to teaĐheƌs͛ 
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classrooms and recognising ͚teaĐheƌs͛ iŶfoƌŵal soĐial aŶd pƌofessioŶal Ŷetǁoƌks͛, suĐh 

as peer coaching, cooperative development, and critical friends.  

It should be noted that this appears to be a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ led ǀieǁ of the nature of 

teacher learning, with the literature available focusing predominantly on ͚WesteƌŶ͛ 

settings or making no mention of any settiŶg. Fuƌtheƌ, ͚ĐuƌƌeŶt deďates͛ aƌouŶd the 

social nature of learning seem distant from what I was observing in the setting for this 

studǇ. IŶstead, the ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ǀieǁ of teaĐheƌ leaƌŶiŶg as desĐƌiďed at the staƌt of this 

seĐtioŶ as the ͚pƌoĐess of aĐƋuiƌiŶg kŶoǁledge aŶd puttiŶg theoƌies iŶto aĐtioŶ͛ aŶd the 

use of ͚tƌaditioŶal ǁoƌkshops͛ aiŵed at faĐilitatiŶg professional development both 

resonate with what is happening in the setting at the present time. 

5.2. The knowledge base of SLTE  

In order to better understand what teacher education in the setting is made up of, this 

section explores the knowledge base of SLTE.  

The knowledge base of SLTE has traditionally been thought of as knowledge about 

language and general pedagogic skills. However, more recently, this knowledge base has 

been expanded. In particular, Richards (1998) considers the knowledge base as theories 

of teaching, teaching skills, communication skills, subject matter knowledge, pedagogic 

reasoning and decision-making skills and contextual knowledge. Along similar lines, 

Roberts (1998) considers the knowledge bases as combining content knowledge, 

pedagogic content knowledge, general pedagogic knowledge, curricular knowledge, 

contextual knowledge and process knowledge, the latter covering, for example, 

interpersonal skills and language analysis skills. Clearly, both of these go considerably 

beyond knowledge about language and general pedagogic skills. Richards (1998) also 

suggests that goals should be developed for each aspect of the knowledge base and that 

these goals should form the basis of SLTE programmes. 

Drawing on the work of both Richards (1998) and Roberts (1998), Graves (2009) explores 

this widening conceptualisation of the knowledge base of SLTE incorporating 

interrelated factors such as the role of context, the role of teaĐheƌs͛ pƌioƌ kŶoǁledge 
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and consideration of how teachers make sense of practice. An implication highlighted 

by Graves is that SLTE programmes should place increased emphasis on the practice 

element of the programmes, both in the sense of classroom practice and participation 

in the community of practice, and in terms of developing the tools necessary to continue 

development once programme ends, such as promoting reflective practice, as 

advocated by Schön (1983, 1987) and more recently by Farrell (2012, 2014, 2016). 

Graves (2009) also highlights issues that need to be explored in order to further develop 

our understanding of the knowledge base for SLTE, such as, in terms of subject specific 

knowledge, what exactly learner teachers need to know, what level of proficiency is 

necessary and how much knowledge is required in areas such as second language 

acquisition.  

MakiŶg use of ClaŶdiŶiŶ͛s ;ϭϵϵϮ, p.ϭϮϱͿ desĐƌiptioŶ of peƌsoŶal pƌaĐtiĐal kŶoǁledge as: 

kŶoǁledge that ƌefleĐts the iŶdiǀidual͛s pƌioƌ kŶoǁledge aŶd aĐkŶoǁledges the 

ĐoŶteǆtual Ŷatuƌe of that teaĐheƌ͛s kŶoǁledge. It is a kind of knowledge carved 

out of, and shaped by, situations; knowledge that is constructed and 

reconstructed as we live out our stories and retell and relive them through the 

processes of reflection, 

Golombek (2009, p.157) explores how teaĐheƌs͛ peƌsoŶal practical knowledge has 

impacted on teacher education, suggesting that pre-service teacher education in 

paƌtiĐulaƌ ofteŶ Ŷoǁ iŶĐludes gƌeateƌ ͚use of laŶguage leaƌŶeƌ autoďiogƌaphǇ, peƌsoŶal 

narratives, reflective journals, and classroom-ďased ƌeseaƌĐh.͛  

Further, Borg (2009) asserts that examining what pre-service teachers think and believe 

should be an important part of pre-service SLTE, highlighting the impact of pre-service 

teaĐheƌs͛ pƌioƌ laŶguage leaƌŶiŶg eǆpeƌieŶĐes oƌ ͚appƌeŶtiĐeship of oďseƌǀatioŶ͛ (Lortie, 

1975) on their thinking and beliefs. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, this ͚appƌeŶtiĐeship of 

oďseƌǀatioŶ͛, defiŶed ďǇ Boƌg ;ϮϬϬϰ, p.ϮϳϰͿ as the ͚pheŶoŵeŶoŶ ǁheƌeďǇ studeŶt 

teachers arrive for their training courses having spent thousands of hours as 

schoolchildƌeŶ oďseƌǀiŶg aŶd eǀaluatiŶg pƌofessioŶals iŶ aĐtioŶ͛, ĐaŶ iŶ Loƌtie͛s ǀieǁ 
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lead to a number of preconceptions in terms of pre-seƌǀiĐe teaĐheƌs͛ ďeliefs aďout 

teaching.  

It should again be noted that this appears to be a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe, a ǀiew 

of the kŶoǁledge ďase of “LTE takeŶ fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ͛ aĐadeŵia. IŶ the settiŶg foƌ the 

study, the knowledge base of SLTE seems currently to be thought of as knowledge about 

laŶguage plus geŶeƌal pedagogiĐ skills, ƌatheƌ thaŶ this ďeiŶg a ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ǀieǁ of the 

knowledge base.  

5.3. Professionalism and expertise in language teaching 

During the course of the study, consideration was given to what professional 

development meant in practice for teachers and how teachers in the setting developed 

their professional expertise. This seĐtioŶ looks at ͚ĐuƌƌeŶt peƌspeĐtiǀes͛12 on what it 

means to be a language teaching professional and on gaining expertise as a language 

teacher. In doing so, it focuses on the particular issues of the role of practice in pre-

service SLTE and the role of collaboration in SLTE.  

5.3.1. Professionalism in language teaching  

As noted in Section 1.5, Leung (2009) distinguishes, in terms of professional 

development, between ͚sponsored professionalism͛, development through for example 

institutions or professional bodies, and ͚independent professionalism͛, development 

coming from teachers themselves through social and political awareness of 

professionalism, suggesting that both can inform teacher practice, and that SLTE 

programmes should therefore aim to facilitate the development of both. 

Leung (ibid.) points out that the form that sponsored professionalism takes may differ 

over time, in different types of institution and in different places, and so has a localised 

context-sensitive nature, but that it may or may not resonate with teachers as useful 

                                                 
12 I haǀe put the ͚ĐuƌƌeŶt peƌspeĐtiǀes͛ iŶ iŶǀeƌted Đoŵŵas as a ĐautioŶ that they may be ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 
led ͚ĐuƌƌeŶt peƌspeĐtiǀes͛, though at the saŵe tiŵe I do ďelieǀe that theǇ aƌe ƌeleǀaŶt to the setting for 

this study. 
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and/or important. He also highlights the value of sponsored professionalism in providing 

a syllabus and content for teacher education programmes. He then contrasts this with 

independent professionalism, which he characterises as individual practitioners 

͚eŶgaged in reflexive examination of their own beliefs and actions …. [ǁho] will be 

receptive to alternative perspectives on routinized practice, and they will seek to update 

and modify their knowledge and work in ways that are consistent with their developing 

vieǁs͛ (ibid., p.53). 

‘iĐhaƌds aŶd Faƌƌell ;ϮϬϬϱͿ eǆaŵiŶe eleǀeŶ pƌoĐeduƌes that ĐaŶ ͚faĐilitate pƌofessioŶal 

development in language teaching: workshops, self-monitoring, teacher support groups, 

journal writing, peer observation, teaching portfolios, analysis of critical incidents, case 

analysis, peer coaching, team teaching, and aĐtioŶ ƌeseaƌĐh͛ ;PƌefaĐe iǆ-x). Many of 

these haǀe the poteŶtial to deǀelop teaĐheƌs͛ iŶdepeŶdeŶt pƌofessioŶalisŵ iŶ the seŶse 

Leung (2009) describes above. Specific ways in which teachers in the setting developed 

in this sense are discussed in Section 8.3.  

5.3.2. The role of practice in pre-service SLTE  

As suggested in Section 5.2 above, there has been a move towards a greater focus on 

practice with pre-service SLTE.  

Legutke and Schocker-v.Ditfurth (2009) highlight the importance of integrating practical 

school-based experience into teacher education programmes in order to allow teacher-

learners to better understand themselves as teachers, what teaching involves and what 

learning involves, and to participate in a community of practice, all of which helps them 

to develop a critical perspective on their teaching. They put forward three principles for 

designing teacher education programmes based around a research approach to learning 

to develop multiple perspectives on the second language classroom, experiential 

learning, and experimental learning. At the same, they highlight the organisational 

challenges with direct classroom-based school experience and that classroom-based 

learning can be perceived as lower status than learning through academic study. 

Gebhard (2009, p.251) sees the: 



138 
 

pƌaĐtiĐuŵ͛ eleŵeŶt of teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ pƌogƌaŵŵes as deǀelopŵeŶt ƌatheƌ 

thaŶ tƌaiŶiŶg, ǁheƌe ͚the teaĐheƌ-learner can continue to grow, adapt and 

explore teaching as a career-long process, 

rather than the practicum being fundamentally concerned with mastering techniques or 

ďehaǀiouƌs, adǀoĐatiŶg a Ŷeed foƌ leaƌŶiŶg to teaĐh to ďe seeŶ ͚Ŷot as tƌaŶsfeƌƌiŶg 

knowledge, but rather as building identity through soĐial pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ;ibid., p.255).  

Richards and Crookes (1988) suggest goals for teacher-learners of gaining classroom 

teaching experience, applying theory and ideas from the teacher education programme, 

learning by observing experienced teachers, enhancing lesson-planning skills, gaining 

skills in selecting, adapting and developing materials, expanding awareness of how to 

set personal goals, reflecting on personal teaching and learning philosophies, and 

learning how to make informed teaching decisions through exploration of own teaching. 

Gebhard (2009) suggests that these goals can be achieved via activities such as teaching, 

self-observation, observation of other teachers and keeping teaching journals. 

5.3.3. Developing expertise  

As Zeichner and Liston (1996, p.6Ϳ Ŷote, ͚Ŷo ŵatteƌ hoǁ good a teaĐheƌ͛s eduĐatioŶ 

programme is, at best it can only prepare teachers to begin teaching͛. Kiely and Askham 

(2012, p.496) further suggest that at the point of entering the workplace after training, 

ŶoǀiĐe teaĐheƌs haǀe a ͚fuƌŶished iŵagiŶatioŶ͛ ǁhiĐh theǇ defiŶe as ͚the combination of 

knowledge, procedural awareness and skills, dispositions and identity which teachers 

take from the course as the conceptual toolkit foƌ ǁoƌk iŶ TE“OL͛, goiŶg oŶ to suggest 

that the imagination can ďe ͚fuƌŶished thƌough the iŶteŶse, iteƌated ĐǇĐles of iŶput, 

observation, performance, and feedback as well as through interactions with admired 

teaĐheƌ eduĐatoƌs͛. As teaĐheƌs͛ Đaƌeeƌs deǀelop, Berliner (2004) believes that their 

professional development goes through a five-stage continuum - from novice to 

advanced beginner to competent to proficient to expert - leading towards becoming 

autonomous teachers.  
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However, although these authors are not context-specific in making their points, they 

seem more releǀaŶt to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ “LTE thaŶ to teaĐheƌ eduĐatioŶ iŶ ͚ ŶoŶ-Western 

TE“OL͛ settiŶgs. 

Looking at teacher expertise, Tsui (2003, p.245) suggests that novice and expert teachers 

diffeƌ iŶ the ͚ǁaǇs iŶ ǁhiĐh theǇ ƌelate to theiƌ ĐoŶteǆts of ǁoƌk, aŶd heŶĐe their 

ĐoŶĐeptioŶs aŶd uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶgs of teaĐhiŶg, ǁhiĐh is deǀeloped iŶ these ĐoŶteǆts͛. 

More specifically, she points outs that expert teachers have a more elaborate knowledge 

base, are more intuitive, integrate different kinds of knowledge, have a deeper 

understanding of learners, learning and learning strategies, and a greater awareness of 

institutional objectives and of the learning context. Richards and Farrell (2005, p.9) draw 

upon this to highlight the usefulness of novice and expert teachers working together in 

oƌdeƌ to deǀelop, highlightiŶg the ǀalue of eŶaďliŶg ͚teaĐheƌs ǁith diffeƌeŶt leǀels of 

expertise to work together through peer observation, team teaching, mentoring, group 

disĐussioŶ, joiŶt plaŶŶiŶg aŶd pƌoďleŵ solǀiŶg͛. 

Tsui (2009) discusses different perspectives on teaching experience. Firstly, she 

ĐoŶsideƌs ͚eǆpeƌtise as a state͛, ĐhaƌaĐteƌisiŶg eǆpeƌt teaĐheƌs as possessiŶg Ƌualities 

and skills such as being able to exercise autonomy in decision-making, plan lessons 

efficiently, draw upon both content and pedagogic knowledge, and make appropriate 

on-the-spot deĐisioŶs. “he theŶ disĐusses ͚eǆpeƌtise as a pƌoĐess͛, suggestiŶg teaĐheƌ 

expertise involves aspects such as continuous renewal of teacher knowledge through 

interaction between theoretical and practical knowledge, as well as being able to 

transcend contextual constraints, tackle problems at deeper levels and push boundaries 

to develop new skills. She points out also that teacher educators face the issue therefore 

of needing to understaŶd ͚the pƌoĐesses that faĐilitate the deǀelopŵeŶt of eǆpeƌtise iŶ 

teaĐhiŶg͛ ;iďid., p.ϭϵϱͿ.  

The foƌŵeƌ ĐoŶĐeptualisatioŶ, ͚eǆpeƌtise as a state͛ ƌesoŶates more with what is 

happeŶiŶg iŶ the settiŶg foƌ this studǇ thaŶ ͚ eǆpeƌtise as a pƌoĐess͛, as foƌ eǆaŵple theƌe 

seemed to be limited scope in terms of teachers having the time, inclination and/or 

possiďilitǇ to eŶgage iŶ the ͚ ĐoŶtiŶuous ƌeŶeǁal of teaĐheƌ kŶoǁledge͛ desĐƌiďed aďoǀe. 

However, I wonder if my own biases are coming into play here, as on reflection it might 
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be argued that teachers working in a number of settings lack the time, inclination and/or 

possibility to engage in ongoing development.  

Related to developing expertise, Richards (2010, pp.101-102) offers ͚teŶ Đoƌe 

diŵeŶsioŶs of laŶguage teaĐhiŶg eǆpeƌtise aŶd pƌaĐtiĐe͛ to ͚help ĐoŶĐeptualize the 

nature of competence, expertise and professionalism in language teaching͛, suggesting 

characteristics relating to language proficiency, the role of content knowledge, teaching 

skills, ĐoŶteǆtual kŶoǁledge, the laŶguage teaĐheƌ͛s ideŶtitǇ, leaƌŶeƌ-focused teaching, 

pedagogical reasoning skills, theorizing from practice, membership of a community of 

practice, and professionalism. At the same time, he acknowledges that ͚ĐoŶĐeptioŶs of 

good teaĐhiŶg diffeƌ fƌoŵ Đultuƌe to Đultuƌe͛ aŶd also the ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs he desĐƌiďes 

appeaƌ ͚to ďe at the Đoƌe of eǆpeƌt teaĐheƌ ĐoŵpeteŶĐe aŶd peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ laŶguage 

teaching, at least fƌoŵ the peƌspectiǀe of a ͚ǁesteƌŶ͛ oƌieŶtatioŶ aŶd uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of 

teaching͛ ;ibid., p.103, my italics). Here, Richards recognises that conceptualisations of 

expertise and good teaching are not universally applicable, but will vary in different 

settings and according to who is doing the conceptualising.  

5.4. Collaboration in SLTE 

The way teachers collaborate in different ways in order to develop professionally 

became of interest during this study, and so different perspectives on this area are 

explored here.  

Johnston (2009, p.241) suggests that collaborative professional development: 

arises from, and reinforces, a view of teacher learning as a fundamentally social 

pƌoĐess … suppoƌts a ǀieǁ of teaĐheƌs ďoth iŶdiǀiduallǇ aŶd as a ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ as 

producers, not just consumers, of knowledge and understanding about teaching 

… ;aŶdͿ aƌises fƌoŵ a ďelief that teaĐhiŶg ĐaŶ aŶd should ďe a fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ 

collegial profession. 

It can take place in different ways, such as via teacher study groups (Clair, 1998; Sato, 

2003), dialogue journal writing (Burton and Carroll, 2001), mentoring (Malderez and 

Bodocsky, 1999), team teaching (Field and Nagai, 2003; Stewart and Lokon 2003), and 
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increasingly through long-distance collaboration (Edge, 2006). These kinds of practice 

can reduce professional isolation, though collaboration can also add challenges, such as 

dealing with power imbalances that may exist within the collaboration or gaining 

institutional support for collaboration. 

This section first explores more formal collaborative professional development and then 

considers more informal collaborative professional development through associations 

with peers and through critical friendships.  

5.4.1. Formal collaborative professional development  

Working collaboratively in SLTE is very much in line with the discussion of the nature of 

teacher learning in Section 5.1 as a social activity.  In this section, I focus on two 

situations in which collaboration in a more formally organised manner may be beneficial 

to teacher learning, during pre-service teacher education and during the transition 

period when novice teachers begin working in schools. These relate to the study in the 

sense that the way teachers collaborate in order to develop professionally became a 

focus of the study.  

Working collaboratively in pre-service SLTE 

Singh and Richards (2009, p.201) argue that creating a sense of community and working 

collaboratively can be beneficial in pre-service SLTE. They suggest that pre-service SLTE 

often tends to be designed around the teaching content followed by practicum model, 

ƌatheƌ thaŶ ͚hoǁ huŵaŶ leaƌŶiŶg is eŵeƌgeŶt thƌough soĐial iŶteƌaĐtioŶ, aŶd ǁheƌe 

ĐoŶteǆt aŶd ideŶtitǇ plaǇ ĐƌuĐial ŵediatiŶg ƌoles͛. TheǇ see teaĐheƌ leaƌŶiŶg for pre-

service teachers iŶ teƌŵs of ͚leaƌŶiŶg as situated soĐial pƌaĐtiĐe, iŶduĐtioŶ to a 

community of practice, development of a new identity, acquiring of professional 

disĐouƌse, aŶd deǀelopiŶg a peƌsoŶal theoƌǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ (ibid., p.202), and conceptualise 

the SLTE classƌooŵ as aŶ eŵeƌgiŶg ͚ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ;Laǀe aŶd WeŶgeƌ, ϭϵϵϭͿ 

with teacher-learners negotiating their identity through the social interaction within the 

community (Miller 2009). 



142 
 

Socialisation and mentoring of novice teachers in schools 

Farrell (2009) considers the experience of novice teachers in their first year of teaching, 

concluding that three major influences on their experiences during that year are 

pƌeǀious sĐhooliŶg ;͚appƌeŶtiĐe of oďseƌǀatioŶ͛Ϳ, the Ŷatuƌe of the teacher education 

programme and the socialisation experiences in institutional culture such as the level of 

collegial support.  

Relating to this latter point, Malderez (2009, p.260) defines these socialisation 

experiences as a: 

process of one-to-one, workplace-based, contingent and personally appropriate 

support for the person during their professional acclimatization (or integration), 

learning, growth and development. 

As Malderez and Bodocsky (1999, p.4) highlight, mentors can help model, acculturate, 

sponsor (through, for example, facilitating introductions), support and educate novice 

teachers through the settling in process. Malderez (2009, p.262) also advocates the use 

of ŵeŶtoƌs ͚to tƌaiŶ oƌ deǀelop theiƌ ŵeŶtee͛s pƌofessioŶal thiŶkiŶg skills … aŶd suppoƌt 

mentees in aspects of the pƌoĐesses of pƌofessioŶal deĐisioŶ ŵakiŶg͛.  

Farrell (2009) suggests that teacher education programmes could do more to help 

prepare novice teachers for their first year of teaching, both though the inclusion of 

specific courses dedicated to the transition into the first year of teaching, focusing on 

specific issues for novice teachers such as classroom management and maintaining 

discipline, and through the development of school-teacher-education partnerships 

involving, for example, a reduced teaching load during the first year and mentoring from 

teacher educators or experienced teachers. 

Although collaboration in this formal sense did not seem to be happening to any great 

extent in the setting, there was evidence of more informal collaborative professional 

development taking place. This is discussed in the next section.  
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5.4.2. Informal collaborative professional development 

Beyond the issues of formal teacher education, and more structured professional 

development processes such as mentoring, another generally less structured means 

through which teachers develop is through associating with their peers in groups or with 

critical friends.  

In terms of associations with peers, this less formal approach to professional 

development is considered briefly from a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶities of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ perspective (Lave 

and Wenger 1991, Wenger 1998). There is also a link between these perspectives and 

the foƌŵatioŶ of ͚soĐial Ŷetǁoƌks͛ ;PalfƌeǇŵaŶ, ϮϬϬϲ) discussed in Section 4.1.5.  

Lave and Wenger (1991, p.1) suggest that learning ͚is a process of participation in 

communities of practice, participation that is at first legitimately peripheral but that 

increases gradually in engageŵeŶt aŶd ĐƌeatiǀitǇ͛, ǁheƌe ĐoŵŵuŶities of pƌaĐtiĐe ƌefeƌ 

to: 

groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a 

topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting 

on an ongoing basis (Wenger, McDermott and Snyder, 2002, p.4). 

In educational settings, such communities of practice may take the form of, for example, 

teaĐheƌs͛ associations and, less formally, more loosely bound groups of teachers.  

In terms of understanding how informal professional development can occur among 

small groups of peers, viewing the interactions and the activities of these small groups 

fƌoŵ a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe might facilitate greater understanding of 

what is happening within the groups.  

Related to the above, another means of facilitating informal and collaborative 

professional development is through associations between ͚critical friends͛. Costa and 

Kallick (1993, p.50) define a critical friend as: 

A trusted person who asks provocative questions, provides data to be examined 

thƌough aŶotheƌ leŶs, aŶd offeƌs ĐƌitiƋues of a peƌsoŶ͛s ǁoƌk as a fƌieŶd. A ĐƌitiĐal 
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friend takes the time to fully understand the context of the work presented and 

the outcomes that the person or group is working toward. 

Vo and Nguyen (2010, p.210) highlight how small critical friend groups can create 

͚oppoƌtuŶities to eǆĐhaŶge pƌofessioŶal ideas, oppoƌtuŶities to leaƌŶ fƌoŵ Đolleagues͛ 

aŶd faĐilitate ͚the deǀelopŵeŶt of good ǁoƌk relationships and a professional 

ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ͛. 

Informal, and unrecognised, approaches to professional development will be further 

discussed in Chapter 8 in the light of the data from this study.  

5.5. SLTE in India 

Overall, the impression given by the literature concerning SLTE in India is not a 

particularly positive one. 

Graddol (2010, p.81) sees some systemic challenges in teacher education, noting that:  

now the priority is for speaking skills, and to start the business of English teaching 

in primary schools. This will require well-trained and qualified teachers, using 

communicative methods to engage young learners, but introducing the teaching 

of English into schools where trained teachers and suitable textbooks do not 

exist will magnify educational failure. 

He expresses concern (ibid., p.111) that: 

English teachers tend to be in especially short supply. Anyone who can speak 

English can usually find a much better-paid job elsewhere in the economy, 

making both recruitment and retention of English teachers difficult, particularly 

in rural areas, 

and further notes (ibid., p.112) that: 
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Existing English teachers who have spent their careers teaching grammar and 

literature may not have the skills to teach spoken English - now regarded as the 

starting point for most English curriculums.  

This poiŶt is fuƌtheƌ suppoƌted ďǇ Wedell͛s ĐoŵŵeŶt ;Đited iŶ Gƌaddol, ϮϬϭϬ, p.ϭϮϯͿ 

that: 

It͛s a ďig ĐhalleŶge foƌ a teaĐheƌ to ŵoǀe fƌoŵ the faŵiliaƌitǇ of a ŵoƌe 

transmission-based classroom to the much more unpredictable world of being a 

faĐilitatoƌ. ... the tƌaŶsitioŶ has ofteŶ ďeeŶ thought to ďe: ͚ OkaǇ. It͛s just a ŵatteƌ 

of tƌaiŶiŶg. We just Ŷeed to tƌaiŶ the teaĐheƌs͛. TƌaiŶiŶg theŵ appƌopƌiatelǇ 

would be hard enough, but ... there are also invisible changes that need to take 

place in many minds if teachers are going to be supported to make that 

transition. The changes to societal assumptions about what a good teacher is, 

what the classroom should be like, and how good learners behave.... I would say 

that it really represents a professional culture change. 

These last two points do however assume that moving from a more transmission-based 

model to a model based on facilitation and with more emphasis on speaking skills is 

inherently a good thing, which reflects a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶflueŶĐed ǁaǇ of lookiŶg at 

the situation.  

Others raise more specific concerns, for example, Meganathan (2011, p.83) suggests 

that improving the language proficiency of English language teachers is a fundamental 

task for second language teacher educators, noting that:   

the English language proficiency of English language teachers in quite a number 

of schools is questionable. Consequently, teacher education is one major area 

which needs drastic changes if quality teachers are to become available.  

Giving an overview of SLTE in India, Bolitho and Padwad (2013a, p.7) suggest that: 
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In terms of the three stages of preparation, induction and CPD13, teaching in India 

scores poorly as a profession. Professional preparation consists of short pre-

service teacher education courses with limited field exposure and practical 

relevance. There is no formalised system of induction and normally a teacher is 

required to handle responsibility independently and autonomously right from 

their first day in the profession. Ongoing professional development, i.e. CPD, can 

be seen in a very restricted, narrow sense and there are limited opportunities 

and support for the CPD of serving teachers. 

In terms of pre-service training for English language teachers in India, a negative 

assessment is also given by Prince and Barrett (2014, p.24) who note that:  

Pre-service training at the moment is very theory-based and teachers come out 

ill-equipped to handle day-to-day classroom reality and receive no 

encouragement to personally invest in their own development.  

TheǇ fuƌtheƌ Ŷote that ͚IŶdiaŶ teaĐheƌs aƌe tƌaiŶed ;if at allͿ laƌgelǇ iŶ a theoƌetiĐal ǁaǇ 

and, once qualified, the perception is that there is no need for any further learning to 

take plaĐe͛ ;iďid., p.ϯϱͿ. 

Tasildar (2013, p.48-49) takes a similarly negative view, raising concerns over: the 

͚liŶguistiĐ ĐoŵpeteŶĐe of pƌospeĐtiǀe teaĐheƌs of EŶglish͛; ͚ĐoŶfusioŶ oǀeƌ the status of 

EŶglish͛ aŶd ǁhetheƌ it should ďe tƌeated as a laŶguage oƌ a suďjeĐt; a ͚laĐk of tƌaiŶiŶg 

in teaching the ďasiĐs of EŶglish͛; a laĐk of tƌaiŶiŶg foĐusiŶg oŶ ͚teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶiŶg foƌ +Ϯ 

leǀel͛, that is foƌ teaĐhiŶg studeŶts tǇpiĐallǇ aged ϭϲ to ϭϴ; an ͚iŶadeƋuate pƌaĐtiĐuŵ͛ 

aŶd a ͚ŶegleĐt of the Ŷeeds of pƌospeĐtiǀe teaĐheƌs of EŶglish͛ iŶ teƌŵs of ƌaisiŶg 

awareness about interactive approaches, dealing with large and mixed-ability classes, 

using the most up-to-date materials, and understanding different approaches to 

assessment. 

                                                 
13 Much of the literature in this section uses the teƌŵ ͚CPD͛, ĐoŶtiŶuiŶg pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt, so I 
have also used that term in this section. 
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Padwad and Dixit (2014, p.251) stress the need for CPD to make up for the poor quality 

of pre-service training, noting that:  

The teaching profession is characterised by inadequate and ineffective pre-

seƌǀiĐe eduĐatioŶ, pooƌ teaĐheƌ pƌepaƌatioŶ aŶd laĐk of iŶduĐtioŶ suppoƌt … IŶ 

such circumstances CPD assumes added significance, because it also has to 

compensate for teacher professional learning missed during pre-service 

education and at induction. 

However, they go on to suggest that there are a number of issues to be addressed within 

CPD in India, highlighting the need for a shared understanding of what CPD involves, the 

importance of taking a broad view of CPD, the need for support for CPD, that it should 

iŶǀolǀe ͚ǀoluŶteeƌisŵ͛ fƌoŵ teaĐheƌs, ďe peƌsoŶalised ďǇ teaĐheƌs aŶd ďe iŶtegƌated 

iŶto teaĐheƌs͛ ƌegulaƌ ǁoƌk liǀes ;iďid., p.ϮϱϴͿ. 

In terms of what CPD involves, Bolitho and Padwad (2013a, p.7) highlight that: 

Different agencies and stakeholders seem to hold different or narrow views of 

CPD. It is very common to see CPD equated with in-service training (INSET) 

programmes, which are normally one-off, isolated, short-term and infrequent 

training events. Teachers, too, seem to perceive CPD in terms of formal INSET 

programmes designed and delivered by external agencies. Even the National 

Curriculum Framework for Teacher Education (NCFTE), a key policy document of 

the National Council for Teacher Education (NCTE), uses INSET and CPD 

interchangeably. 

They further add that: 

Because of the restricted view of CPD as INSET, only official INSET programmes 

receive recognition and support, while other forms of CPD activities such as 

attending conferences, acquiring additional qualifications or forming learning 

communities are, by and large, not recognised (ibid.).  
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Padwad and Dixit (2014, p.252) further comment that INSET programmes are organised 

by national, state and other officially recognised teacher training agencies, mostly based 

on a one-off training sessions which assume that what is covered in such sessions can 

be transferred into classrooms.  

Woodward, Griffiths, and Solly (2014, p.227) sees this kind of INSET as an issue common 

in developing countries, suggesting that:  

The complex multiplicity of systemic, geographical, political and other challenges 

often mean that out-of-school in-service provision, in particular, has to be 

delivered en masse and away from the local school environment. Teachers may 

take little of practical value back to their classrooms from this kind of in-service 

programme. 

NCTE (2009, p.71-2) also takes a narrow view of CPD, seeing it as provided by the state, 

recognising and approving specific universities and teacher education centres as sites 

for CPD.  

The suggestion then is that the professional development is viewed in a narrow top-

down sense in terms of attending compulsory training sessions rather than in a broader 

sense as including more bottom-up tǇpes of aĐtiǀitǇ suĐh as paƌtiĐipatiŶg iŶ teaĐheƌs͛ 

groups or mentoring schemes in a school or group of schools. This top-down view of CPD 

does not encourage teachers to take responsibility for their own CPD.  

As Padwad and Dixit (2014, p.251) note: 

In such a view, informal and voluntary contributions to teacher learning are 

ƌaƌelǇ ƌeĐogŶised, teaĐheƌs͛ ƌole, ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ aŶd ageŶĐǇ iŶ theiƌ oǁŶ CPD is 

disregarded, and the state is seen as the sole provider of CPD. Consequently, only 

officially sanctioned CPD events receive recognition and support, though they 

may not be relevant to teachers, while other kinds of CPD activities emerging out 

of teaĐheƌs͛ oǁŶ iŶitiatiǀes, Ŷeeds aŶd iŶteƌests aƌe Ŷeitheƌ ƌeĐogŶised Ŷoƌ 

supported. 
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This lack of recognition of informal and voluntary professional development activity 

comes from the teachers themselves as well as from official bodies. Padwad and Dixit 

(2013, p.12) suggest that: 

the overall CPD environment seems to suffer from a dual problem – on the one 

hand, schools, administrators and the system do not seem to encourage and 

support CPD activities beyond participating in the mandated INSET programmes, 

while on the other, teachers themselves seem to lack enthusiasm and initiative 

for doing more than what is mandated or taking responsibility for their own 

professional development. 

Hoǁeǀeƌ, this laĐk of ͚eŶthusiasŵ aŶd iŶitiatiǀe͛ from teachers is perhaps unsurprising 

given, as Padwad and Dixit go on to note, that: 

Some commonly cited problems faced by the teachers in their CPD were: lack of 

time; heavy teaching workload, with further addition of non-teaching work like 

election duty and census work; large classes; lack of resources; lack of support 

from the institution; poor salaries; lack of opportunities of development (ibid., 

p.15). 

More positively, Pandit-Narkar (2013, p.31) argues that top-down imposed training can 

lead to bottom up initiatives, describing a study in which the top-down introduction of 

a new resource and training centre: 

brought teachers together, improved their proficiency, aided their CPD and gave 

theŵ a platfoƌŵ foƌ disĐussioŶ, eǆpeƌiŵeŶtatioŶ aŶd Đollaďoƌatiǀe leaƌŶiŶg … 

[which lead to] independent bottom-up initiatives like the formation of support 

groups, the establishment of an EŶglish teaĐheƌs͛ assoĐiatioŶ, aŶd puďliĐatioŶ 

activity.  

Related to this, Hayes (2014, p.9) notes that there are teachers who, in spite of any 

systemic challenges, seek to develop professionally, but that at the same time, top-down 

support is needed: 
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Even in conditions which seem hostile to CPD there will always be teachers 

whose sense of vocation and whose desire for self-improvement will push them 

to oǀeƌĐoŵe oďstaĐles iŶ theiƌ path. Yet … teaĐheƌs͛ ĐoŵŵitŵeŶt Ŷeeds to ďe 

complemented by enabling conditions that take account of contextual 

constraints and provide forms of engagement which fit the pattern of their 

eǀeƌǇdaǇ liǀes. … [highlightiŶg] the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of top-down/bottom-up synergy 

for effective CPD. 

Hayes (2014, p.12) further believes that communities of practice have an important role 

to play in CPD in linking bottom-up initiatives to top-down support: 

Communities of practice are crucial in enabling teachers to collaborate and make 

the best of professional development opportuŶities offeƌed iŶ aŶotheƌ foƌŵ. … 

the need to engage with and secure the support of other stakeholders in the 

education system - head teachers and other local and national-level 

administrators - is also important in developing facilitative, positive attitudes to 

innovative CPD for teachers.  

“hiǀakuŵaƌ ;ϮϬϭϯ, p.ϳϴͿ sees teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups, oŶe foƌŵ of a ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe, as 

eǆaŵples of ͚gƌassƌoots iŶitiatiǀes͛ toǁaƌds pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt. “he ďelieǀes 

that:  

Every opportunity for networking should be exploited whether it is between 

teaĐheƌs ǁithiŶ/aĐƌoss Đolleges, teaĐheƌs͛ Đluďs, oŶliŶe ĐoŵŵuŶities oƌ diffeƌeŶt 

teacher organisations and State Boards of Education.  

Fuƌtheƌ, Padǁad aŶd Diǆit͛s ;ϮϬϬϴͿ studǇ looks at the iŵpaĐt of teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups oŶ 

teacher thinking and on the way they deal with classroom problems, suggesting that 

participation in such groups can provide a means of dealing with changes imposed on 

teachers such as a new curriculum or new assessment systems, and further that it can 

improve teaĐheƌs͛ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ teƌŵs of theiƌ ďelief iŶ self-agency and ability to find 

pragmatic solutions to problems. 
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Indeed, there have been a number of studies in recent years relating to professional 

development for English language teachers in India based a wider perception of what 

CPD can involve, such as those highlighted in Bolitho and Padwad (2013b), Powell-Davies 

(2013), Powell-Davies and Gunashekar (2013), Pickering and Gunashekar (2015), 

Pickering and Gunashekar (2016). Bolitho and Padwad (2013), for example, includes 

studies on different types of professional development activities that teachers have 

engaged in, such as teacher portfolios (Chakrakodi, 2013), diary writing (Mathew, 2013), 

teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups ;“hiǀakuŵaƌ, ϮϬϭϮͿ, oŶliŶe ĐoŵŵuŶities of practice (Menon, 2013), m-

learning (Bedadur, 2012), and mentoring (Kapur, 2013).  

These studies tend to view CPD as: 

a planned, continuous and lifelong process whereby teachers try to develop their 

personal and professional qualities, and to improve their knowledge, skills and 

practice, leading to their empowerment, the improvement of their agency and 

the development of their organisations and their pupils (Padwad and Dixit, 2011, 

p.10). 

This view of CPD sees it as an: 

ongoing process of learning, both formal and informal, after teachers enter the 

profession, and involves both their personal initiatives and externally planned 

and mandated activities (Padwad and Dixit, 2014, p.251). 

However, from the literature as a whole, it appears that this kind of wider 

conceptualisation of professional development is not commonplace in India.  

Summary  

This chapter has reviewed literature related to second language teacher education. As 

with the previous chapter, I have attempted through this literature to better understand 

the ďaĐkdƌop agaiŶst ǁhiĐh, as a ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessioŶal, I ǁas iŶteƌpƌetiŶg eǀeŶts 

related to SLTE within the setting. It was only as I came to realise that I was interpreting 

these events against this backdrop and against ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased 
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experiences that I began to uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism 

within the setting. 

Having discussed literature related to SLTE in this chapter and ELT methodology in the 

previous chapter, the following three chapters discuss the findings of this study. The 

next chapter, Chapter 6, focuses on the impact of my own shifting perspectives on the 

way I was interpreting the data collected in the setting. The realisations outlined in this 

next chapter allowed me to see the independent and unrecognised professionalism in 

the setting that, without this autoethnographic dimension, may have remained hidden. 
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6. Distant Eyes: Changing Perspectives  

As a result of looking at the setting and the data in the light of an autoethnography of 

my own professionalism, discussed in this chapter, which allowed me to put aside my 

oǁŶ pƌeoĐĐupatioŶs ǁith ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, I haǀe ďeeŶ aďle to uŶĐoǀeƌ iŶdepeŶdeŶt 

and unrecognised professionalism in the setting. This professionalism is generally 

uŶƌeĐogŶised ďǇ loĐal ELT pƌofessioŶals iŶ the settiŶg ďeĐause of theiƌ ďelief iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛.  

This chapter is the first of three chapters that introduce and discuss the data from the 

study. It discusses the ways in which my perspectives as an education professional and 

a researcher changed and developed over the course of the study. It focuses on the 

autoethnographic distant eyes dimension of the study outlined in Chapter 3.  

As discussed in Section 1.4, the positioning of this particular chapter within the thesis is 

something I struggled with before finally placing it as the first of the three data chapters. 

The reason for positioning it here is to show how some of the changes in my own 

perspectives during the study influenced the rest of the data analysis. It therefore seeks 

both to foreground the centrality of the autoethnographic dimension to the study and 

to allow the other data chapters to be interpreted in the light of this.   

The findings discussed in this chapter relate to realisations about how I was 

uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg ŵǇ oǁŶ positioŶiŶg as a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ eduĐatioŶ pƌofessioŶal aŶd 

researcher, and the impact of this growing understanding on how I was evaluating the 

data collected in the setting. The chapter demonstrates how, as I gradually managed to 

offload soŵe of ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛, I ǁas aďle to see pƌeǀiouslǇ 

hidden aspects of the setting. 

When I started the study, I had not initially managed to sufficiently bracket my previous 

experiences and had entered the setting without acknowledging my iŶgƌaiŶed ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛. This caused me, for example, to struggle to disentangle 

͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ iŶ the settiŶg fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌĐeptioŶs of ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛, aŶd 

steeƌed ŵe toǁaƌds seeiŶg ͚pƌoďleŵs͛ thƌough a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ leŶs, suĐh as seeiŶg 
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͚laƌge Đlasses͛ as a pƌoďleŵ ǁheŶ paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ the studǇ ǁeƌe seeiŶg these large 

classes simply as classes.  

As the study progressed, through gaining a better understanding the potential influence 

of ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd on the study, I began to see and evaluate the setting 

in terms of local norms and expectations, rather than in terms of deficit in relation to 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ Ŷoƌŵs aŶd eǆpeĐtatioŶs, foƌ eǆaŵple seeing the appropriacy of local-

developed approaches to ELT in the setting, rather than seeing these approaches as 

eǀideŶĐe of a defiĐieŶĐǇ iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ appƌoaĐhes.  

I was also getting to grips with my own changing role in the setting, both in the sense of 

moving from outsider to partial insider, and in the sense of being seen at different times 

as a teaĐheƌ, teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶeƌ, ƌeseaƌĐheƌ, ƌeseaƌĐh studeŶt, ͚eǆpeƌt͛ aŶd so oŶ. In 

particular, I was becoming aware that this was influencing both the data collected and 

how I was evaluating the data. This awareness helped me to see alternative explanations 

for what was happening in the setting. Related to this, I was able to appreciate the 

complexity within the setting to a much greater degree than I had been able to do at the 

staƌt, gƌaduallǇ gettiŶg past the ͚us͛- ͚theŵ͛ foĐus, aŶd seeing the setting in its own right.  

Critical incidents are used alongside classroom observation and interview data to 

highlight the changes in my perspectives on the setting and the data collected over time. 

Section 6.1 discusses how I came to realise that I was shaping the study in terms of my 

oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd ƌatheƌ thaŶ attempting to see the setting in its own 

right. Section 6.2 then focuses on my developing understanding of the learning 

environment and of ELT classroom methodology in the setting. Section 6.3 then deals 

with my own positioning, both in the sense of insider versus outsider perspectives, and 

in the sense that I had different roles in the setting at different times, which affected 

how I was seen by participants in the study and the data I was able to collect. Following 

this, Section 6.4 considers how I gradually came to accept the complexity that existed 

within the setting. 

The use of critical incidents to illustrate moments in the research process when an 

experience triggered a change in my own viewpoint is particularly prevalent in sections 
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6.2 and 6.3. In Section 6.2 for example, I describe how my views about the learning 

eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt, the ELT ŵethodologǇ ǁithiŶ the settiŶg aŶd the iŶappƌopƌiaĐǇ of ͚ WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ led ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐhes ĐhaŶged Ƌuite sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ďeĐause of ǀaƌious 

iŶĐideŶts, geŶeƌallǇ ĐeŶteƌiŶg aƌouŶd soŵethiŶg that ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďias told me 

should be helpful or useful in the setting but which turned out not to be, or vice-versa. 

One particular instance of this, as will be described and discussed in more detail in 

Section 6.2.2, was when, during an ELT conference in southern India, I watched a DVD 

of a ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased laŶguage Đlass ǁith teaĐheƌ ďeiŶg Ƌuite iŶfoƌŵal ǁith a sŵall 

group of young adult students in a well-resourced classroom. What I saw was a well-

taught class, but what many of the local conference participants saw was a class quite 

unrecognisable to them as the teacher, the students and the classroom were nothing 

like what they were used to. The discussion among these local participants was about 

how far removed and irrelevant watching the DVD had been to their daily working lives. 

This incident instantly made me rethink the way I was seeing ELT methodology within 

the settiŶg as ǁell as helpiŶg ŵe to see the ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

baggage was colouring my perceptions of the setting.  

Finally, I should note that I am aware that the open-ended questionnaire and interview 

data used in this chapter and subsequent chapters does not describe the situation in the 

setting, but how participants were perceiving and constructing it. 

Key to the codes used to describe the data 

Details of the ͚desĐƌiptiǀe ĐodiŶg͛ of the data ĐaŶ ďe fouŶd iŶ “eĐtioŶ 2.3.2. However, in 

summary: [1] = interviewee 1, [Q1] = open-ended questionnaire 1, [Obs. 1] = classroom 

observation 1, [Field notes, August 2010] = field notes taken in August 2010 and so on. 

6.1. Getting rid of (some) of my ǮWestern TESOLǯ Ǯprofessional baggageǯ  

It is important to put any preconceptions aside before entering unfamiliar settings. As a 

result of incorporating an autoethnographic dimension within this study, I was able to 

put soŵe of ŵǇ pƌeĐoŶĐeptioŶs, ǁhiĐh I ƌefeƌ to as ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal 

ďaggage͛, to oŶe side, aŶd uŶĐoǀeƌ aspeĐts of the settiŶg that had iŶitiallǇ ƌeŵaiŶed 

hidden. 
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This section highlights the influence that this ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛ 

was having on the study, particularly in the early stages, and the ways in which I began 

to question and challenge this influence over time.  

6.1.1. ǮWestern TESOLǯ as a reference point 

As the study progressed, I was able to identify ways in which I was using ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

as a reference point and to see how it was influencing my understanding of the setting.  

A speĐifiĐ eǆaŵple of the ͚professional ďaggage͛ I ďƌought ǁith ŵe to the settiŶg is the 

iŶgƌaiŶed ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe I had, and to a certain extent still have. This 

seĐtioŶ looks iŶ ŵoƌe detail at ŵǇ, iŶitiallǇ at least, soŵeǁhat fiǆed ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

influenced views on ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches to and related aspects of ELT, and the 

impact of this on the study.  

At the outset of the study, I held specific views on what it meant to teach 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ, eŵďƌaĐiŶg a ďƌoadlǇ ͚ǁeak ǀeƌsioŶ͛ of ͚the communicative approach͛, 

as discussed in Section 4.2. Within this view, I labelled ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ as good and 

͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ as ďad, ǁithout ŶeĐessaƌilǇ haǀiŶg a pƌeĐise idea aďout ǁhat I 

understood these terms to mean, and considered the use of the L1 in the classroom as 

useful but at the same time not something that should be overly encouraged. I also had 

certain predetermined views on how things worked in the research setting, such as 

mentally labelling the general approach to ELT and teaching more broadly as 

͚tƌaditioŶal͛, agaiŶ ǁithout fullǇ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg ǁhat I meant by ͚tƌaditioŶal͛. 

Investigating the extent to which ͚CLT͛ was being used in classrooms in Kerala, I made 

the following notes during [Obs. 2]:   

Very teacher dominated, little pair or group work. No personalising. Students not 

really engaged - boys muttering among themselves … the teaĐheƌ Đoŵes oǀeƌ to 

ŵe to saǇ she͛s usiŶg the ͚disĐussioŶ ŵethod͛, ďut the discussion is almost all in 

L1, though it is done in groups, with students turning around on benches to make 

groups of about ten. These groups then seem to self-divide into smaller sub-

groups. 
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Here, I am describing the setting through a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ lens, reflecting my 

perception of what a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ Đlass should look like, with an underlying 

expectation that teachers should be following a broadly ͚CLT͛ oƌ otheƌ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

approach, and an underlying belief that such an approach was the most appropriate one 

for the setting. This was something I was only able to acknowledge in later analysis of 

the oďseƌǀatioŶ Ŷotes ǁheƌe I ĐoŵŵeŶted that ͚I haǀe ŵǇ ͚CLT͛ hat on here, I͛ŵ not 

sure why I͛ŵ tƌǇiŶg to applǇ this to Đlasses heƌe [iŶ the settiŶg]͛. I was taking my 

experiences and presumptions about what a (͚Western TESOL͛) class should look like as 

a starting point to view the class in the research setting. I was clearly expecting a more 

͚student-centred͛ lesson, with pair and group work, personalisation and students 

discussing things in the target language rather than their L1. I also seem to be assuming 

that ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ ǁas a ĐoŶteǆt-free term, and therefore that ǁhat ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ĐoŶsideƌs ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ would be the same as what those working in TESOL 

in Kerala consider to be ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛. I return to the concept of student-

centredness later in this section and in Section 6.4. 

This use of what I perceived as ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ classroom traits as a reference point 

can be see in a number of other observations. For example, I noted: 

The students are keen to participate, but opportunities seem limited to the 

teacher interacting with the students, i.e. theƌe͛s Ŷo paiƌ ǁoƌk. … The teacher 

sets up a ͚ƌole-plaǇ͛ iŶǀolǀiŶg dƌaftiŶg a ŶotiĐe, though theǇ doŶ͛t seem to have 

͚ƌoles͛ as suĐh. The teacher gives the studeŶts tǁo ŵiŶutes͛ ƌeheaƌsal/thiŶkiŶg 

tiŵe. Fouƌ studeŶts Đoŵe to the fƌoŶt to ͚ ƌole-plaǇ͛ a ĐoŶversation about drafting 

a ŶotiĐe. This is ƌepeated ǁith thƌee ŵoƌe gƌoups of fouƌ studeŶts. … The teaĐheƌ 

ŵoŶitoƌs the gƌoups͛ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐes, but often interferes mid-performance to 

correct or improve their language, so what I expected to be quite a free activity 

was in fact highly controlled. [Obs. 6] 

Students prepare a poster-style advert in groups. The group work is all carried 

out iŶ Lϭ. The teaĐheƌ doesŶ͛t tƌǇ to get theŵ to speak EŶglish. [Oďs. ϵ] 
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These comments suggest a somewhat fixed view of what a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach 

should look like, irrespective of context, highlighting aspects such as a need for student 

participation through pair and group work. They also suggest fixed views in terms of 

what particular activities such as a role-play should look like within a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approach and fixed views on the use of L1. My views on the role of the teacher are also 

firmly located within my perception of what a teacher working with ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

would be doing, expecting monitoring but not interference by the teacher in the role-

play activity described above.  

At the same time, I am equating classes that resemble my ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

interpretation of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching with good teaching. As I noted during [Obs. 

22]: 

EleŵeŶts of ͚CLT͛ - Students do mock interviews after reading a text about an 

astronaut. This seems to have been partly prepared previously. One pair comes 

out to the front to perform, then another two pairs do the same. 

I then commented in field notes after the class that: 

There was a performance element to this class. Is this an example of the pockets 

of progress that several intervieǁees haǀe ŵeŶtioŶed ƌeĐeŶtlǇ? … ǁith the 

teacher doing activities that seem untypical of ǁhat I͛ŵ seeiŶg geŶeƌally. [Field 

notes, August 2010] 

CheĐkiŶg ďaĐk oŶ ǁho these ͚seǀeƌal iŶteƌǀieǁees͛ ǁeƌe, [10] mentions ͚poĐkets of 

pƌogƌess͛ ǁhile [ϭϮ] ŵeŶtioŶs ͚iŶ sŵall poĐkets, lots of teaĐheƌs aƌe doiŶg lots of good 

thiŶgs͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iŶ ŵǇ field notes above at least, the ǁoƌd ͚pƌogƌess͛ was being used 

to indicate a shift towards what I perceived as a ŵoƌe ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ approach to 

teaching. I began to realise that my initial distant eyes perspective, to a large extent 

subconsciously favouring this approach, was in conflict with my attempts to try to 

understand the setting for the study. 

Related to this, in [Obs. 9], I noted: 
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The class is based on a reading passage about advertising. The teacher 

explains/exemplifies vocabulary connected with the passage – all in English! The 

class also feels more student-centred than other classes observed.  

This comment, viewing features such as teaching English using English and classes being 

͚student-centred͛ as being inherently good, is indicative of my iŶitial ͚WesteƌŶ͛ TE“OL͛ 

led view of ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛. IŶ suggestiŶg that ͚all iŶ EŶglish͛ is a good thiŶg, I also 

overlook the fact that there can be a number of benefits in the judicious use of L1. 

Fuƌtheƌ, the seĐoŶd paƌt of ŵǇ ĐoŵŵeŶt ƌefeƌƌiŶg to the Đlass ďeiŶg ŵoƌe ͚student-

ĐeŶtƌed͛ shoǁs ŵǇ laĐk of aǁaƌeŶess at the tiŵe both of the fuzziness of the term and 

that the concept of student-centredness itself has been questioned. For example, 

Holliday (2005), drawing on the work of Anderson (2003), questions how ͚student-

centred͛ things really are when it is the teachers that choose what Anderson (2003, 

p.204, italics in originalͿ desĐƌiďes as ͚the what, how, when and with whom of the 

teaĐhiŶg͛.  

Looking back at these observations, I can now see the contradictions in my views. On 

one hand, from the outset of the study I was conscious of coming from a different 

background and setting to that chosen for the study. Further, from the very start of the 

study, as discussed in Chapter 1, I had taken a view that a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach was not necessarily appropriate in this setting, though at the 

time not labelling the approach as ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. OŶ the otheƌ haŶd, duƌiŶg the 

observations, I was subconsciously judging the classes and the teaching I was observing 

iŶ the settiŶg iŶ teƌŵs of this ǀeƌǇ saŵe ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach that 

I already suspected not to be appropriate. Further, I was equating some of the traits of 

this approach, such as using pair and group work, providing opportunities for students 

to use the laŶguage, eŵphasisiŶg ŵeaŶiŶg oǀeƌ foƌŵ aŶd so oŶ, ǁith ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ oƌ 

͚ďest pƌaĐtiĐe͛, ĐoŶsideƌiŶg a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach as some kind 

of ideal to be aspired to. 

Over time, I came to adopt a more pragmatic perspeĐtiǀe, seeiŶg ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ iŶ 

terms of what encourages learning as opposed to seeing it in terms of following a 

particular approach. This is not to say that particular ideas or techniques, including those 
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imported fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, ĐaŶŶot ďe suggested as possibilities, simply that 

particular ways of teaching should not be seen as inherently more desirable, whatever 

the context.  

6.1.2.  ǮWestern TESOLǯ or just good teaching? 

Teaching in a particular setting should be viewed and judged in relation to local rather 

thaŶ eǆteƌŶal Ŷoƌŵs aŶd eǆpeĐtatioŶs. Moƌe paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ, teaĐhiŶg iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ͛ 

settings should not be viewed and judged agaiŶst ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ norms and 

expectations. 

In [Obs. 10], I saw more traits of what I perceived as a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approach, noting:  

The teaĐheƌ ǁƌites the title ͚a stoƌŵǇ Ŷight͛ fƌoŵ a stoƌǇ iŶ the studeŶts͛ 

textbook on the blackboard. He elicits from the students what they think the 

story will be about, based on the title. He liŶks the lessoŶ to todaǇ͛s ƌeal-life 

stoƌŵ. It͛s Ƌuite a ŶoisǇ Đlass so faƌ - the teaĐheƌ͛s pƌeseŶĐe, peƌsoŶalitǇ, faĐial 

expression aŶd the ǁaǇ he͛s usiŶg his ǀoiĐe are all playing a part. The teaching is 

directing most of the lesson from the front, but the students are involved and 

engaged. … A good teaĐheƌ, a good Đlass. 

At the time, I considered this as example of a teacher adopting a more ͚modern͛, by 

which I meant ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, appƌoaĐh aŶd, I ďelieǀe ďeĐause of this, ĐoŶsideƌed it ͚a 

good Đlass͛. However, looking again at this, it is an example of a teacher trying to 

generate interest in a text, prior to asking students to read it. There is not anything 

paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ aďout this. Indeed, the teacher maintains a high level of 

control by leading most of the class from the front, which would not naturally fit with 

ŵǇ ǀieǁ of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching. It is perhaps more a case of the 

teacher simply understanding the potential benefits of stimulating interest in a text 

before asking students to read it. 

Further, my description of ͚a good teaĐheƌ, a good Đlass͛ is skeǁed ďǇ the ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ͚professional ďaggage͛ I ǁas ĐaƌƌǇiŶg, Ŷot oŶlǇ as a ƌesult of ŵǇ past eǆpeƌieŶĐes 
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as a practicing teacher, but also as a result of much of the theory and discussion on what 

ĐoŶstitutes ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ eŵaŶating fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, as 

noted in Section 5.3.3, Richards (2010, pp.101-ϭϬϯͿ offeƌs ͚10 qualities or characteristics 

of exemplary teachers͛, but acknowledges that these ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs Đoŵe ͚from the 

peƌspeĐtiǀe of a ͞ǁesteƌŶ͟ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of teaching͛. 

Returning to the theme of engaging students, another class where students were 

engaged was [Obs. 17], where I noted: 

The teaĐheƌ ǁƌites ͚aƌe ƌiĐh people happǇ?͛ oŶ the blackboard. She asks the 

students what they think. Some individual students respond. The teacher asks 

them to open their books. She reads a poem about being rich, then asks students 

to read silently and underline any difficult words and then explains them in 

EŶglish. … “he puts studeŶts iŶ gƌoups aŶd giǀes eaĐh gƌoup tǁo Đaƌds ǁith 

questions on. Students in each group generally help each other to answer 

questions and the teacher monitors. She checks early fiŶisheƌs͛ ǁoƌk, and then 

ĐheĐks the ǁhole Đlass͛ ǁoƌk. … The teaĐheƌ iŶtƌoduĐes a game with words on 

cards, played in pairs, to practise some of vocabulary covered earlier. Students 

have to say the synonym, which is on the back of the cards.  

In field notes afteƌ this Đlass, I Ŷoted, ͚OŶe of the ďest Đlasses I͛ǀe seeŶ - students 

engaged, plenty of pair and group work, alŵost eǀeƌǇthiŶg iŶ EŶglish͛ [Field notes, 

August 2010]. 

In these field notes, I am interpreting studeŶt eŶgageŵeŶt iŶ a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ seŶse, 

believing that if the students are active through being given lots to do in pairs and in 

groups, and if the lesson is conducted mainly in English, then the students will 

automatically be engaged. At the same time, I do not consider the possibility that 

students might be engaged in other ways, and that they do not necessarily need to be 

͚aĐtiǀe͛ iŶ the seŶse of ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ paiƌs aŶd gƌoups the whole time to be engaged.  

I can now see that I was gradually coming to view the classes observed in a different 

way. I was Ŷot so easilǇ judgiŶg theŵ iŶ teƌŵs of pƌeĐoŶĐeiǀed ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ oƌ 
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͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛ ideals of ǁhat a ͚ good Đlass͛ should look like, iŶstead 

appƌeĐiatiŶg that ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs that ŵaǇ Ŷot ďe tǇpiĐallǇ seeŶ as ĐoŵiŶg fƌoŵ ͚ WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛, suĐh as the teacher-led aspect of the class described above, can also result in 

͚good teaĐhiŶg͛. This suggests a ŵoǀe aǁaǇ fƌoŵ liŶkiŶg ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ to a particular 

approach or ͚method͛, seeing it in a more inclusive sense where ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ ĐaŶ 

potentially be seen in classes taught using any number of different approaches, 

ƌegaƌdless of ǁhetheƌ a paƌtiĐulaƌ appƌoaĐh is ǀieǁed as ĐoŵiŶg fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TESOL͛ 

oƌ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settings. There is also a growing realisation that what 

constitutes ͚good teaching͛ iŶ teƌŵs of ELT will vary in different settings, rather than 

there being some kind of universal staŶdaƌd, ĐoŶstƌuĐted ďǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚experts͛. 

6.1.3. Large classes or just classes? 

My initial view of large classes as a problem to be overcome in the setting contrasted 

ǁith   ŵost paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ǀieǁs of laƌge Đlasses simply as a practical reality of their 

everyday working lives.  

A fuƌtheƌ eǆaŵple of ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ influenced way of seeing the setting, again 

paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ iŶ the eaƌlieƌ paƌts of the ƌeseaƌĐh, ǁas iŶ ŵǇ pƌeoĐĐupatioŶ ǁith ͚laƌge 

Đlasses͛, eǀeŶtuallǇ seeiŶg that ǁhat I ǁas ĐoŶsideƌiŶg as laƌge Đlasses ǁeƌe, foƌ those 

working in the setting, just classes. Looking back, it must have appeared strange to some 

of ŵǇ iŶteƌǀieǁees that I ƌefeƌƌed to ͚laƌge͛ classes as ǁhat I ĐoŶsideƌed as ͚laƌge͛ ǁas 

for them just the normal class size. As the extract from the interview with [4] below 

suggests, teachers see large classes as a reality of their situation and find ways of dealing 

with them, rather than seeing them as an insurmountable problem: 

Me: … what about the large classes, is it possible to teach in a communicative 

way in large classes? 

[ϰ]: … it is a very difficult one but if we want to, we can help them by dividing 

them into different groups and, what, making them group work and so on, 

because it is what I do in my classes. So in their syllabi also there are a group of 

activities that is to be done as group work, so I insist all the students to do it as 
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group work in the class itself, so they are doing it. … We should not always 

complain that this is a large class so we could not do that. I have divided them 

into different groups and even the assignments I give them are group 

assignments. Seven or eight people, eight students, they form a group and they, 

together, will submit an assignment. 

[12] also focused on what can be done with large classes, rather than what cannot be 

done, noting that for such classes:  

You do siŵple thiŶgs like … eǀeŶ if it͛s a ƋuestioŶ of fouƌ studeŶts tuƌŶiŶg a ďeŶĐh 

and putting their feet on the other side, make a group, get them to write in 

groups, get them to re-draft in groups. The teaching and the learning will happen 

eǀeŶ if Ǉou͛ƌe Ŷot ĐoƌƌeĐtiŶg ϳϬ studeŶts, so Ǉou͛ll end up doing 20 and you get 

that 20 re-ǁƌitteŶ thƌee tiŵes, Ǉou ĐaŶ still ŵaŶage. You see, ǁheƌe theƌe͛s a 

ǁill theƌe͛s a ǁaǇ. Or you can take oŶe studeŶt͛s aŶsǁeƌ, write it up on the 

blackboard and the whole class can discuss that composition, and every week a 

diffeƌeŶt studeŶt͛s aŶsǁeƌ can go up.  

Along similar lines, [15] noted, ͚Ǉou ĐaŶ diǀide those Đlasses iŶto gƌoups … Ǉou ĐaŶ ďƌiŶg 

in collaborative learning, peeƌ tutoƌiŶg, so ŵaŶǇ thiŶgs like this͛.  

[4], [12] and [15] are seeing the class size as a practical reality to work with and work 

around, rather than a constraint on the teaching process. This again highlights the way 

in which my own preconceptions were driving the research process. ͚Laƌge Đlasses͛ ǁeƌe, 

initially at least, an issue I was perceiving as important, one that made classroom 

teaching more difficult and one that made the use of particular approaches more 

difficult, whereas participants were just seeing classes as classes.  

This is not to say that class size was not seen as a problem by any of the participants. 

[14], for example, saw the number of students in the classes as a problem, but only as 

one of many problems, and not as the fundamental issue that I was seeing it as, while 

[5] raised a concern about controlling large groups, noting that: 
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in bigger classes, if you are talking to one student, the rest all will be shouting, 

theǇ ǁill ďe talkiŶg, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t eǀeŶ listen to you, even if it is something serious 

is going on. 

This however is perhaps more about classroom management that large classes per se. 

Overall then, teaĐhiŶg ͚large classes͛ was not seen as the major issue that I, through my 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ leŶs, had presumed it would be.  

6.1.4. A lack of deliberate bracketing 

In the early parts of the study, I was not consciously acknowledging and putting aside 

my preconceptions. It is only as I began to do this that I began to look at the data with a 

more open mind.   

CoŵiŶg iŶ as aŶ outsideƌ to the settiŶg, I had Ŷot ƌealised the aŵouŶt of ͚pƌofessioŶal 

ďaggage͛, such as that described above, that I was bringing with me, and because of not 

realising this, I was also not putting it aside in order to fully focus on the setting in its 

own right. Instead, in the early parts of the study in particular, my focus was on the 

diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settings that I had experienced and the research 

setting, and the differences in application of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches in the two 

settings, tending to view the research setting in a negative sense.  

I later came to see this in terms of a lack of deliberate bracketing. As Holliday (2016, 

p.183) notes: 

Bracketing forces the researcher to think again and hold back from the 

explanations that most easily spring to mind. It requires her to recognise where 

her particular prejudices lie and to discipline herself to put prejudices aside. This 

is a very difficult task and of course is never totally possible. However, the 

discipliŶed atteŵpt to uŶĐoǀeƌ aŶd put aside oŶe͛s ƌeseaƌĐh pƌejudiĐes does 

make an important difference.  
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This is not to say I was not bracketing at all. Tufford and Newman (2010, p.86-87) 

highlight various methods of bracketing including writing memos and a reflexive journal 

during data collection and analysis. As they note:  

Memos can take the form of theoretical notes which explicate the cognitive 

process of conducting research, methodological notes that explicate the 

procedural aspects of research, and observational comments that allow the 

ƌeseaƌĐheƌ to eǆploƌe feeliŶgs aďout the ƌeseaƌĐh eŶdeaǀouƌ … The ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe 

of a jouƌŶal ĐaŶ eŶhaŶĐe ƌeseaƌĐheƌs͛ aďilitǇ to sustaiŶ a ƌefleǆiǀe staŶĐe. AspeĐts 

to eǆploƌe iŶ the ƌefleǆiǀe jouƌŶal iŶĐlude: the ƌeseaƌĐheƌs͛ reasons for 

uŶdeƌtakiŶg the ƌeseaƌĐh; … the ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s plaĐe iŶ the poǁeƌ hieƌaƌĐhǇ of the 

ƌeseaƌĐh; … poteŶtial ƌole ĐoŶfliĐts ǁith ƌeseaƌĐh paƌtiĐipaŶts. 

I was both writing memos of this type and maintaining a journal, within my field notes, 

of this nature as I collected and analysed data. What was missing in the early stages of 

the studǇ ǁas the ͚disĐipliŶed͛ approach to bracketing that Holliday refers to above.  

It was only during the data analysis process that I became conscious of this and began 

to re-evaluate the data I had collected, starting to make sense of different discourses 

with a more open and critical mind. Although I am not suggesting that the influence of 

my past experiences could or should be removed from the research process, this 

heightened level of awareness, acquired over time, of their possible impact on my 

interpretation of the data collected during the study has I believe allowed me to look 

beyond the most obvious explanations for particular events. For example, I initially 

focused mainly on data specifically mentioning ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches, being 

more familiar with this area. However, as the study progressed, I began to see beyond 

this and explore themes that were less familiar to me at the outset, such as the way 

seǀeƌal of the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ the studǇ spoke iŶ a kiŶd of ͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛, as 

will be discussed in Section 7.2, and the way participants were managing to develop 

themselves professionally in informal ways, alongside more formalised structured 

professional development activities, as will be discussed in Section 8.3.  
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Further evidence of this lack of bracketing can also be seen in the reminder of this 

chapter.  

6.2. Developing my understanding of the setting 

As a result of incorporating an autoethnographic dimension within the study, and 

considering my own positioning, in terms of expectations about the learning 

environment and about ELT methodology, I was better able to understand the learning 

environment in the setting and the need for appropriate ELT methodology in the setting. 

Because of this, I was able to uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism in 

terms of ELT methodology in the setting, as will be discussed in Chapter 7. 

This section highlights some of the critical incidents, supported by other data, that 

affected my thinking in terms of developing my understanding of the setting. Many of 

the critical incidents occurred during the earlier parts of the study, though realisations 

about their significance often came later. 

The first part of the section relates to changes in my understanding of the classroom 

environment, the second to changes in my understanding of the ELT methodology being 

used in the setting and the third to changes in my understanding of the appropriacy of 

a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach, as I understood it, within the setting. 

6.2.1. The learning environment 

The learning environment in a setting needs to be interpreted in its own right, rather 

than be compared with or judged against other more familiar settings.  

There were a number of incidents that led to the realisation that the learning 

environment in the setting was very different from the one I was used to in my usual 

working environment. Though I had a general awareness of this before starting out on 

the study, it was the incidents described here, as well as the two incidents described in 

Section 1.1.1, which I referred to as  ͚The listeŶiŶg ǁoƌkshop͛ aŶd ͚How do you punish 

Ǉouƌ studeŶts ǁheŶ theǇ ŵake ŵistakes?͛, that brought this home to me. These events 

also made me realise that, rather than making comparisons between the research 
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setting and my usual working environment, I needed to be looking at the research 

setting in its own right.  

One area that I found intriguing within the learning environment was the apparent level 

of formality in the setting and apparent social distance between the teacher, or anyone 

seen as an authority figure, and the students. The two incidents below relate to this. 

͚StaŶdiŶg up͛: The first time I visited the setting, prior to starting this study, I was 

taken to visit schools and colleges, and given the opportunity to observe classes. 

For these observations, the immediate thing that struck me was the fact that all 

students stood up when their teachers or when I walked into the classrooms.  

͚Mƌ. KeǀiŶ͛: On the same visit, I was struck by the use of ͚sir͛ or ͚ŵa͛aŵ͛ when 

students were addressing teachers or visitors. The sense of formality and 

perception of social distance were also exemplified in other ways, such as 

students being expected to run errands for their teachers including carrying the 

teaĐheƌs͛ ďags oƌ ƌesouƌĐes aŶd deliǀeƌiŶg ŵessages to otheƌ paƌts of the 

institution.   

(Adapted from field notes, June 2008) 

Although these differences initially manifested themselves in terms of more overt status 

differences between the teacher or presumed authority figure and the students in the 

setting than I was used to, what they helped me to see more broadly was the degree of 

difference between my own usual work setting and the research setting, and by 

implication, that my existing knowledge and ways of thinking about ELT and ELT 

methodology may not be applicable in the research setting. I had doubts, for example, 

about whether ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶflueŶĐed ͚student-centred͛ approaches, which in my 

own usual work setting I saw as requiring the teacher to have what ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

might describe as a ͚close relationship͛ with the students in terms of social distance, or 

a ͚good ƌappoƌt͛ ǁith the studeŶts, could be applied in the research setting.14  

                                                 
14 IŶ this eǆaŵple I aŵ, as stated, takiŶg a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ǀieǁ of a ͚Đlose ƌelatioŶship͛ ďetǁeeŶ teaĐheƌ 
and students, which often involves first names and seemingly less formality, However, this does not 
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Related to this, eǆpeĐtatioŶs ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg studeŶts͛ ďehaǀiouƌ were clearly different in 

the research setting compared with my usual work setting, as the following incident 

further illustrates. 

͚She͛s a sloucheƌ͛: This incident concerns a group of teacher trainees and their 

lecturers at a teacher training college for secondary teachers, and came about 

during the second visit to the institution in August 2010, at which time I 

facilitated a workshop at the college based around teaching English 

communicatively. During this workshop, one teacher trainee stood out as 

particularly well-informed on the topic, and I commented to her lecturers 

afterwards that she must be doing well. However, I was told that she was not 

ǁell thought of ǁithiŶ the iŶstitutioŶ ďeĐause she ǁas ͚ a slouĐheƌ͛. That is, ƌatheƌ 

than sit up straight during classes, she tended to lean back in her chair, a position 

that was seen to imply disrespect. Although I would have considered this a minor 

issue with body language, the implication here seemed to be that the lack of 

respect that this teacher trainee was perceived as showing outweighed the fact 

that she had acquired a significant amount of subject knowledge. (Adapted from 

field notes, August 2010) 

This made me question my own preconceptions and prejudices, and helped me to 

understand the need to try to put to one side my own feelings about how things ought 

to work. It again served to focus my mind on seeing the research setting and the ways 

in which people behaved in that setting in their own right, rather than in terms of how 

they differed from my usual work setting, which I had been doing, to a large extent 

subconsciously, at the outset of the study. 

Another area where my own prejudices surfaced was in my classroom observation 

notes. Having collected data from a total of 15 observations by the end of the second 

visit to the setting after starting the study, I wrote the following field Ŷotes oŶ ͚the 

oďseƌǀatioŶ sites͛: 

                                                 
necessarily mean greater closeness in reality, as it may simply be that hierarchies are more hidden within 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. 
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The Observation Sites: These generally share a number of common features: 

1. School classrooms are approximately the same size as in the U.K., though 

class sizes are typically larger, with typically between 35 and 45 in school 

classes, more in college classes, making the classrooms appear cramped. 

2. The seating arrangement, except at the teacher training college, involves 

students sitting in rows on benches facing the front. At the teacher training 

college, students sit in movable chairs, though still in rows.  

3. Where possible, boys sit on one side of the classroom and girls on the other. 

When there are slightly uneven numbers, this division still remains but with 

the extra numbers of one sex necessitating squeezing up on benches rather 

than moving to the other side. When there are students predominantly of 

one sex in the class, some boys or girls move to the other side of the 

classroom, but still cluster together, with an empty row (or several rows) 

separating one sex from the other. There is more mixing in the college and 

teacher training college classes, though the division between the sexes in 

terms of seating choices is still apparent.  

4. All but oŶe of the Đlassƌooŵs I͛ǀe oďseƌǀed has been open to the elements 

in that they have doorways but no doors and openings for windows but no 

glass, so classes are generally open to outside noise. In three cases, different 

classes have been taught in the same physical space as another class with no 

partition between them, so one class could see as well as hear the 

neighbouring class being taught.  

5. Electricity has only been present in two of the classrooms observed. This has 

meant that classrooms have not generally been well-lit.  

[Field notes, July 2009] 

Reviewing these notes during data analysis, I could see that I was perceiving the 

Đlassƌooŵ settiŶgs as ͚Ŷot the Ŷoƌŵ͛ aŶd foƌ the ŵost paƌt iŶ a Ŷegatiǀe seŶse - large 

classes, students sitting in rows on benches, boys on one side and girls on other, no 

doors or glass in the windows, outside noise, a lack of electricity. However, within the 
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setting, this is the norm and, for those working in the setting, these features are not 

seen as negative, just as different aspects of their everyday working lives.  

Again, I had come to realise that my own preconceptions may be clouding my 

judgements concerning the classroom environment. I was focusing on differences 

between the research setting and my own usual work setting, rather than focusing on 

the classroom environment in the research setting in its own right. Further, I was 

focusing on the most common teaching situation I experience in my usual work setting, 

which involves small groups sitting in a horseshoe-shaped seating arrangement around 

the teaĐheƌ, as is ofteŶ adǀoĐated iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. IŶ doiŶg this, I ǁas igŶoƌiŶg the 

fact that on some occasions my classes are similar to the classes described above - quite 

͚large͛, with students sitting in rows, probably feeling that the classroom is quite 

crowded.  

6.2.2. ELT methodology in the setting  

ELT methodology needs to be appropriate for the setting. 

As discussed earlier, I first came to the setting because of my involvement in a small-

scale project aimed at helping English language teachers to teach in more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ways. However, one incident in particular led me both to question my 

role as someone who was supposedly there to develop teachers in the local area, and 

more generally to question the extent to which it was useful to export methodology and 

ŵethodologiĐal ͚eǆpeƌtise͛ from one setting to aŶotheƌ, speĐifiĐallǇ fƌoŵ a ͚Western 

TE“OL͛ to a ͚non-Western TESOL͛ setting. I describe this incident below: 

The DVD: At a conference held in Chennai in southern India, I watched a talk 

given by a well-known ELT methodology textbook writer from the U.K. During 

this talk, the speaker shown a clip from the DVD that accompanied his latest 

publication. The clip showed a small class of about 15 mixed nationality young 

adult students, sitting in a ͚hoƌseshoe͛ set up aƌouŶd the teaĐheƌ iŶ a ǁell-

furnished well-lit well-equipped classroom. The students all seemed able and 

willing to interact with one another in English and to actively participate in the 
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class without much prompting. The class was in my view lively, with plenty of 

humour, and the teacher and students seemed to get along well, perhaps helped 

by the fact that she, the teacher, was of a similar age to several of the students. 

She managed and facilitated rather than controlled the learning process. The 

topic of the lesson was about relationships and finding a partner, and did not 

appear to be a part of any curriculum. It might be desĐƌiďed as a tǇpiĐal ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ Đlass iŶ a tǇpiĐal ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ private language 

school setting.  

As I watched the clip, my initial reaction was that it provided useful models of 

different aspects of a broadly ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ methodology. However, the 

reaction from local conference participants, as observed in questions to the 

speaker after the talk and in conversation during the rest of the day, was for the 

most part questioning the relevance of the clip to their own situations. This 

seems understandable when a more typical scenario for the conference 

participants, based on my own classroom observations, would be classes of 

around 40 students in school classes, more in college classes, with students 

seated in rows, in classrooms which are often poorly lit and somewhat run down. 

The students would generally be from the same state (Kerala), though in some 

cases multilingual, and would typically participate only when directly nominated 

to do so by the teacher. Most of the interaction within the classroom would be 

teacher to student, with the teacher controlling the class and classroom activities 

from the front. The learning environment might typically appear serious and the 

classroom atmosphere subdued. The topics would be more subject-based, 

focusing on, for example, historical figures or literature, and teachers would be 

expected to adhere to a curriculum. (Adapted from field notes, August 2010) 

Given the differences between the situation in the clip and the situation in the setting 

in which I was researching, it became clear to me that, on personal level, I needed to 

think very carefully before suggesting that ideas and approaches from my own setting 

might be applicable in the research setting. Further, in a broader sense, I needed to 

consider TESOL in the setting in its own right as opposed to considering it as a form of 
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TESOL that was deficient in some way and that should unquestioningly aspire to follow 

a more ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ type approach to classroom teaching. 

In later observations, I began to focus more on what particular approach, if any, was 

being taken in classes within the setting, noting in [Obs. 18] that:  

The teacheƌ iŵŵediatelǇ asks ƋuestioŶs aďout a poeŵ iŶ the studeŶts͛ ďooks. I 

assume they read this either in the last class or for homework. She asks mainly 

comprehension questions, though also asks students for their favourite lines, 

pairs of rhyming words and siŵiles. … “tudeŶts iŶdiǀiduallǇ ǁƌite fouƌ-line poems 

in a similar style to the one in the book, the four students who finish first read 

out theiƌ Đoŵpleted poeŵs to the Đlass. … WoƌkiŶg iŶ gƌoups, studeŶts ǁƌite 

dialogues between characters in the poem, to be finished for homework and 

acted out in the next class. 

Following this class, I made the following notes: 

This class reminded me of literature classes when I was at school, but looking at 

the textbook, as well as literature-based comprehension questions, there were 

several pages of grammar and vocabulary exercises. … The paƌt ǁheƌe theǇ had 

to create and perform a dialogue seemed quite task-ďased, oƌ peƌhaps the ͚ ǁeak 

ǀeƌsioŶ͛ of the ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh, ďut ŵaǇďe just ĐoŵďiŶing bits of 

different methods and approaches, so eclectic? [Field notes, August 2010] 

Again, considering the methodological approach, in [Obs. 20] I noted:  

The teacher starts by asking students about a text about obesity that they read 

in their last class. The students prepare a dialogue in groups, giving advice to a 

friend about obesity. This activity seems to work quite well, students seem 

eŶgaged, the teaĐheƌ ŵoŶitoƌs. … Thƌee gƌoups ƌead out theiƌ dialogues to the 

Đlass, though the ƌest of the Đlass doŶ͛t seeŵ to listeŶ.  

Following this class, I commented that: 
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Overall, there seemed to be a reasonably communicative/task-based approach 

adopted throughout the class, or is this just a ͚folloǁ the ďook͛ appƌoaĐh? [Field 

notes, August 2010] 

The data above from [Obs. 18] and [Obs. 20] indicates that elements of what could be 

called a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach, such as actively involving students and using group 

work, have been incorporated into some ELT classrooms in Kerala, perhaps in line with 

what Littlewood (2004, 2013, 2014) calls ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ-oƌieŶted laŶguage teaĐhiŶg͛. 

However, it might equally be argued that a localised approach is being applied, for 

example using literature in classes as a basis for teaching language, and that this 

appƌoaĐh had ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ eleŵeŶts iŶĐoƌporated within it. “uĐh a ͚ĐoŶteǆt 

appƌoaĐh͛, puttiŶg the Ŷeeds of the ĐoŶteǆt fiƌst, ahead of ŵethodologiĐal appƌoaĐh, is 

advocated by Bax (2003).  

A further way of looking [Obs. 18] and [Obs. 20] would be that the teachers were focused 

on making an effort to involve students in the class, without seeking to align themselves 

with any particular ͚method͛ or ͚approach͛, perhaps - albeit for the most part 

subconsciously - opeƌatiŶg iŶ a ŵoƌe ͚postŵethod͛ seŶse, as desĐƌiďed ďǇ 

Kumaravadivelu (1994, 2001, 2006b). 

These thoughts led me to think more deeply about what was happening in classrooms 

in the setting in terms of approach. At the start of the study, I was trying to explain 

͚methods͛ and ͚approaches͛ in concrete terms, and wanting to label classes both as 

following a particular ͚method͛ or ͚approach͛ and in terms of binary opposites such as  

͚tƌaditioŶal͛ oƌ ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ oƌ ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛. However, as the 

study progressed, and through greater awareness of my own positioning, I began to see 

the classroom in more complex ways, as discussed in, for example, Breen (1985), 

Allwright (1988), and Senior (2012) among others, and to realise that ELT methodology 

used in the setting needed to be appropriate for the setting.  

I discuss these issues further, with specific reference to the limited appƌopƌiaĐǇ of ͚the 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ iŶ the Ŷeǆt seĐtioŶ, with specific reference to complexity in 
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Section 6.4, and with specific reference to a localised approach to ELT in Chapter 7, 

particularly in Section 7.4. 

6.2.3. The (in)appropriacy of Ǯthe Communicative Approachǯ in the setting15 

The communicative approach does not seem appropriate in the setting.  

Over the course of the study, there were a number of incidents concerning use of 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches in the setting, highlighting the limited appropriacy of such 

approaches. Although I was already aware of the dangers of trying to import particular 

approaches in theory, the incidents described below helped me to become more aware 

of my own positioning and so more aware of these dangers in practice. 

On my third visit to the setting after commencing the study, I had an experience that I 

desĐƌiďed iŶ ŵǇ field Ŷotes at the tiŵe as a ͚ƌeallǇ aǁkǁaƌd͛ iŶ ĐoŶŶeĐtioŶ ǁith usiŶg 

inappropriate ELT methodology in a particular situation I found myself in. Although 

awkward at the time, with the benefit of hindsight, the experience, described below, 

might be better described as enlightening.  

Uncommunicative English: A local teacher, [19], asked me to teach his evening 

͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish͛ Đlass. He eǆplaiŶed that this Đlass ǁas outside his 

normal work responsibilities and also an extra class for the students in the sense 

that they were choosing to come after their studies or work had finished for the 

day. There were 16 students between the ages of 18 and 60, 9 women and 7 

men. The classroom was cramped, dingy, not particularly clean, and not what I 

would have considered to be a pleasant learning environment. The students had 

only had three classes together before I met them and so did not know each 

other particularly well. 

As the Đlass ǁas ďilled as a ͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish͛ Đlass, I ǁeŶt aloŶg ǁith a 

number of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ activities that I had used in my own usual work 

                                                 
15 This section focuses on my own realisations concerning the limited appropriacy of communicative 

approaches within the setting. “eĐtioŶ ϳ.ϯ foĐuses oŶ the paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ǀieǁs oŶ the applicability and use 

of communicative approaches in the setting. 
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setting, intending to use what I considered as typical communicative activities 

and techniques, in particular wanting to encourage students to speak and 

interact with one another.  

For about an hour, I tried to use these activities and techniques, tried to get 

students to interact in pairs and in groups, and tried to get them interested and 

involved in what I thought were engaging activities - there was a discussion, a 

role-play and a survey task, among other things. I tried to facilitate, tried to stay 

upbeat, cheerful and encouraging, and tried to teach in the way I normally did. 

However, it was a very uncomfortable hour. None of the students were willing 

to speak to each other in English. They would speak to me, but only in response 

to a direct question, and in most cases only with a very brief response, and so 

unless I was interacting directly with a student, pair or group, no verbal 

communication occurred, not even in L1. There was just silence. (Adapted from 

field notes, August 2010) 

Reflecting on this experience, it made me realise how, despite having read about the 

dangers of importing methods and approaches, I had tried to do exactly that, and failed. 

I had not taken into account the environmental factors. I had not allowed, for example, 

for the varied social backgrounds or age and gender differences, or for the previous 

learning experiences of the group, most of whom were clearly not familiar or 

comfortable with either the types of interaction or the activities they were being asked 

to take paƌt iŶ. LiŶked to this, I also failed to appƌeĐiate the studeŶts͛ eǆpeĐtatioŶs aďout 

how learning happens, which based on their previous learning experiences, was 

probably based around the teaĐheƌ ͚teaĐhiŶg͛ iŶ the seŶse of iŵpaƌtiŶg kŶoǁledge, 

ƌatheƌ thaŶ the teaĐheƌ ͚faĐilitatiŶg͛ iŶ the seŶse of ŵaŶagiŶg the aĐtiǀities aŶd the 

learning process. As a result, there was a feeling of discomfort among the students as 

well as for me.  

I was aware of a similar feeling of discomfort when I was working with groups of local 

teachers, as the following incident illustrates.  
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Uncomfortable Pairwork: On my third visit to the setting after starting the study, 

I ran a series of three workshops for local teachers and the same workshops for 

a group of teacher trainees from the teacher training college in the setting. I was 

guided on what to include in the workshops and by a local college teacher prior 

to the visit, and though the precise nature of these workshops varied, the 

common theme was based around how teachers might incorporate more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ techniques into their classes.  

For the workshops with the local teachers, several of the activities I was 

suggesting involved working in pairs or groups, and it became apparent that the 

teachers were not used to, and in some cases felt uncomfortable, doing this. This 

discomfort had something to do with it being a mixed group of primary, 

secondary and tertiary level teachers, with varying levels of teaching experience. 

Whilst I was seeing them as a homogenous group in the sense that they were all 

teachers and all part of the same workshop, within the group itself there was, as 

I later came to understand, an unspoken hierarchical structure, with certain 

members of the group seeing themselves as more senior than others through, 

for example, being more qualified, more experienced, more proficient speakers 

of English, or simply coming from a different socioeconomic background. Even 

ignoring the discomfort, there was a lack of familiarity with the idea of working 

with peers on tasks rather than being told how to do things. Given this, it seemed 

unlikely that pair and group work would be happening to any great extent in the 

schools and colleges that these teachers were working in, a view that was backed 

up by my own classroom observations at the time.  

However, the teacher trainees, with whom I did the workshops separately, 

seemed much more open to working with their peers. This may have been 

because the hierarchical issues were not present or because their trainer had 

been modelling more student-centred approaches with the group, or simply 

because these teacher trainees had known each other for several months and 

were already comfortable in eaĐh otheƌ͛s ĐoŵpaŶǇ. (Adapted from field notes, 

August 2010) 
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This extract highlights a number of false assumptions I had made. I had thought that, 

even though the students in the earlier incident were uncomfortable with 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teĐhŶiƋues suĐh as working in pairs or groups or the teacher taking on 

a more ͚facilitating͛ role, the teachers at the workshop would be able to cope with this, 

and also that they would be willing to work with any of the other participants there. 

Further, I had assumed that I could conduct workshops in the same style as I would for 

similar events in my usual work setting. For example, I introduced ͚communicative͛ 

techniques and activities primarily by getting participants to do them, and then 

discussing them and outlining the broad principles behind them, but without going into 

much detail about related theories or making a great deal of reference to background 

literature.  

I also realised from the above experience that although my initially quite fixed ideas on 

how ELT should be carried out were gradually changing, the influence of my 

͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛ still ƌeŵaiŶed Ƌuite stƌoŶg. IŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, although I quite quickly 

ƌealised that ǁholesale eǆpoƌtiŶg of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ tǇpe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes 

to ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs ǁas uŶlikelǇ to ďe suĐĐessful, as ďoƌŶe out ďǇ the 

literature discussed in Section 4.2.3, I still seemed to believe that certain principles 

behind such approaches, suĐh as the teaĐheƌ aĐtiŶg as a ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛, ǁeƌe soŵehow 

universal, and so would be applicable in the setting.  

However, the dangers of considering ͚communicative͛ approaches or particular aspects 

of such approaches as easily applicable in a wide variety of settings was further 

highlighted to me by the following incident, taken from field notes made after [Obs. 14]: 

Teacheƌ as ͚coŶtƌolleƌ͛: Again, a very teacher-controlled class, the teacher did 

almost all the talking. No extended contribution from any student in nearly 40 

minutes. The students seem to accept this, or at least they seem well-behaved 

and not outwardly bored, but as it seems to be like this in all subjects, why 

ǁouldŶ͛t theǇ aĐĐept it? It also seeŵs uŶƌealistiĐ to thiŶk that teaĐheƌs ĐaŶ easilǇ 

change their teaching style, even if they wanted to, to make lessons more 

interactive and get the students to do more. [Field notes, July 2009] 
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At a Đlassƌooŵ leǀel, teaĐheƌs teŶd to aĐt ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh as the ͚ĐoŶtƌolleƌ͛ of the Đlass, as 

opposed to taking, for instance, a more ͚facilitating͛ role. This seems to be what all 

parties have come to expect, and so teachers taking a different, less controlling role and 

students taking a different, more active role may not be something that comes easily. 

Further, at an institutional level, there would Ŷeed to ďe suppoƌt fƌoŵ the iŶstitutioŶ͛s 

management and acceptance of other changes as a consequence, such as possible 

increased noise levels during pair and group work. However, as [20] pointed out, this 

support may not be easily forthcoming: 

Using the communicative approach would cause a school management problem 

as the rest of school has lessons with a different set up, which can lead to 

pƌoďleŵs ǁith the head teaĐheƌ aŶd ǁith otheƌ teaĐheƌs.  … BasiĐallǇ, teaĐheƌ as 

faĐilitatoƌ doesŶ͛t ǁoƌk heƌe. The mind-set needs to change - teaĐheƌs͛ mind-set, 

head teaĐheƌs͛ mind-set, sĐhool adŵiŶistƌatoƌs͛ mind-set, all of them. 

Otherwise, the communicatiǀe appƌoaĐh ǁoŶ͛t ǁoƌk heƌe. 

In addition, there are high stakes, state and national level written exams placing 

considerable emphasis on grammatical accuracy, reading and writing skills, and little or 

no emphasis on speaking and listening skills. The priority for students is generally to pass 

these exams, which in turns seems to lead teachers towards an exam-oriented rather 

than a communication-oriented approach. As [4] unambiguously put it: 

Most of the students who come to this college, they learn English just to pass the 

degree examination, so what we focus on is to make them pass this examination.  

Further, at a societal level, there would need to be a reassessment of why English is 

being learnt if more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches are to be employed more widely in 

Kerala. Currently, there is a high status associated with, for example, knowing English so 

as to be able to read and appreciate literature, and a lower status associated with using 

English simply as a means of communication. This is reflected in the way English is taught 

at both school and college level, with a strong emphasis on learning and improving 

English through literature, as will be discussed in Section 7.2.1, rather than learning 

English so as to communicate. 
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In terms of my thinking as an ELT professional and as a researcher, I had moved from 

thinking that adopting some aspects of a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach would be 

reasonably achievable to seeing this as something that would be problematic in a 

number of ways, as discussed above. Further, I was now seeing the classroom and the 

methodological approach used within it as a far more complex issue that I had 

previously. Issues concerning ELT methodology in the setting will be discussed in more 

depth in Chapter 7.  

As well as highlighting the dangers of assuming approaches and techniques used in one 

setting can easily be applied to another, the above experiences also made me more 

aware of my own position within the setting, particularly during the early stages of the 

study, as an outsider. This is an issue I discuss in the next section.  

6.3. Understanding my positioning and role within the setting  

By problematising my status as a researcher in the setting and positioning myself as a 

partial insider/partial outsider, and by considering the effect of the multiple roles I was 

perceived as having within the setting, I became better able to interpret the data 

collected. 

In Section 6.3.1, I consider my positioning initially as an outsider but eventually 

becoming what might be described as a partial insider. In Section 6.3.2, I consider how 

my role within the setting changed depending on where I was and who I was with, and 

ƋuestioŶ ŵǇ peƌĐeiǀed ƌole as aŶ ͚eǆpeƌt͛ iŶ the settiŶg.  

6.3.1. Outsider or insider research? 

The positioning of the researcher in terms of insider and outsider status can affect the 

type of data that is collected and how it is interpreted. 

Without wanting to overplay what Styles (1979) called outsider and insider myths, that 

is, that only outsiders can have the necessary objectivity or only insiders can understand 

the true character of the setting, an ongoing concern that I had throughout much of the 

study was over my own positioning. I felt as though, in order to understand the setting 
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better, I needed to become more of an insider. However, initially I had relatively little 

experience of the setting and felt very much an outsider, as the following incident, taken 

from my field notes, illustrates:  

Problems with protocols and hierarchies: I had an uncomfortable discussion at 

dinner with the Principal of a TTI [Teacher Training Institute] about the 

appropriate procedure/protocol concerning who I should inform about my day-

to-day plans [relating to the study]. Although I was under the impression that my 

plans had been arranged and agreed with my local contact, it seems I had caused 

offence by not personally informing the people at the very top, the overall head 

of the group of schools and colleges I was visiting and the principal of each 

institution, even though they had already agreed to my schedule via the local 

contact. I was told that unless I did this next time, my access to the schools and 

colleges would not be granted. [Field notes, July 2009] 

In my own usual work setting, although my line manager and appropriate research 

committees may need to be informed of any research plans, I would not generally 

consider that personally iŶfoƌŵiŶg ͚the people at the ǀeƌǇ top͛ aďout a pieĐe of ƌeseaƌĐh 

would be necessary. Indeed, my feeling would be one of not wanting to bother such 

people, but in the research setting, expectations were different. Just as ŵǇ ͚pƌofessioŶal 

ďaggage͛ ǁas ĐolouƌiŶg ŵǇ judgeŵent about classroom-based events in the setting, it 

was similarly affecting how I behaved in the setting more broadly. At that stage at least, 

I felt as if I had only a surface level understanding of the way things worked in the 

research setting.  

This incident made it clear to me that although, initially at least, I wanted to focus more 

on the classroom context, which itself was more complex than I had imagined, I would 

not be able to escape further layers of complexity because of factors beyond the 

classroom and, in particular, would have to arrange my data collection in a more 

formalised and bureaucratic manner than I would have liked. The incident also led to a 

heightened my awareness of my outsider status in the setting. 
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Indeed, an apparently stark reminder of that position as an outsider was provided by 

[9], a teacher trainer, who pointed out that:  

Scholars or teacher trainers like you, people who come to India, come in a very 

benign mood. If theǇ ǁeƌe aĐtuallǇ to teaĐh iŶ IŶdia iŶ the saŵe ďeŶigŶ … ǁith 

the same benign attitude, they would fail because here they are strangers.  

However, although this quote appears negative, it had a positive affect on my thinking 

in the sense that it helped me to accept the fact that, whilst I could better understand 

the setting over time, this would and could not be through becoming a complete insider 

within the setting. 

Having said that, I also realise it would be naïve to assume that insiders necessarily know 

more about everything within the setting as clearly outsiders have a perspective which 

can allow them to see things that insiders cannot. Indeed, as Holliday (2010b, p.21) 

Ŷotes, it ǁould ďe ͚too siŵplistiĐ foƌ ŵe to pƌesuŵe that he kŶoǁs ďetteƌ just ďeĐause 

he is soŵe soƌt of ͚iŶsideƌ͛͛. Nevertheless, there were further surprising incidents that 

continued to remind me of my outsider status, such as the one described below: 

Dismissal of a key contact: One of the most shocking events during my time in 

the setting was the sudden dismissal of one of the two key people in terms of 

facilitating my visits to local institutions. She was a teacher trainer at the teacher 

training college in the setting and someone who I had got to know quite well 

over several visits. Her dismissal apparently happened because she had given 

low marks to one student whose family had some political influence in the local 

area. She was told to increase these marks, but refused and so was dismissed. 

(Adapted from field notes, December 2011) 

This was shocking on a number of levels, but above all, on human level, it was, to my 

way of thinking, aŶ uŶjust ǁaǇ to tƌeat people, though agaiŶ ŵǇ ͚it ǁouldŶ͛t happeŶ 

ǁheƌe I͛ŵ fƌoŵ͛ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ lens was clouding my judgement. Indeed, similar 

things probably do happen in my own setting, though perhaps is less overt ways. 
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This event also caused me a practical problem in terms of the study. Through this person, 

I had gained access to several local schools. I could have tried to continue to gain access 

through the replacement teacher trainer, but I could not strike up the same level of 

personal connection with this person, and at the time felt uncomfortable working with 

this teacher training college and particularly the principal of that college who I viewed 

as responsible for the situation. I therefore made the decision to cut ties with this college 

and to rely more on the other key contact. With hindsight, this decision was probably a 

mistake as I was probably not fully aware of the complexities of the situation. I later 

realised that I had reacted based on how I would have done in my own setting, and had 

takeŶ aŶ outsideƌ͛s ǀieǁ of the situatioŶ, rather than attempting to understand the 

ǁoƌkiŶgs of the settiŶg fƌoŵ aŶ iŶsideƌ͛s poiŶt of ǀieǁ. At the same time, this incident 

made me realise that it was possible to get too involved, for example too close to 

participants on a friendship level, which may lead to situations of potential conflict such 

as this one. In this sense, it felt safer to maintain a more marginal role in the setting.  

Another more classroom-focused incident that reminded me of my relative outsider 

status happened ǁheŶ iŶteƌǀieǁiŶg [ϱ], aŶd disĐussiŶg the ͚ “pokeŶ EŶglish͛ ŵodules she 

taught as paƌt of a B.A. pƌogƌaŵŵe Đalled ͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish͛. As I noted in field 

notes after the interview:   

[5] is teaching on a B.A. ͚CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish͛ uŶdeƌgƌaduate pƌogƌaŵŵe. As 

part of that programme, there are several modules designed to develop 

students͛ spoken English. I was surprised to discover that the content of the 

modules seemed designed principally to develop phonological knowledge and 

awareness in a theoretical and analytical sense rather than to develop speaking 

skills on a more practical level. Furthermore, it seems odd that these ͚“poken 

English͛ modules are all assessed via written examination, though in some sense 

it could be argued that it is the module titles, ͚“pokeŶ EŶglish ϭ͛ aŶd ͚“pokeŶ 

EŶglish Ϯ͛, that are misleading as the analytically-focused content itself could 

justifiably be tested via a written examination. [Field notes, August 2010] 

The interpretation of ͚ “poken English͛ as meaning teaching phonological awareness and, 

to my way of thinking, the incongruous idea of assessing ͚“poken English͛ ŵodules via 
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written examinations again served as reminders of the limitations of my understanding 

of how certain aspects of ELT were understood in the setting.  

The result of above incidents in terms of my positioning as a researcher was both a 

greater awareness of my situation as a relative outsider, or perhaps partial insider, and 

a need to use this relative outsider position as a means of keeping an element of distance 

and avoiding potentially complex local situations. Further, contrary to my initial beliefs 

and aspirations, I realised that aiming to become increasingly an insider as the study 

progressed was not necessarily desirable or advantageous, and made the decision to 

aim to take a more balanced partial insider/partial outsider position within the setting. 

Indeed, over time there was some level of movement towards this more balanced 

position, as the following incident highlights: 

Part of the furniture: Because my engagement with the setting was for a number 

of short periods rather than one extended period, I had, in the early stages of 

the study in particular, doubted whether I could be sufficiently an insider to gain 

a sufficiently deep understanding of what was going on in the setting. Although 

my doubts were to an extent resolved simply through awareness of this 

situation, accepting my position, gradually gaining greater understanding of the 

setting and becoming a partial insider, a point of clarity on this issue came for 

me when the principal of School A, which I had visited frequently, described me 

to aŶotheƌ Đolleague as ͚paƌt of the fuƌŶituƌe͛. Of Đouƌse, this ǁas aŶ 

exaggeration, nevertheless it did seem to show acceptance of my presence at 

some level and that I was being treated as more of an insider than I had 

previously imagined. It also suggested that at least some level of integration into 

the setting was possible and that I had gained sufficient insider status to be able 

to move beyond superficial understandings of the setting. (Adapted from field 

notes, February 2012) 

Indeed, as I spent more time in the setting over several years, I came to consider myself 

as a partial insider/partial outsider. This positioning resonates with Maykut and 

Morehouse (1994, p.123), ǁho suggest that the Ƌualitatiǀe ƌeseaƌĐheƌ͛s peƌspeĐtiǀe: 
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is to be acutely tuned-in to the experiences and meaning systems of others - to 

indwell - aŶd at the saŵe tiŵe to ďe aǁaƌe of hoǁ oŶe͛s oǁŶ ďiases aŶd 

preoccupations may be influencing what one is trying to understand.  

In my case, this involved getting close eŶough to aĐĐess diffeƌeŶt paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ ǀieǁs 

without getting too immersed to see what was happening or too close and risking the data 

becoming skewed because of, for example, over-familiarity with certain participants.  

Although this issue of insider versus outsider status was one that I feel I came to terms 

with during the study, it remained a struggle to achieve and maintain what felt like the 

right balanced position between the two.  

Questioning my classroom observation data  

A further realisation occurred in respect of starting the study as an outsider in the setting 

when it came to analysing observation data. Based on observations that took place 

during the first two visits to the setting, I came to realise several things about my 

approach to observation, which I believe stemmed from the fact that I was an outsider 

with limited prior knowledge of the setting, and also to some extent that I was a 

relatively inexperienced researcher.  

Firstly, my observations notes concentrated on what I thought of at the time of the 

observations as negative features of the classes. To highlight this, I discuss in some detail 

my notes from a single observation, [Obs. 1], which took place during the first visit, 

though I could have chosen any of the observations from this visit as they tended to note 

similarly negative points. I have numbered the points to facilitate the discussion that 

follows. 

Observation 1:  

Classroom: benches, a few pictures, girls one side and boys the other, a little 

squashed, students all stand any time a teacher/visitor/adult comes in, room 

acoustics not good, outside noise (1) 

Very old-fashioned looking textbook. (2) 

Very teacher-centred, i.e. teacher  class, class  teacher (3) 
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Teacher very controlling, students mainly silent, but they seem to be listening to 

the teacher. (4) 

No checking of understanding (except foƌ oŶe ͚do Ǉou uŶdeƌstaŶd?͛Ϳ ;ϱͿ 

The teacher nominates one student to orallǇ suŵŵaƌise ǁhat she͛s heaƌd - this 

seems a very difficult task, and the teacher has to strongly pressure, even bully, 

the student into doing it. This turns out to be the only opportunity for freer 

speaking during the class. (6)  

Looking at notebooks, the students write well, and some speak well too - when 

given the chance. (7) 

Some of these points are more obviously negative, for example the comments 

suggesting the students weƌe ͚a little sƋuashed͛, the ͚ƌooŵ aĐoustiĐs Ŷot good͛, a ͚ǀeƌǇ 

old-fashioŶed lookiŶg teǆtďook͛, aŶd ͚the teaĐher has to strongly pressure, even bully, 

the studeŶt͛. Foƌ otheƌ poiŶts, although it ŵaǇ Ŷot alǁaǇs ďe oďǀious to aŶotheƌ ƌeadeƌ 

from the words written, when I read back what I wrote, I can see my own negative 

thoughts: ͚giƌls oŶe side aŶd ďoǇs oŶ the otheƌs͛ iŵplǇiŶg this to ďe iŶ soŵe seŶse 

outdated; ͚ǀeƌǇ teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ aŶd ͚teaĐheƌ ǀeƌǇ ĐoŶtƌolliŶg, studeŶts ŵaiŶlǇ sileŶt͛ 

implying there is a particular way the teacher should be acting, that this should not be 

in a ͚ĐoŶtƌolliŶg͛ ǁaǇ and that students should generally be active and speaking during 

classes; aŶd ͚Ŷo ĐheĐkiŶg of uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg͛ suggestiŶg theƌe is a ĐeƌtaiŶ appƌoaĐh to 

teaching that this teacher should be but is not following.  

These broadly negative points reflect the fact that my view of ELT in Kerala was indeed 

quite negative at the outset of the study. However, while reviewing these observation 

notes, I began to see other interpretations of what I had written and possible alternative 

explanations for the apparent negative events. I also realised that my own professional 

biography, detailed in Section 3.5, was having a strong influence on what I was choosing 

to see and note down, and on how I was interpreting what I saw in the classroom. I now 

look more specifically at my observation notes (1) to (7) above and attempt to 

reinterpret what I wrote.  

Point (1) aďoǀe ŵeŶtioŶs the Đlassƌooŵ aŶd studeŶts ďeiŶg ͚ a little sƋuashed͛, the ͚ ƌooŵ 

aĐoustiĐs Ŷot good, outside Ŷoise͛, ďut this is all ƌelatiǀe. Theƌe ŵay be some truth in 
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these comments for particular outsider observers like myself, but for others this 

classroom situation might be the only situation they have known, or just a typical 

classroom, or perhaps relatively comfortable one. The outside noise, for instance, would 

be something to be coped with and quite possibly not even noticed as anything but 

normal. Indeed, in the nine observations, [Obs. 16] to [Obs. 24], carried out during the 

third visit after commencing the study, I rarely mention such environmental distractions, 

concentrating more on classroom methodology. 

Points (2) to (5), with the benefit of hindsight, reveal an expectation on my part that 

classes, in very different settings to my own, should be taught in ways that I was familiar 

with. These points further suggest that I viewed deviations from teaching in ways I was 

familiar with as evidence of deficiency. It should perhaps also be noted at this point that 

there may have been some level of the so-Đalled ͚oďseƌǀeƌ effeĐt͛ happeŶiŶg heƌe, ǁith 

students more reticent to speak than might usually be the case because of the presence 

of an observer, particularly one who was clearly an outsider. The focus of comments (3) 

and (4), teacher-centredness, is discussed further in Section 6.4. 

Point (6) ƌelates to the teaĐheƌ͛s ƌelatioŶship ǁith the studeŶts, ǁhich I suggest involves 

bullying a student at one point. However, this is again imposing the norms I am 

accustomed to in terms of the teacher-student relationship on a different setting. With 

hindsight, this is likely be related to my own professional biography, which has mainly 

involved teaching young adult learners, where my approach, while still teacher-student 

in the sense of it being a learning environment, has tended to involve building 

relationships with the learners and attempting to create a positive atmosphere in order 

to facilitate learning in a more negotiated sense. I also now realise that my view of what 

that ͚positiǀe atŵospheƌe͛ should look like - for example, smiling students, willing to 

participate in different activities, in a cosy well-equipped classroom, with first names 

used between teacher and students, is Đolouƌed ďǇ ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd. It 

is also a soŵeǁhat idealised ǀieǁ iŶ the seŶse that as I aŵ suƌe theƌe aƌe ŵaŶǇ ͚ WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ Đlassƌooŵs ǁheƌe the atŵospheƌe is faƌ fƌoŵ positiǀe iŶ this seŶse - with the 

students neither smiling nor willing to participate and so on.  
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The final point (7), whilst on the face of it a positive comment, contains an underlying 

element of surprise that, in spite of all the obstacles described above, some students 

write and speak ǁell, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ as it fiŶishes ǁith the ƌepƌoaĐhful Đaǀeat ͚ǁheŶ giǀeŶ 

the chance [to speak]͛, suggesting that students are rarely allowed to speak and should 

be given more opportunities.  

At the time, I was unconsciously displaying characteristics of what Holliday (2005, pp.19-

20Ϳ aŶd otheƌs haǀe desĐƌiďed as ͚the uŶpƌoďleŵatiĐ self͛, thiŶkiŶg of ŵǇself as, for 

example, ͚iŶdepeŶdeŶt͛, ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛, aŶd ͚iŶǀolǀed iŶ geŶuiŶe teaĐheƌ-student 

iŶteƌaĐtioŶ͛ while seeing the teachers in the classes I was observing as ͚the culturally 

pƌoďleŵatiĐ Otheƌ͛, thinking of these teachers as, for example, ͚uŶdeŵoĐƌatiĐ͛, with a 

͚Ŷeed to ďe tƌaiŶed͛, aŶd ǁith a pƌefeƌeŶĐe foƌ ͚fƌoŶtal teaĐhiŶg͛. 

However, although I did not recognise this at the time, I began to do so during the data 

analysis process. For example, reflecting on the phƌase ͚the teacher has to strongly 

pressure, even bully, the studeŶt iŶto doiŶg it͛ in point (6), I commented that ͚this may 

just be a different teacher-studeŶt dǇŶaŵiĐ thaŶ I͛ŵ used to͛, suggesting the beginnings 

of a new awareness of the possibility of other explanations and of less negative reasons 

behind particular actions. Similarly, for point (7), on reviewing the phƌase ͚the studeŶts 

write well, and some speak well too - when given the chance͛, I Ŷoted that ͚teaĐheƌs 

ŵust ďe doiŶg soŵethiŶg ƌight … oƌ is this iŶ spite of teaĐheƌ/ŵethod͛. Whilst this 

comment is not unquestioningly positive, it is at least opening up the possibility that 

͚soŵethiŶg ƌight͛ is happeŶiŶg, eǀeŶ if also hiŶting that this might be because of factors 

beyond the classroom setting.  

The point to make here is that a change had occurred in the way I, as a researcher and 

as an education professional, was seeing the situation. Through a combination of 

becoming a partial insider and being able to see that my perspective on the setting was 

ďeiŶg iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessioŶal ďaĐkgƌouŶd, I was seeing things in 

different ways. What I had initially seen and interpreted rather negatively, I was viewing 

in a different light, and realising the possibility of alternative interpretations. 
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Questioning my interview data  

Another part of my data I began to look at more critically at the analysis stage was my 

interview data. I was concerned that, because of my initial outsider status, I had not 

asked the right questions to interviewees, as the following incident describes: 

Asking the wrong questions? During an annual review, when referring to one 

aspect of my data, I expressed disappointment that I may not have asked the 

right questions to maximize the amount of data I had on one particular aspect of 

the study, the way teachers might be developing in a professional sense in more 

unstructured and informal ways. This lead to a discussion of the fact that as an 

outsider researcher, not permanently based in the setting being studied, it takes 

longer to understand the workings of a particular group of people to a level 

where the questions asked in interviews might generate sufficiently pertinent 

data, and therefore facilitate understanding of the complexity of the setting. 

(Adapted from field notes, May 2013) 

To elaborate, during the data analysis phase of the study, certain general themes came 

out of the data, such as a focus on teacher education, while more specific themes were 

less obvious. For example, one specific theme is this study concerns the ways in which 

teachers in the setting were adding to top-doǁŶ iŵposed ͚pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt͛ 

by using their own informal, mainly localised, networks to facilitate more independent 

learning. As this independent professional development was not as obviously visible as 

other forms of professional development, it took me until the later stages of data 

collection and analysis to realise that this was happening. This perhaps highlights a 

potential difficulty with being an outsider researcher and also of working in 

ethnographic mode but without having prolonged periods of engagement in the setting.  

 

Although there is data to support the arguments I make in terms of informal networks 

facilitating independent professional development, and a full discussion on this is 

provided in Section 8.3, perhaps these arguments could have been further elaborated 

had I realised more quickly that such networks existed.  
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This led me to reflect on why it had taken me so long to notice this independent 

professional development and whether someone with more insider knowledge would 

have noticed it more quickly. This in turn caused me to return to the issue, discussed in 

Section 2.1.2, of the period of time that should be spent in the setting during 

ethnographic studies.  As noted by a number of scholars (e.g. Holliday, 1997; Bax, 2006), 

ethnographic research does not necessarily mean spending extended periods in the 

research setting and an ethnographic approach can be taken even for relatively small 

studies. However, there may be an argument that, at least for relatively inexperienced 

researchers working in unfamiliar settings, spending extended periods in the setting is 

potentially advantageous as it may increase the possibility of unearthing less obvious 

themes. This is not to suggest that such extended periods will necessarily lead to a 

greater understanding of what is going on in the setting as clearly length of engagement 

does not necessarily lead to a higher quality of analysis. Nevertheless, particularly for 

those less accustomed to carrying out ethnographic studies, time may be needed to 

begin to see beyond any easy answers to questions the researcher has and, as in my 

case during this study, to better understand how their own prejudices may be affecting 

the data that is being collected.   

6.3.2. Multiple roles within the setting  

Different types of data can be forthcoming depending on the wider role the researcher 

is perceived as having within a setting.  

Another area of tension during the research process was the multiple roles attributed 

to me as I engaged with different institutions within the research setting. Whilst in the 

setting, I was combining data collection with work-related activities such as organising 

and running workshops for teachers, and attending and presenting at conferences, 

which meant I was perceived in different ways in different parts of the setting at 

different points in time. During the study, I was variously perceived as a researcher, 

lecturer, teacher trainer, teacher, doctoral student, visiting academic, presenter at a 

conference, ͚eǆpeƌt͛ oŶ laŶguage teaĐhiŶg pedagogǇ ǁho had Đoŵe aloŶg to eǆplaiŶ 

hoǁ thiŶgs should ďe doŶe, ͚eǆpeƌt͛ iŶ aŶ uŶspeĐified academic sense, friend (of 

whoever had brought me) and simply visitor from overseas. Further, the delineation 
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between these roles was never clear and there was often a tension between the role I 

perceived myself as having at a particular time and the role I was seen as having within 

the setting. 

As my data collection progressed, I became aware that how I was being perceived might 

be effecting the kinds of conversation that I was having and therefore the data I was 

collecting. For example, when I was seen in the role of a teacher trainer, the discussion 

within interviews would tend to centre around problems with the way teachers were 

trained or the formalised but ineffective in-service professional development in the 

setting. As I was most often seen in this role within the setting, this may perhaps explain 

why there is a relatively high volume of data, and a whole chapter (Chapter 8), dedicated 

to the topic of second language teacher education. 

As a consequence of having different roles within the setting, I realised the importance 

of clarifying my own position before starting each interview in terms of, at that moment, 

being a researcher, as several interviewees would have seen me a short time before in 

another role, such as facilitating a workshop or presenting at a conference. 

One role I had a particular problem with was being desĐƌiďed as aŶ ͚ eǆpeƌt͛ iŶ the settiŶg. 

As I noted: 

At [“Đhool A] todaǇ I ǁas iŶtƌoduĐed iŶ the teaĐheƌs͛ ƌooŵ as a ǀisitiŶg ͚eǆpeƌt͛ 

from the U.K. This made me feel uncomfortable and also seemed to make the 

teachers uncomfortable with me. [Field notes, August 2010] 

Although I had never considered ŵǇself as paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ ͚ eǆpeƌt͛ iŶ geŶeƌal, ŵǇ disĐoŵfoƌt 

was increased in the research setting because, whilst I may know something about 

teacher education or language teaching pedagogy in my own setting, I knew relatively 

little about it in the research setting. Indeed, I was already firmly of the view that it was 

those working in and with detailed knowledge about the setting who were the experts 

in the setting.  

This ŵisplaĐed ǀieǁ, positioŶiŶg ŵe as aŶ ͚eǆpeƌt͛, to haǀe an impact on my data 

collection as I felt, for example, that I had not got the kind of in-depth answers I was 



191 
 

hoping for from the open-ended questionnaires I was giving to teachers working in 

schools, particularly those working at primary level. Further, some teachers appeared 

reluctant to complete the questionnaire as, I believe, they did not want to show any lack 

of laŶguage pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ oƌ pedagogiĐ kŶoǁledge iŶ fƌoŶt of a ǀisitiŶg ͚eǆpeƌt͛. 

As I noted, concerning the teachers working in schools that I was meeting: 

I ĐaŶ͛t seeŵ to get past theiƌ ǀieǁ of ŵe as aŶ ͚eǆpeƌt͛ aŶd that I haǀe eitheƌ 

come to help them or to check what the know. I feel a kind of teacher-student 

relationship with them, perhaps not helped by the fact that I am older than most 

of them. They seem to feel the same, at least when I try to engage them in 

discussion about teaching, either individually after observing their classes or as 

a gƌoup, I doŶ͛t feel I͛ŵ gettiŶg ďeǇoŶd supeƌfiĐial ƌespoŶses. [Field Ŷotes, 

August 2010] 

By contrast, I did believe that I was getting what I considered as more perceptive 

responses from those in more senior or more academic positions, such as school 

principals, teacher trainers, leĐtuƌeƌs aŶd ͚Đollege teaĐheƌs͛ ;those teaching English to 

undergraduate students), noting that: 

I͛ŵ ďegiŶning to realise that I͛ŵ gettiŶg ŵoƌe in-depth responses from higher-

level ELT professionals and am less likely to get useful information from school 

teachers, particularly primary school teachers. [Field notes, August 2010] 

These ͚higheƌ-leǀel ELT pƌofessioŶals͛ perhaps saw me in some sense as a fellow 

academic with whom they were more than happy to discuss what they saw as the key 

issues in the setting, and indeed to educate me on them.  

Because of this, I tended to interview these types of people, though, with hindsight, I 

Đould peƌhaps haǀe fouŶd a ǁaǇ to aĐĐess the ǀieǁs of those ǁoƌkiŶg ŵoƌe ͚at the chalk 

face͛ in primary and secondary schools.  

I was also conscious of the risk of favouring informants who said things that I agreed 

with. As I noted after meeting [17] for the first time:   
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Met a sessional lecturer, who͛s recently completed a PhD on pair/group work. 

She had some very interesting thoughts on ELT methodology here [in Kerala]. 

Perhaps the most enlightened/enlighteŶiŶg peƌsoŶ I͛ǀe ŵet oŶ this ǀisit. Could 

be a key informant. [Field notes, January 2012] 

‘eadiŶg this ďaĐk lateƌ, I ƌealised that I ŵaǇ ďe eƋuatiŶg ͚eŶlighteŶed͛ ǁith ďƌoadlǇ 

sharing opinions and views that I had, aŶd ǁith those ǁho ǁeƌe usiŶg the ͚deǀelopŵeŶt 

disĐouƌse͛ ƌefeƌƌed to iŶ Chapteƌ ϭ aŶd disĐussed iŶ ŵoƌe depth iŶ “eĐtioŶ 7.2. 

On a professional level, I began to question the extent to which ŵǇ supposed ͚eǆpeƌt͛ 

knowledge could be transferred from one setting to another. As the study progressed, 

and as I spent more time in the setting, often facilitating workshops as part of the visits 

I was making to the setting, I began to make connections between what I was finding 

through the research and my own experiences as a teacher and teacher trainer, as the 

following incident, taken from my field notes, exemplifies:  

Questioning the project: I͛ŵ Ŷot suƌe what we can really achieve by coming over 

for a week or two here and there, quite apart from the question of whether we͛ƌe 

appropriate people to be developing teachers here, without the in-depth 

familiarity with and experience of working here. Our work needs to focus on 

what value we can add, sharing and comparing rather than importing and 

prescribing ideas and methods. [Field notes, August 2010] 

This kind of questioning of my professional role seems to go hand-in-hand with the way 

in which I was developing my understanding of the setting through this study. In 

particular, observing classes and beginning to interpret these observations in different 

ways influenced how I saw my professional role, as the following incident illustrates:  

Questioning my own approach/methodology: My workshop ͚MakiŶg 

Coursebooks CoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ seemed to go down well with two of the three 

groups, but not so well with group of the primary teachers. This seemed to be 

largely due to the fact that they had a lower level of English and so the session 

was perhaps too demanding for many of them in terms of language proficiency. 
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In any case, I again find myself questioning the value of this kind of one-off or 

oĐĐasioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt ǁheŶ ǁe as ͚tƌaiŶeƌs͛ haǀe little/Ŷo eǆperience in this 

setting, be it in teaching large classes or, in the case of primary teachers, of 

teaching that age group. Our strategy seems to be to offer general ideas based 

on a notion of communicative teaching, but perhaps we should place more 

emphasis on adapting the ideas to local conditions. [Field notes, August 2010] 

The first point I was making above expresses doubt as to whether the ideas I was 

suggesting, based around ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching, would be possible, particularly at 

pƌiŵaƌǇ leǀel, due to the geŶeƌallǇ loǁ leǀel of the teaĐheƌs͛ EŶglish, aŶ issue also ƌaised 

by Graddol (2010). Graddol also notes that they are unfamiliar with more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches to teaching English (ibid., p.112). The second point made 

above suggests that, as outside ͚eǆpeƌts͛, ǁe should pay more attention to the local 

setting, and adapt outside ideas to local conditions, and more specifically perhaps 

encourage movement towards a localised version of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching. 

Reflecting on this further since writing the above field notes, I would now be advocating 

a local approach to teaching as a starting point, without the ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ eleŵeŶt 

necessarily being there at all. 

6.4. Appreciating complexity 

As has been suggested throughout this chapter, as the study progressed I began to 

ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstaŶd the iŶflueŶĐe of ďoth ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd aŶd ŵǇ paƌtial 

insider/ partial outsider positioning within the setting on the way I was interpreting 

different events in and different perspectives on the setting. Because of this, I began to 

think in less simplistic ways about a number of different issues relevant to the setting. 

This helped me to uncover the independent and unrecognised professionalism that 

exists within the setting.  

 

Section 6.4.1 explores further my growing understanding of the complexity of the 

setting over the course of the study. Section 6.4.2 then goes on to discuss how I initially 

tended to get caught up in binary opposites in trying to understand ELT in the setting. 

For example, I was initially considering the classes I observed as either ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ 
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or ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛, whereas as the study progressed I was more conscious and 

accepting of the complexities of what was happening in a particular class. 

 

6.4.1. Understanding complexity in the setting 

It is easy to jump to quick and simplistic conclusions with an unfamiliar research setting. 

As my understanding of the setting grew, I began to understand the setting in more 

complex ways.  

Based on observations during the first two visits to the setting, and discussions held with 

teachers and teacher trainers at the observation sites, I noted the following points with 

regard to professional development of teachers in the setting:  

͚PƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt - issues to explore:  

1. Reducing the focus on the teacher, maybe via group work and project work. 

2. Encouraging teachers to focus on studeŶts͛ Ŷeeds aŶd studeŶt eŶgageŵeŶt 

rather than uncritically following the textbook. 

3. Encouraging appropriate use of L1.͛                             

[Field notes, July 2009] 

 

However, from reviewing these field notes during data analysis, I would add several 

further comments to the three points above.  

 

Reflecting on point 1 above, I would question how familiar and comfortable either the 

teachers or the students would be with working in groups, as for example it may not 

happen in other classes and it may not be seen as the best way to prepare for the exam-

based grammar-based assessments that the students need to pass. Further, I am 

apparently advocating a ŵoƌe ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach via group 

work and project work, without giving consideration to other factors that may be 

important, or the fact that any such change in approach, even if considered appropriate, 

would need to be implemented in a structured way, with all elements of the change, 

such as the need for appropriate textbooks, for the assessment process to reflect the 

teaching approach, for ongoing support for existing teachers rather than one-off training 
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and for appropriate pre-service teacher education. I would also now question whether 

recommending a more ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach is an 

appropriate starting point in any case, and would suggest a more localised perspective, 

as discussed in Section 7.4. 

 

Further, I would now question my own overly-simplistic ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ led 

understanding that group work and project work are necessary features for a so-called 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ classroom. As Holliday (2005, p.144, italics in original) argues, the 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching, prioritising oral skills and 

group work: 

 

is simply one application of communicative principles and is appropriate only for 

specific English-speaking Western TESOL contexts … [and therefore] the primacy 

of pƌaĐtisiŶg oƌal skills aŶd gƌoup ǁoƌk … does not have to feature in other 

communicative methodologies.  

 

He goes on to give an example (ibid., p.154, italics in original) of: 

 

a successful application of communicative principles without taking the form of 

͚staŶdaƌd͛ EŶglish-speaking Western TESOL methodology, … theƌe ǁas Ŷo gƌoup 

ǁoƌk, aŶd … Đlassƌooŵ talk ǁas iŶĐideŶtal to the ƌeƋuiƌeŵents of language 

research. 

 

Reflecting on point 2 in the above field notes, I would now add that the expectations of 

teachers and students, as well as the expectations of school managers and parents, in 

the setting, may in fact be that the textbook should be followed. Similarly, reflecting on 

point 3 in the field notes, I realise that I am implying that there are fixed rules for when 

L1 should be used in classes and that I was basing this on my own experiences of 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. I Ŷoǁ ƌealise that the expectations of teachers and students in the 

setting are far more relevant here than my own expectations, and that the expectations 

of those working and studying in the setting should be the starting point for any 

discussion of use of L1 in English classes.  
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There does appear in these comments to be a growing realisation that it is difficult to 

talk in black and white terms about issues surrounding ELT methodology and 

professional development, and that complexity, both within ELT classrooms and in 

terms of the professional development process, is something that needs to be accepted 

and worked with.   

6.4.2. Looking beyond reductive interpretations 

Over time I began to acknowledge the possibility of more complex interpretations of 

particular situations, foƌ eǆaŵple ƌatheƌ thaŶ ƌushiŶg to laďel Đlasses as ͚ teaĐheƌ-centred 

oƌ ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛, trying instead to understand why the classes might appear this 

way.   

 

The role of the teacher was one area that came to the fore in observation data, in 

particular the apparent high level of teacher control in classes and my interpretation of 

classes, particularly in earlier observations, as teacher-centred. For example, as 

mentioned earlier, in Section 6.3.1, in [Obs. 1] I noted: 

 

Very teacher-centred, i.e. teacher  class, class  teacher. 

Teacher very controlling, students mainly silent. 

 

In [Obs. 7] also, I noted the teacher kept quite firm control of the class, as can be seen 

through the following observation notes, taken over a 25-minute period: 

 

The teacher stands at the front. She saǇs ͚ǁhat is ďaŶk?͛ The students answer in 

uŶisoŶ aloŶg the liŶes of ͚a plaĐe ǁheƌe people keep theiƌ ŵoŶeǇ͛. The teacher 

asks for words connected with bank. 5 or 6 students offer suggestions, such as 

deposit, interest, savings, they all stand up when answering. She then uses the 

͚uŶfiŶished seŶteŶĐe stǇle͛, saǇiŶg foƌ eǆaŵple iŶ a loud ǀoiĐe ͚ ǁe put ouƌ ŵoŶeǇ 

iŶ a …͛ aŶd the studeŶts Đoŵplete the seŶteŶĐe. She recaps all the words covered 

at the eŶd of this paƌt. … The teacher is still [after 15 minutes] at the front 

leading/controlling everything. The students are told to stand up and try to 
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ƌeĐolleĐt foƌ theŵselǀes the ǁoƌds theǇ͛ǀe Đoǀeƌed iŶ the Đlass so faƌ ďǇ 

muttering them to themselves. The teacher tells them that if they can recall 

͚fullǇ͛ the ǁoƌds Đoǀeƌed theǇ ĐaŶ sit doǁŶ. The students seem very compliant. 

The teacher gets individual students to recap the words for the class. She asks if 

theƌe aƌe aŶǇ douďts aŶd eǆplaiŶs the ǁoƌd ͚iŶteƌest͛ agaiŶ. A ǀeƌǇ teaĐheƌ-

centred class. 

 

As can be seen from this description, the teacher is leading and directing every part of 

the Đlass aŶd, as foƌ [Oďs. ϭ], I iŶteƌpƌeted the Đlass as ͚ ǀeƌǇ teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛, at no point 

during the observation considering that the students were doing anything that was not 

tightly controlled by the teacher. Indeed, reading back the description, I can understand 

this interpretation as almost every sentence starts with what the teacher did, rather 

than what the students did, and there seems to be little opportunity for students to 

make their own choices or work out things themselves in their own time.  

 

This typifies how I was initially tending to judge classes in this manner, in terms of there 

being too much teacher control and teacher-centredness, and too little student 

engagement and participation, looking to label classes either ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ and 

ǀieǁiŶg ͚teaĐheƌ-centredness͛ as ͚defiĐieŶt͛ ďased oŶ ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ led 

understanding of ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌedŶess͛. Indeed, the majority of the classes I observed 

in the earlier part of the study came across as ͚teacher-centred͛, and therefore in my 

view at the time ͚defiĐieŶt͛, though I now appreciate that this was only relative to my 

expectations based on my own past experiences.  

 

However, my thinking on this changed over the course of the study. I moved away from 

seeing approaches I was less accustomed to as necessarily deficient and began to 

consider the different influences on what was happening in the classroom time, such as 

the new textbooks that were being used at that time. This can be seen from the 

discussion following the observation notes below:  

 

The Đlass staƌts ǁith the teaĐheƌ askiŶg studeŶts to ƌeǀieǁ a ƌeadiŶg teǆt theǇ͛d 

read for homework. She then asks the class to say what it was aďout, ;the ͚ pƌofile͛ 
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of an Indian astronaut), then elicits the information that should be given in a 

͚pƌofile͛ of soŵeoŶe aŶd ǁƌites it oŶ the ďlaĐkďoaƌd. “tudeŶts aƌe desigŶated as 

͚astƌoŶauts͛ oƌ ͚iŶteƌǀieǁeƌs͛ aŶd aƌe giǀeŶ ϳ-8 minutes to prepare themselves 

foƌ ͚ŵoĐk iŶteƌǀieǁs͛ ďased oŶ the headiŶgs oŶ the ďoaƌd. TheǇ seeŵ to ƌegƌoup 

themselves to do this, and are clearly familiar with this type of activity. The 

studeŶts theŶ ĐaƌƌǇ out the ͚ŵoĐk iŶteƌǀieǁs͛ iŶ paiƌs ǁith oŶe studeŶt as the 

astronaut and the other as the interviewer. After approximately 5 minutes, the 

teacher brings the activity to a close by asking 3 pairs (one after another) to come 

to the front of the class to perform the interview. [Obs. 13] 

 

͚The studeŶts pƌepaƌe a posteƌ-style advert in groups. The group work (making 

the posteƌͿ is all iŶ Lϭ.͛ [Obs. 15] 

 

Following these observations, I noted: 

 

͚I͛ŵ Ŷot suƌe if I saǁ ŵoƌe studeŶt-centred teaching today, or if it was just 

teachers following the textbook, which just happens to more closely resemble 

what I consider as more student-centred teaĐhiŶg.͛ [Field notes, July 2009] 

 

These textbooks were in turn based around what were being packaged as new 

appƌoaĐhes, suĐh as the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛ that the Ŷeǆt Ƌuote fƌoŵ oďseƌǀatioŶ Ŷotes 

refers to: 

 

The teacher tells the students that theǇ͛ƌe goiŶg to ǁƌite a diary entry for the 

main character in the story they read yesterday. She elicits how they might begin 

the diary and introduces words they might want to use. The students start 

writing diaries. The teacher comes over to chat with me and tells me this is an 

eǆaŵple of the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛ of teaĐhiŶg that they now use. The students get 

on quietly, asking for help where necessary from their classmates in L1. The 

teacher speaks mostly in English with a very small amount of L1, mainly for 

tƌaŶslatiŶg ǀoĐaďulaƌǇ … Four studeŶts ƌead the diaƌies theǇ͛ǀe ǁƌitten to the 



199 
 

Đlass. … This Đlass feels ŵoƌe student-centred aŶd ͚communicative͛ than most 

classes I͛ǀe ǁatĐhed. [Oďs. ϭϯ] 

 

In this class, the students are guided towards working on diary entries and were then 

left to get on with constructing them, getting help from the teacher or their peers if and 

when they needed it. For these reasons, I interpreted the class at the time as being more 

͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ aŶd ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ thaŶ otheƌs I had seeŶ.  

 

However, I would question whether this was a deliberate attempt to prioritise ͚student-

centred͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaĐhiŶg oƌ whether, as with the previous examples, the 

teacher was simply following the textbook. 

 

There is a kind of textbook-imposed ͚student-centredness͛ happening in the sense that 

the textbook is encouraging students to be active and work in groups and the teacher 

to ͚facilitate͛ and monitor. 

 

The above comments illustrate how my own position moved from a more polar 

opposites way of thinking, labelling a class as either ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ or ͚studeŶt-

ĐeŶtƌed͛, towards a less reductive perspective on what I was seeing, trying to be more 

cautious about quickly or simplistically labelling classes in this way. 

 

More broadly, they illustrate how I was appreciating the complexity of the teaching 

situatioŶ that I ǁas oďseƌǀiŶg, ŵoǀiŶg fƌoŵ a ďiŶaƌǇ ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌedŶess as defiĐieŶĐǇ͛ 

ǀeƌsus ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌedŶess as the goal͛ ǁaǇ of seeiŶg the Đlasses to ĐoŶsideƌiŶg ǁhat I 

ŵeaŶt ďǇ ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ aŶd ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ as ǁell as the many other factors that 

might be affecting the degree of ͚teacher-centredness͛ or ͚student-centredness͛ in 

classes, such as the assessment systems, the expectations of the different stakeholders 

involved including school management and parents, and the textbooks being used.   

Summary 

This chapter has discussed ways in which my perspectives as an education professional 

and as a researcher changed and developed over the course of the study, focusing in 
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particular on the autoethnographic distant eyes perspective of the study outlined in 

Chapter 3. It has provided details and examples of how I came to realise that my own 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd was influencing the study, how my understanding of the 

learning environment and of ELT classroom methodology in the setting developed 

during the study, and how my own positioning changed during the study, both in the 

sense of starting as an outsider and gradually becoming a partial insider and in the sense 

that I had different roles in the setting at different times which affected how I was seen 

by participants in the study and also the data I was able to collect. It then considered 

how over time I came to appreciate the complexity of the setting rather than accepting 

the most simplistic or obvious ways of interpreting what was happening.  

 

These considerations, taken together, allowed me to better understand how my 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd ǁas ĐausiŶg ŵe to iŶteƌpƌet the settiŶg iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ǁaǇs, 

ofteŶ ŶegatiǀelǇ iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ to ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, aŶd, with this understanding, to look 

for alternative ways to interpret the data I was collecting. As a result, I began to uncover 

the independent and unrecognised professionalism happening within the setting. For 

example, I was able to see that some ELT methodological practices used in setting, which 

aƌe ofteŶ ĐoŶsideƌed ďǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ as outdated, ŵaǇ, ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ to ŵǇ iŶitial ǀieǁs, 

be appropriate for the setting. I was also able to identify informal professional 

development happening within the setting that I had not initially been able to see. 

 

The next chapter focuses on local perspectives on ELT methodology in the setting in the 

light of the issues discussed in this chapter.  
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7. Local Perspectives through Distant Eyes: ELT Methodology 

This chapter discusses findings related to local perspectives on ELT methodology, as seen 

from my distant eyes perspective. 

More specifically, as a result of looking at ELT methodology in the setting in the light of 

an autoethnography of my own professionalism, discussed in the previous chapter, I 

have been able to uncover independent and unrecognised professionalism in the 

settiŶg. IŶ teƌŵs of ELT ŵethodologǇ, ͚iŶdepeŶdeŶt͛ ƌefeƌs, foƌ eǆaŵple, to teaĐheƌs 

using approaches and techniques that they feel are appropriate in the setting, even 

though they may not be the officially prescribed ones, and also to teachers going beyond 

the officially prescribed approach. It is ͚uŶƌeĐogŶised͛ as pƌofessioŶalisŵ ďǇ loĐal ELT 

professionals in the sense that the efficacy of methods and approaches traditionally 

used in the setting is not considered or appreciated because of a ďelief iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes.  

During data analysis, I came to realise that in many of my own classroom observation 

notes, particularly in the earlier observations, I seeŵed to ďe tƌǇiŶg to suppoƌt a ͚defiĐit 

ŵodel͛ ǀieǁ of ǁhat was happening in the setting, comparing it negatively to an 

idealised view of what I perceived to be happening iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs that I 

was more familiar with. Further, I was tending to interpret views expressed by 

participants in open-ended questionnaires and interviews as evidence of a deficit in the 

settiŶg iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settings. This led to a shift from seeing my 

observation notes aŶd paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ stateŵeŶts as validation of a deficit view of the 

setting to appreciating how participants were choosing to construct their situation and 

to express their concerns and preoccupations within the setting. This in turn led me to 

re-evaluate many of my own initial interpretations of the data and to identify previous 

hidden aspects of the setting. 

In terms of the structure of this chapter, Section 7.1 relates to how participants describe 

methods and approaches in the setting, and Section 7.2 discusses the way in which 

participants consider certain locally-established approaches and techniques as 

͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ďut see iŵpoƌted ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ appƌoaĐhes as ͚ ŵodeƌŶ͛. Section 7.3 then 
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discusses the applicability of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes in the setting and Section 7.4 

brings out features of a more localised approach that exemplify the independent and 

unrecognised professionalism that exists in the setting in terms of methodological 

knowledge and understanding. Finally, Section 7.5 explores the implementation of 

change aŶd the ͚poĐkets of pƌogƌess͛ happeŶiŶg ǁithiŶ the settiŶg.  

I should again point out that I am aware that the open-ended questionnaire and 

interview data given in this chapter does not describe the situation in the setting, but 

how participants were perceiving and constructing it. 

7.1. Describing methods and approaches 

There is not a shared understanding of the teƌŵ ͚ŵethod͛ iŶ the settiŶg. Despite this, 

teaĐheƌs attaĐh iŵpoƌtaŶĐe to the ĐoŶĐept of ͚ŵethod͛, aŶd the idea of following a 

͚ŵethod͛ pƌoǀides reassurance for them that there are established principles and ideas 

underpinning their teaching. Further, there seems to be only a limited awareness of the 

pƌoďleŵatiĐ Ŷatuƌe of iŵpoƌtiŶg appƌoaĐhes fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛.  

As well as discussing these findings, the broader purpose of this section is to begin to 

ďuild up a piĐtuƌe of the ǁaǇ ͚ŵethod͛ aŶd ƌelated teƌŵs aƌe uŶdeƌstood iŶ the settiŶg, 

and of ELT methodology more generally within the setting, and so help to provide a 

context against which the independent and unrecognised professionalism, discussed 

later in this chapter, can be seen.  

7.1.1. The term Ǯmethodǯ 

͚Method͛ teŶds to ďe uŶdeƌstood iŶ eitheƌ a theoƌǇ-led ͚fiǆed set of ideas͛ seŶse oƌ a 

practice-led pragmatic sense in terms of suggesting ways to solve classroom problems. 

Considering both interview and open-ended questionnaire data, responses to the 

question of what respondents understood by the term ͚method͛ fell into two broad 

areas, those describing ͚method͛ iŶ a ŵoƌe ͚fiǆed set of ideas͛ seŶse, akin to the theory-

led definition of ͚method͛ offered by Bell (2003), discussed in Section 4.1.1, and those 

describing it iŶ teƌŵs of the iŶdiǀidual teaĐheƌ͛s appƌoaĐh to teaĐhiŶg aŶd soŵethiŶg 
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which the teacher has some agency over, akin to the practice-led definition of ͚method͛ 

offered by Bell (2003), also discussed in Section 4.1.1. 

ǮMethodǯ in a Ǯfixed set of ideasǯ theory-led sense 

UŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg the teƌŵ ͚ ŵethod͛ iŶ the ͚fixed set of ideas͛ theory-led sense is illustrated 

by [Q7] ǁho stated that ͚teaĐhiŶg ŵethod ƌefeƌs to the ǁaǇ EŶglish is taught, foƌ 

eǆaŵple ǁhetheƌ it is thƌough iŶteƌaĐtiǀe ŵethod, leĐtuƌe ŵethod etĐ.͛, aŶd siŵilaƌlǇ ďǇ 

[Q16] ǁho suggested that ͚teaĐhiŶg ŵethod, as I uŶdeƌstaŶd, is the various ways by 

which English can be taught. For example, the translation method, the direct method 

etĐ.͛ 

A ǁide ƌaŶge of ͚ŵethods͛ ǁeƌe highlighted iŶ responses to the question of what was 

understood by the term, several of which I had not previously considered as ͚methods͛. 

For example, in addition to discussion of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches, there was 

ŵeŶtioŶ of the ͚iŶteƌaĐtiǀe ŵethod͛ [ϰ, Qϳ], ͚leĐtuƌe ŵethod͛ [Q5, Q7, Q9, Q10, Q16] 

͚disĐussioŶ ŵethod͛ [ϭϰ, Q9, QϮϮ], ͚stƌuĐtuƌal ŵethod͛ [ϰ, ϭϭ], ͚tƌaŶslatioŶ ŵethod͛ [ϳ, 

11, 12, 15, 19, 20, 21, Q3, Q5, Q16, QϮϵ], ͚diƌeĐt ŵethod͛ [ϰ, Q16, Q24, QϯϬ], ͚aĐtiǀitǇ 

ŵethod͛ [ϲ, Qϭϴ], ͚Ŷaƌƌatiǀe ŵethod͛ [QϮϯ], ͚theŵatiĐ appƌoaĐh͛ [Qϭϴ], aŶd ͚ďiliŶgual 

ŵethod͛ [ϰ, ϱ, Q20, Q25]. What all of these haǀe iŶ ĐoŵŵoŶ is the faĐt that ͚ŵethod͛ is 

being seen in the ͚fixed set of ideas͛ sense. 

This is not to say, however, that each participant had the same fixed set of ideas about 

eaĐh paƌtiĐulaƌ ͚ŵethod͛. For example, it appeared that respondents were generally 

ƌefeƌƌiŶg to diffeƌeŶt thiŶgs ǁheŶ theǇ ƌefeƌƌed to the ͚;gƌaŵŵaƌͿ tƌaŶslatioŶ ŵethod͛ 

aŶd ͚the ďiliŶgual ŵethod͛, ǁith ͚gƌaŵŵaƌ tƌaŶslatioŶ ŵethod͛ geŶeƌallǇ used iŶ a 

narrow sense to refer to sentences translated from one language to aŶotheƌ, aŶd ͚the 

ďiliŶgual ŵethod͛ used iŶ a ďƌoadeƌ seŶse to ƌefeƌ to ŵakiŶg use of ďoth the taƌget 

language and the native language in the classroom, such as via code-switching. 

However, this distinction was not consistently applied, as the comment from [19] 

suggests: 

When we talk about the bilingual method, we would mean using L1 along with 

L2 for language learning. Translation method would be similar, but less creative, 
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where the teacher translates most of the L2 content to L1 to ease classroom 

ŵaŶageŵeŶt … ďut soŵe people use ďiliŶgual ŵethod as a kiŶd of ĐatĐhall teƌŵ 

for any teaching where L1 is used to teach L2. 

Thus, the distiŶĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ the tǁo ͚ŵethods͛ has become to some extent blurred.  

There is also a desiƌe to siŵplifǇ ͚ŵethods͛ iŶto ĐoŶĐƌete aŶd easilǇ uŶdeƌstaŶdaďle 

uŶits, ǁith Ŷeat laďels suĐh as ͚the iŶteƌaĐtiǀe ŵethod͛, ͚the disĐussioŶ ŵethod͛ aŶd so 

oŶ. It ŵaǇ ďe that these laďels pƌoǀide ƌeassuƌaŶĐe that theƌe is soŵe ͚ŵethod͛, aŶd 

therefore some kind of validation, behind what happens in the classroom. 

ǮMethodǯ in a practice-led sense 

Understanding the teƌŵ ͚method͛ in a practice-led sense, in terms of the individual 

teaĐheƌ͛s appƌoaĐh, can be exemplified by [Q3] who wrote: 

it is the method which a teacher adopts in teaching English and it varies in 

different contexts based on the age group of the students and the material which 

they have to teach,  

and [Q30] ǁho ǁƌote siŵplǇ that ͚it ŵeaŶs teaĐhiŶg EŶglish aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the situatioŶ͛, 

while [4] combines a ͚fiǆed set of ideas͛ ǀieǁ of ͚method͛, ǁith a Ŷeed to adapt this to 

particular teaching situations, as she explained:  

 When I was doing my B.Ed., I did my practice at a government school in the city 

and it was a ďoǇs͛ school and all the boys were of eighth standard and they, how 

to saǇ … theǇ ǁeƌe Ŷot that ďƌilliaŶt studeŶts at all, so theǇ ǁaŶted ďiliŶgual 

method, they cannot follow the direct method of teaching English. Also, how can 

we make them into a communicative group for those students who cannot 

follow English? So what I did was, I taught in the bilingual method and I also gave 

them group work. 

Here, she demonstrates a pragmatic attitude in choosing a ͚method͛ to suit her teaching 

situation, reflecting Bell͛s ;ϮϬϬϳ, p.ϭϯϱͿ fiŶding that: 
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teacher interest in methods is determined by how far methods provide options 

iŶ dealiŶg ǁith paƌtiĐulaƌ teaĐhiŶg ĐoŶteǆts … teaĐheƌ attitude toǁaƌds ŵethods 

is highly pragmatic.  

7.1.2. The myth and simplification of Ǯmethodǯ  

There is to ďe aŶ affeĐtioŶ foƌ the teƌŵ ͚ŵethod͛ aŶd a peƌĐeiǀed Ŷeed foƌ theƌe to ďe a 

͚ŵethod͛ to pƌoǀide the ƌeƋuiƌed guidaŶĐe, though iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe teaĐhiŶg appears to be 

eĐleĐtiĐ ƌatheƌ thaŶ to folloǁ a paƌtiĐulaƌ ͚ŵethod͛.  

As suggested above, there are varied interpretations of the term ͚ŵethod͛, ǁhiĐh makes 

it difficult to define precisely. Perhaps at least in part because of this, there seems to be 

a level of myth surrounding the efficacy of following a ͚ŵethod͛, ǁhiĐh continues to 

thrive, despite proŶouŶĐeŵeŶts of the ͚death of ŵethods͛ ;BƌoǁŶ, ϮϬϬϮ) and the like. 

The sense that a ͚method͛ is necessary for the classroom teaching process to function 

effectively and the apparent reliance among teachers on feeling that they are following 

a ͚method͛ is illustrated by the number of ͚methods͛ supposedly being employed, as 

detailed above. Indeed, neither for those understanding ͚method͛ in a more theory-led 

sense nor for those understanding it in a more practice-led sense was there any evidence 

that teachers were anti-͚method͛ or that they were seeing the limitations of ͚method͛ 

as a concept. In fact, rather than, as Kumaravadivelu (2006b) suggests, there being a 

growing awareness among teachers of the limitations of particular ͚methods͛, teachers 

are using the term ͚method͛ in their own ways to suit their own purposes.  

There is also a suggestion that less proficient teachers tend to opt for more so-called 

traditional approaches. For example, [15] believed that: 

In a sense what is convenient is using the translation method, so when the 

teachers themselves are not very adept at using the language, they want to see 

that their students pass the assessment, so what they do is easy … just go iŶ foƌ 

the translation, and this is still … most of the teachers are seen to use it, 

especially in the government schools. 
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Making a similar point, but in a more disparaging manner, [11] noted that ͚some of the 

teaĐheƌs aƌe Đlueless, theǇ͛ǀe ďeeŶ teaĐhiŶg the old stƌuĐtuƌal ŵethod oƌ the tƌaŶslatioŶ 

method still goes on over here͛. It is also worth noting here that [15] and [11] are 

iŵpliĐitlǇ assuŵiŶg that theƌe is little use oƌ ďeŶefit iŶ ĐoŶtiŶuiŶg to use ͚old͛ ŵethods 

such as these. 

However, the overriding point here is the sense that practicing teachers believe that 

they are using some kind of ͚method͛, though what exactly is meant by the term 

͚method͛ will vary from teacher to teacher. Interestingly, it is generally unnamed others 

who are seen as usiŶg ŵoƌe ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ aŶd appaƌeŶtlǇ less fashioŶaďle ŵethods. The 

idea of ͚traditional͛ versus ͚modern͛ methods is discussed in Section 7.2 below. 

Along similar lines, the idea that there is a current, modern and somehow correct 

͚approach͛ that should be used in the classroom was being promoted at the teacher 

training college I visited, as I noted in my field notes during one visit:  

Chatting to these trainees, it͛s Đleaƌ that theǇ feel they were being taught to 

teach in a student-centred way, following an activity-based approach. To me, it 

seems to be a question of perception and understanding of the terms, and also 

possibly a little brainwashing, i.e. there seems to be constant reinforcement of 

the idea that the syllabus is student-centred and is activity-based and that this is 

the best way, seemingly leading to unquestioning acceptance that this must be 

true. IŶdeed, if tƌaiŶees aƌe told this, ǁhǇ ǁouldŶ͛t theǇ assuŵe it͛s true? [Field 

notes, July 2009] 

The above findings and discussion can be linked to the idea of a ͚development 

discourse͛, the idea that the ĐuƌƌeŶt ǁaǇ is the ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ ǁaǇ aŶd the ďest ǁaǇ, and 

oldeƌ ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ǁaǇs Ŷeeds to ďe ƌeplaĐed. I return to this in Section 7.2 below. 

However, in spite of many participants believing that teachers are following particular 

͚fiǆed set of ideas͛ tǇpe ŵethods, this may be more presumption than classroom reality. 

Indeed, there is a contrast between what teachers say about ͚method͛, where they tend 

to state quite precisely which ͚method͛ they or others are following, and what is 
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observed in the classroom, which is rather more fuzzy and varied. For example, during 

visits 1 and 2 to the setting, I was told on several occasions by teachers than they were 

folloǁiŶg the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛ oƌ doiŶg ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased͛ teaĐhiŶg aŶd so ǁas lookiŶg out 

for this, and hoping to understand what exactly it meant, beyond students being 

involved in activities. However, observing classes during these visits I noted:   

Teacher reads story aloud. No task given. Students seem to be listening and 

ƌeadiŶg. No eǀideŶĐe of the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛. [Obs. 12] 

Teacher reads part of a text and asks comprehension questions. Teacher reads 

some more and asks more questions. I ĐaŶ͛t see aŶǇ ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased͛ ŵethod 

here. [Obs. 15] 

Moreover, even when there was soŵethiŶg that ŵight ƌeseŵďle ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased͛ 

teaching, it was often unclear to me exactly what this meant, as the following 

observation notes suggest: 

The students are keen to participate, but opportunities seem limited to the 

teaĐheƌ iŶteƌaĐtiŶg ǁith the studeŶts, i.e. theƌe͛s Ŷo paiƌ ǁoƌk. Students suggest 

ideas for a notice about a science fair. Is this an example what they͛ƌe calling the 

͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛? [Oďs. ϲ] 

Students read their letters aloud … Teacher then tells ŵe the sǇllaďus is ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-

ďased͛, though fƌoŵ her desĐƌiptioŶ, ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased͛ seeŵs pƌiŵaƌilǇ to ŵeaŶ 

less teacher-centred. [Obs. 11] 

Students work in groups and write dialogues between characters in the poem, 

to be finished for homework and acted out tomorrow. The dialogue writing part 

seems quite communicative, while the performing part could be linked to task-

based learning, or is it just an eclectic approach? [Obs. 18] 

I ǁas stƌuggliŶg to see a Đohesiǀe ͚fiǆed set of ideas͛ tǇpe ͚aĐtiǀitǇ method͛ being 

implemented in practice, beyond the approach taken generally involving some kind of 

activity among the students, though this was not consistently the case. Indeed, as Bell 
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(2007) suggests, it is perhaps more likely that most teachers teach in a more eclectic 

manner, taking what they want to from different ͚ŵethods͛ aŶd ͚ appƌoaĐhes͛ depending 

on their own preferences and the setting in which they work, akin to what Prabhu 

(1990a) called ͚a seŶse of plausiďilitǇ͛.   

7.1.3. Importing ǮWestern TESOLǯ methods and approaches 

There is little aǁaƌeŶess of the pƌoďleŵatiĐ Ŷatuƌe of iŵpoƌtiŶg ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

methods and approaches into the setting.  

In the data, there is little reference to any potential downside of attempting to apply 

ŵethods aŶd appƌoaĐhes fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ to the setting, except for a comment by 

[12] criticising the fact that ELT in India had ͚juŵped oŶto the CLT ďaŶdǁagoŶ͛, aŶd oŶe 

by [18] lamenting the fact that the Indian expertise was not promoting itself globally, 

when she commented that: 

While it is true that most pedagogy in ELT is created in the West, India has a lot to 

giǀe the ǁoƌld iŶ teƌŵs of a taleŶted ďodǇ of leaƌŶeƌs aŶd teaĐheƌs … iŶ teƌŵs of 

sheer innovation in the face of difficult teaching and learning situations and in 

terms of the naivety of experts here who do not have the time or inclination to 

publish their real-time, practical findings that can give a lot to ELT globally. 

EǀeŶ iŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg that ͚IŶdia has a lot to giǀe͛, however, [18] still feels the need to begin 

with the Đaǀeat that ͚ŵost pedagogǇ iŶ ELT is Đƌeated iŶ the West͛ ǁhiĐh itself suggests 

that she ďelieǀes ͚ pedagogǇ͛ is ͚ Đƌeated͛ elseǁheƌe aŶd that she, to some extent at least, 

goes along with the idea that this pedagogy created elsewhere can be imported to other 

contexts. That is, even for this participant who was keen to promote what India has to 

give, English language teaching is still viewed as a non-ĐoŶteǆt speĐifiĐ, ͚oŶe size fits all͛ 

tǇpe aĐtiǀitǇ, ǁheƌe Ŷeǁ appƌoaĐhes aƌe pƌedoŵiŶaŶtlǇ geŶeƌated iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

settings and then exported to other settings, rather than being developed locally.  

The seĐtioŶ ďeloǁ disĐusses oŶe idea ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ seeŶ as iŵpoƌted fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛, the Ŷeed foƌ the ƌole of the teaĐheƌ to shift from being the source of knowledge 
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and controller of the class to being more of a ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛, suppoƌtiŶg the studeŶts͛ 

learning.  

7.1.4. The role of the teacher  

The importance of the teacher in facilitating learning and motivating the class is 

commonly recognised in the setting, though these roles do not seem to be associated 

with a particular method or approach.  

CoŵŵoŶlǇ used teƌŵs foƌ the ƌole of the teaĐheƌ ǁheŶ disĐussiŶg ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

approaches aƌe ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛ aŶd ͚guide͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, it is iŶteƌestiŶg to Ŷote that, when 

commenting on the role of the teacher in the open-ended questionnaires, twelve of the 

thirty-oŶe ƌespoŶdeŶts ŵeŶtioŶed the ǁoƌds ͚faĐilitatoƌ͛ oƌ ͚guide͛, even though at that 

point in the questionnaire no mention of any particular approach had been made. These 

ĐoŵŵeŶts ĐaŶ ďe suŵŵed up ďǇ [QϮϵ] ǁho suggested that ͚ŶoǁadaǇs the ƌole of the 

EŶglish teaĐheƌ is as a faĐilitatoƌ͛. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, seǀeŶ ƌespoŶdeŶts used the ǁoƌds 

͚ŵotiǀatoƌ͛ oƌ ͚ŵotiǀatioŶ͛ iŶ desĐƌiďiŶg the teaĐheƌ͛s ƌole. 

There were also a number of comments pointing to the fact that teachers should be 

eŶgagiŶg iŶ aŶ iŶteƌaĐtiǀe ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ pƌoĐess. Foƌ eǆaŵple, [QϮϬ] suggested that 

͚teaĐhiŶg should ďe studeŶt-oƌieŶted͛ aŶd [QϮϴ] ďelieǀed that ͚ the teaĐheƌ ŵust ďe ǁith 

children always and interacting with them always. They must discuss their viewpoints 

ǁith theŵ. TheǇ ŵust listeŶ to theiƌ ǀieǁs.͛ Theƌe appears to be an understanding then, 

fƌoŵ the ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe data, that aŶ iŵpoƌtaŶt ƌole of the teaĐheƌ is as a ͚ faĐilitatoƌ͛ aŶd 

͚guide͛ as well as in motivating students, regardless of the methodological approach 

being employed.  

At first, this seemed to be at odds with what I was observing in classes, where I would 

ǁƌite ĐoŵŵeŶts suĐh ͚ ǀeƌǇ teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ [Oďs. ϭ] aŶd ͚ ǀeƌǇ teaĐheƌ-dominated, little 

paiƌ oƌ gƌoup ǁoƌk͛ [Oďs. Ϯ], ǁhiĐh iŶitiallǇ seeŵed to iŶdiĐate that the teaĐheƌ adopted 

a more controlling role. However, when I came to analyse this data, I changed my view 

oŶ this, ƌealisiŶg that it ǁas Ŷot that the teaĐheƌs ǁeƌe Ŷot ͚faĐilitatiŶg͛ or motivating, 

ƌatheƌ that ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶflueŶĐed ǀieǁ of ǁhat ĐoŶstituted ͚faĐilitatiŶg͛ or 



210 
 

ŵotiǀatiŶg diffeƌed fƌoŵ theiƌ ǀieǁs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iŶ teƌŵs of ďeiŶg ͚faĐilitatoƌs͛, ŵaŶǇ 

of the ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe ƌespoŶdeŶts saǁ theŵselǀes as ͚faĐilitatoƌs͛ of leaƌŶiŶg, ďut 

ďelieǀed that this Đould happeŶ ǁhile ƌetaiŶiŶg ǁhat ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ eǇes were 

interpreting as tight control of the teaching and learning process. Similarly, they seemed 

to take the view that they could motivate students without relinquishing too much 

control of the learning process.  

These different understandings and interpretations of language relating to particular 

approaches to ELT add an extra layer of difficulty in terms of both discussing and 

applying different approaches, particularly those originating outside a particular setting. 

7.2. The traditional-modern dichotomy  

Theƌe is a ͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛ opeƌatiŶg iŶ ƌelatioŶ to ELT ǁithiŶ the settiŶg. This 

discourse manifests itself in positive attitudes to aspects of ELT methodology that are 

seeŶ as ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd Ŷegatiǀe attitudes to aspeĐts seeŶ as ͚tƌaditioŶal͛. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, 

ŵethods aŶd appƌoaĐhes seeŶ as ĐoŵiŶg fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ aƌe geŶeƌallǇ seen as 

͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd to ƌepƌeseŶt the ǁaǇ foƌǁaƌd foƌ ELT, ǁhile those appƌoaĐhes that haǀe 

developed within the setting, such as learning language through literature or grammar 

and translation-ďased appƌoaĐhes, aƌe seeŶ as ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ aŶd out-of-date.  

In spite of this, the data suggests that these ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes aƌe still ǁidespƌead 

in the setting. Teachers believe these ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes to ďe useful foƌ theiƌ 

students. This points towards an independent and unrecognised professionalism 

operating in the setting - independent in the sense of not following an officially 

saŶĐtioŶed appƌoaĐh suĐh as the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased͛ appƌoaĐh, aŶd uŶƌeĐogŶised iŶ the 

sense that teachers not being given credit for teaching using such ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ 

approaches.  

The negativity surrounding so-Đalled ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes aŶd eǀeŶ the ǁoƌd 

͚tƌaditioŶal͛, Đoŵpaƌed to the positiǀitǇ suƌƌouŶdiŶg teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ aŶd 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ ǁas a ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg theŵe iŶ the data. ͚TƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes 
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were seeŶ as uŶdesiƌaďle aŶd soŵethiŶg to ďe ĐhaŶged, ǁith the laďel ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ 

acting as a repository for any approach or technique deemed unfashionable. 

The Ŷeed to ĐhaŶge the ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐh ǁas eǆeŵplified ďǇ [21] who pointed out: 

English teaching largely follows the traditional grammar translation method. 

There is a growing awareness of the need to introduce communicative strategies 

in the classroom and in most cases we see a lopsided mix of both methods.  

Here, [21] notes the ͚gƌoǁiŶg aǁaƌeŶess of the need to introduce communicative 

strategies͛, making the implicit assumption that these ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe stƌategies͛ 

ƌepƌeseŶt a ŵoƌe ͚ ŵodeƌŶ͛ and more enlightened way forward. She also uses the phrase 

͚lopsided ŵiǆ of ŵethods͛, again contrasting the less desirable ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ method with 

the ŵoƌe desiƌaďle ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe stƌategies͛. 

Similarly, suggesting that ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching was not happening to any great 

extent in Kerala, [15] commented: 

I doŶ͛t thiŶk it͛s happeŶiŶg iŶ … I ŵeaŶ to the eǆteŶt the visionaries of that 

paƌtiĐulaƌ … Ǉou kŶoǁ theǇ had soŵethiŶg iŶ ŵiŶd ǁheŶ theǇ thought that out, 

theǇ had good iŶteŶtioŶs ďut I doŶ͛t thiŶk it͛s coming up to the level expected.  

Here, [15] labels the architects of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches as ͚ǀisioŶaƌies͛, ǁhile at 

the same time suggesting that in her own context the ͚good iŶteŶtioŶs͛ of these 

͚ǀisioŶaƌies͛ haǀe not led to the expected improvements, expressing both a tacit 

acceptance that the ideas of the ͚ǀisioŶaƌies͛ should be accepted and an underlying 

disappointment that they, in her view, have not been. 

Along similar lines, discussing whether Kerala should adopt a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approach to ELT, [4] commented, ͚Yes, it is necessary because we should not lag behind 

aŶǇthiŶg͛, suggestiŶg that she sees ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes as ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd the 

current approaches used in the setting as lagging behind.  
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Furthermore, during the interview with [1], I used similar discourse in setting up a 

question as I noted:  

Theƌe͛s ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ a lot of talk Ŷoǁ among the ELT profession in India about more 

communicative approaches, seemingly slightly behind the rest of the ELT 

profession.  

IŶ usiŶg the phƌase ͚slightlǇ ďehiŶd͛, I also fall iŶto a ͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛, iŵpliĐitlǇ 

assuming that discussions around adopting more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches should 

have already happened because adopting such approaches would represent progress in 

terms of ELT methodology in the country. Furthermore, I fell into this discourse in spite 

of the fact that, from the very early stages of this study, I had realised that the types of 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches used in ͚Western TESOL͛ were not particularly suited to 

Kerala - indeed, as discussed in Chapter 1, it was this laĐk of suitaďilitǇ of ͚WesteƌŶ 

TESOL͛ appƌoaĐhes that was part of the impetus for this study in the first place. This did 

however make me realise how easy it can be to get drawn into using such loaded and 

potentially misleading language, and more broadly get drawn into adopting this kind of 

͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛. 

These negative connotations associated with so-Đalled ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes are 

unhelpful in that the result is to summarily dismiss a range of teaching approaches and 

techniques, some of which have met with some success over a period of time. For 

example, possiďlǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, the use of the studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage 

in ŵoƌe ͚ tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes suĐh as the ͚ ďiliŶgual ŵethod͛ was viewed as something 

to be avoided by several interviewees [5, Q20], while communicating in English only in 

class was seeŶ as ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ [ϴ, Q22]. This contrasts with a significant body of opinion 

that now ƌegaƌds the use of the studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage in the language classroom, not 

only as a useful pedagogic tool, but also as very much in line with more recent views on 

language teaching, such as those which take a critical pedagogy perspective and those 

that advocate teaching English as an International Language (see, for example, McKay, 

2012). However, these latter views on first language use did correspond with several 

iŶteƌǀieǁees ǀieǁs, ǁith [ϲ, ϵ] ĐoŵŵeŶtiŶg oŶ the use of studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage as a 
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useful pedagogic tool, and [12] raising concerns about the social cost of promoting 

English at the expense of L1, when she stated: 

The major problem that I have with the teaching of English is that we are stuck 

ǁith a ĐoloŶial ƌule that saǇs aǀoid use of the Lϭ … ďut ǁe aƌe Ŷot eǆploitiŶg the 

use of that fiƌst laŶguage, ǁhiĐh is aǀailaďle foƌ all of us iŶ this ĐouŶtƌǇ aŶd … iŶ 

IŶdia, EŶglish is Ŷeǀeƌ goiŶg to ƌeplaĐe the ŵotheƌ toŶgue oƌ the Lϭ. … It͛s the 

ďiƌth ƌight of eǀeƌǇ Đhild I thiŶk to get EŶglish … soĐial ŵoďilitǇ, eĐoŶoŵiĐ 

mobility, all of that stuff, but it cannot be at the cost of L1. 

There are therefore some, albeit a minority, who appear not to be getting caught up in 

the ͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛ oƌ iŶ the Đase of [ϭϮ] fightiŶg agaiŶst it. The issue of a 

͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛ is disĐussed further in Section 7.2.3. 

7.2.1. Teaching language through literature 

Literature can continue to play a role in English language classes, though more care 

needs to be taken in selecting appropriate literature. 

One topic that frequently arose as part of the ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ - ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ diĐhotoŵǇ ǁas the 

fact that (English) language is often taught as a by-product of teaching (English) 

literature, or at least taught through literature.  

This was something I noted during several observations: 

Literature and language are taught together. [Obs. 5]  

More of a literature class than a language class. [Obs. 15] 

Reminds me of literature classes when I was at school, but looking at the 

textbook, as well as literature-based comprehension questions, there are several 

pages of grammar and vocabulary exercises. [Obs. 18] 

Then later, in reviewing these observation notes, questioning my own views on this, 

commenting:   
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But ǁhǇ do I thiŶk it͛s a bad thing that they [language and literature] are taught 

together. [Field notes, December 2011] 

This is another example of the way my own perspectives changed over time, as was 

discussed in Chapter 6. In this case, I had gone into the setting already thinking that 

learning language through literature was not a good thing, or at best, that literature was 

soŵethiŶg to ďe used oĐĐasioŶallǇ iŶ laŶguage leaƌŶiŶg. IŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd, I ǁas seeiŶg laŶguage aŶd liteƌatuƌe ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh as tǁo distiŶĐt 

subjects that needed to be kept separate, though came to realise that there can be some 

overlap as well as becoming more accepting of the idea that something might be 

appropriate in particular settings even if it might be less common in settings I was more 

familiar with.  

Among the participants interviewed, opinion was divided on the role of literature in 

language teaching, with [21] ƌefeƌƌiŶg to a ͚Đold ǁaƌ ďetǁeeŶ liteƌatuƌe aŶd laŶguage 

people, leadiŶg to aŶ uŶhappǇ ŵaƌƌiage͛.  

Several interviewees felt that the literature-language link needed to be broken, [17] for 

example noting that: 

As a teacher who believes in communicative approaches to language learning, I 

cannot perceive the link as a good one. Because literature is actually a product 

of language. So when language is taught through literature, the finished product 

is being used to teach about the raw material, which will not help in 

understanding the properties and features of the raw material. 

Others felt literature not only to be a valuable source of language, but to be central to 

second language learning, as [9] commented: 

Liteƌatuƌe͛s the oŶlǇ plaĐe iŶ a seĐoŶd laŶguage situatioŶ … it͛s the oŶlǇ plaĐe 

where you find language in all its avatars, all its manifestations, from quarrels 

and romantic situations and shopping and arguments and murder and 

everything. Business too. Nobody stops you from reading business-related 

novels, for example. 
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Literature was also seen as: 

a means of bridging the rural-urban divide, which many modern topics such as 

the internet cannot do as a learner in a very rural area of India may never use 

the internet. [11]  

Others went for more of a compromise approach, advocating the use of literature but 

ǁith ͚ŵoƌe aĐĐessiďle loĐallǇ-relevant texts … liteƌatuƌe ǁith a sŵall l͛ [ϭϮ], and with 

͚teǆts that eŶgage … ƌedefiŶiŶg what we uŶdeƌstaŶd ďǇ liteƌatuƌe͛ [ϭϯ]. EǀeŶ those less 

keen to have literature as a core element of language teaching still felt there was a place 

foƌ it ͚as a desseƌt … like aŶ iĐiŶg oŶ a Đake͛ [ϭϳ].  

Overall, these views suggest that literature, although perceiǀed as a ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ǁaǇ to 

teach language, can still be a part of language classes, but perhaps with a greater focus 

on texts which are more accessible and relevant to the setting.  

7.2.2. Teaching language with a strong focus on grammar and translation 

The use of grammar and translation-based approaches seems firmly embedded in the 

settiŶg, iŶ spite of ďeiŶg seeŶ ďǇ ŵaŶǇ as ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ aŶd outdated. 

Putting an overt and central emphasis on grammatical structures and translation in ELT 

classes often gets laďelled as ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ aŶd discussed in a negative sense. For 

eǆaŵple, [ϭϵ] suggests that ͚ŵost teachers end up using the grammar and translation 

methods ďeĐause theǇ doŶ͛t kŶoǁ aŶǇ otheƌ ǁaǇ oƌ theǇ doŶ͛t uŶdeƌstaŶd otheƌ 

ŵethods͛. He is saying that teacheƌs use ͚gƌaŵŵaƌ aŶd tƌaŶslatioŶ ŵethods͛ as a kind 

of default option because of a lack of knowledge of or ability to use other approaches.  

[ϭϯ]͛s use of laŶguage is iŶteƌestiŶg in his comment: 

TheǇ͛ǀe staƌted talkiŶg aďout ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage teaĐhiŶg and things like 

that, but we are still following our age old traditional, you know, the old 

tƌaŶslatioŶ ŵethods͛ 
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His ĐhoiĐe of ǁoƌds, ͚still folloǁiŶg ouƌ age old tƌaditioŶal … old͛, positions these 

methods in an historical context, and to imply that they are in need of updating.  

Similarly, [Q19] commented that ͚to soŵe eǆteŶt this ŵethod [ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe laŶguage 

teaching] is used but at times we slip into the tƌaŶslatioŶ ŵethod also͛. Heƌe, heƌ use of 

͚slip iŶto͛ suggests a seŶse of falliŶg ďaĐk iŶto ďad haďits. 

The above three quotes view grammar and/or translation-based methods as being an 

implicitly undesirable thing. There is a perception that much of what are considered as 

traditional approaches and techniques should be discarded, though given the way that 

they are ingrained in the existing system, it is questionable whether this would be 

possible, at least in the short term, even if it is believed by some participants in this study 

to be desirable.  

Against this, theƌe ǁeƌe ĐoŶĐeƌŶs ƌaised aďout this ŵoǀeŵeŶt toǁaƌds ͚ŵodeƌŶitǇ͛, 

albeit among a minority of those interviewed, for example [12] expressed concern that: 

Unfortunately, ǁe haǀe Ŷot oŶlǇ juŵped oŶto the ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe … CLT 

bandwagon but today it happens to be the call centre corporate bandwagon and 

if you do not have the quote-uŶƋuote soft skills, it͛s assuŵed that Ǉou ǁoŶ͛t get 

jobs. 

She clearly has reservations about blindly adopting new approaches without careful 

consideration. This again links to the impetus for this study, where it was suggested that 

inappropriate solutions to problems with English language teaching and learning were 

peƌhaps ďeiŶg sought, aŶd iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ͚WesteƌŶ TESOL͛ type ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approaches were gaining favouƌ, ǁith guidaŶĐe sought fƌoŵ outside ͚eǆpeƌts͛, ƌatheƌ 

than looking for solutions within the setting itself, based on what is currently in place, 

as discussed below in Section 7.4. 

The traditional-modern dichotomy also obscures potentially innovative local practice. 

For example, the recent growth in the number of English-medium schools and English 

medium streams within government schools in India (Graddol, 2010), where most 
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subjects are taught in English, might, in other parts of the world, be regarded as 

innovative and forward-thinking.  

7.2.3. Development discourse 

Theƌe is a ͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛ opeƌatiŶg ǁithiŶ the settiŶg that promotes the views 

of the ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛.  

It reflects the point made by Wang (2011, p.43, my italics) that:  

TESOL-related theories and pedagogy developed in the West are increasingly 

dominating the field of English language teaching worldwide, including in Asian 

countries. Their global relevance is firmly believed by many mainstream 

researchers and language educators in the West, and this belief is increasingly 

shared by education professionals in non-Western countries. Such a trend is 

clearly seen in the efforts to transplant language teaching methodologies 

deǀeloped iŶ the West to ǀaƌious AsiaŶ ĐouŶtƌies, … [iŶĐludiŶg] ŵoƌe ƌecent 

vigorous promotion of communicative language teaching (CLT) as a key 

component of ELT reform. 

As discussed at the start of Section 7.2, there is among many participants a relatively 

uncritical acceptance that certain practices within ELT are outdated and in need of 

change, while others are seen to embody what should be happening or needs to happen 

in order to improve and develop English language teaching and learning in Kerala. This 

often revolves around the view that many of the existing local practices should be 

replaced by more ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches, and the 

discussions themselves form part of a ͚development discourse͛ ǁheƌe Ŷeǁ ideas aƌe 

viewed as modern, enlightened and inherently superior, while practices that have 

existed in the setting for many years are seen as traditional, ill-informed and inherently 

inferior. 

This discourse creates a kind of progressivist mythology, favouring Ŷeǁ ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ideas and approaches oǀeƌ ͚old͛ ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ oŶes, eǀeŶ though this 

may be based on false beliefs. It tends to promote the views of dominant groups over 
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more marginalised groups, both as part of a broader top-down discourse used by those 

in positions of power to influence those with less power, such as classroom teachers, 

and as part of the discourse of the ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ used to influence those 

in ͚non-Western TESOL͛ settings. Further, it promotes the idea that the ELT profession 

should constantly be looking forward, trying to change and trying to eradicate the 

͚ŵistakes͛ of the past. It also links to concerns over the power of English and linguistic 

hegeŵoŶǇ, ŵeŶtioŶed iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ďǇ [ϭϮ], ǁith ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ poƌtƌaǇiŶg itself as 

͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd pƌoŵotiŶg EŶglish as aŶ esseŶtial paƌt of the ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ gloďalised ǁoƌld. 

This ͚deǀelopŵeŶt discourse͛ can be seen in the data mentioned earlier in this section, 

with [4], for example, suggestiŶg that EŶglish should ďe taught ͚iŶ a ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe ǁaǇ͛ 

in the setting so that it did not ͚lag ďehiŶd͛ and [Q19] apparently lamenting ͚but at times 

we slip into the translation method͛.  

The ĐoŶĐeƌŶ heƌe theŶ is that the ͚old͛ aŶd ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ ŵaǇ get sǁept aǁaǇ ďǇ this 

͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛. This Đould happen through the unquestioning adoption of 

particular more communication-oriented approaches, or through reducing the emphasis 

on particular techniques when teaching language, such as using literature or translation-

based approaches.  

Finally, in this section, I should add that much of this debate was not apparent to me at 

the outset of the study. Whilst I had some familiarity with ideas around ELT methodology 

needing to be appropriate for particular settings, I had not realised that this 

͚deǀelopŵeŶt disĐouƌse͛ was operating. Looking back, I had not initially noticed the 

detail of the language being used by participants in the study, possibly because my own 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͚ ͚ pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛ meant that I was seeing this language as in some 

seŶse Ŷoƌŵal, as eǀideŶĐed ďǇ ŵǇ use of the phƌase ͚slightly behind the rest of the ELT 

pƌofessioŶ͛ to desĐƌiďe ELT iŶ IŶdia͛s apparently belated discussions around 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches.  

7.3. ͚CoŵŵuŶicative͛ approaches in Kerala  

There are different understandings within the setting about what it means to teach 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ. Neǀeƌtheless, ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes aƌe felt to ďe appliĐaďle 
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and are being used in the setting to some extent, though in practice there are a number 

of issues that make their use difficult, except in very particular circumstances.  

Again, there is an independent and unrecognised professionalism happening. Those 

teaching in the setting are making decisions about what is appropriate for the setting 

based on local considerations. They are prepared to include officially promoted more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes suĐh as the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased ŵethod͛ oƌ ͚disĐussioŶ 

ŵethod͛, ďut adapt theŵ to ǁhat theǇ feel is appƌopƌiate foƌ theiƌ teaĐhiŶg situatioŶ 

and their studeŶts͛ Ŷeeds.  

After briefly suggesting possible reasons why people from Kerala might struggle to 

communicate effectively in English with those from outside the state, this section 

discusses what ͚teaĐhiŶg ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ͛ is understood to mean in the setting and 

considers the extent to which ͚ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes aƌe applicable and the extent 

to which they are currently being used in the setting. 

7.3.1. Why do Keralites struggle to communicate in English?  

There is less of a perceived need among Keralites to improve their communication skills 

in English than among those in some other parts of India. 

A recurring theme in this study was the idea that, although Kerala has the highest 

literacy rates of any state in India, when it comes to getting jobs requiring English, 

applicants from Kerala perform less well during interviews than applicants from some 

other parts of India, primarily because of difficulties communicating in English. The 

reasons suggested for the problems communicating in English may to a large extent be 

geographical, Kerala being a relatively isolated state, without a major urban centre or 

the level of transport links to other parts of India and the world that several other states 

have. As [9] noted: 

Kerala is the only state without a single metropolitan city. Not one, it only has 

towns. We are very highly educated, literate and so on, but there are only towns. 

We are not so well-connected with the rest of the world. 
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[14] expressed a similar view: 

Keƌala is a ǀeƌǇ seĐluded state, oƌ the southeƌŶŵost state, ǁe doŶ͛t haǀe ŵaŶǇ 

people from other states coming and residing here, so if you know Malayalam  

[the local language] well, you can survive in Kerala, no problem here at all. 

This, it was suggested, creates a ŵoƌe ͚iŶsulaƌ͛ populatioŶ. As [ϭϴ] Ŷotes: 

Keralites are very bright, well-educated, no doubt about that, but two factors 

hold us back: 1. Often, we can be very insular and would focus on our narrow 

world, making no attempt to belong to a country, world or globe. 2.  

And as [9] put it: 

Across the country and across the globe, the people must pass through the portal 

of English. … Here in Kerala, people will not speak English if they can help it, they 

will speak in Malayalam, but the problem is that the minute they wish to get 

English-based jobs, either in Kerala or outside, their disadvantage shows up. 

This lack of need to use English to communicate combined with a strong sense of the 

importance their language has led to a situation in which many learners do not have, 

and do not believe they will have, any need for English in their daily lives since they can 

͚ĐoŵfoƌtaďlǇ get Ǉouƌ thiŶgs doŶe ďǇ speakiŶg iŶ MalaǇalaŵ͛ [13].   

This also creates an issue with Keralites lacking confidence to speak in English. As [6] 

noted, ͚iŶ Keƌala … theǇ hesitate. If theǇ aƌe Ŷot that ĐoŶfideŶt that theǇ ĐaŶ speak 

ĐoƌƌeĐt EŶglish, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t ǀeŶtuƌe to do it͛. 

It seems to be the case that, because Kerala is relatively isolated within India, with its 

own language, without a so-called megacity, and without a perceived need for English 

in the everyday lives of the majority of local people, English is viewed as a school subject 

rather than as a language for global communication. There is perhaps a need therefore 

for English teachers in Kerala to be more outward-looking, and think about their 
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studeŶts͛ Ŷeeds iŶ teƌŵs of EŶglish ďeiŶg a tool foƌ ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ iŶ iŶteƌ-state or even 

international contexts, rather than as an academic subject. 

A further issue is the greater perceived L1 interference between the local language, 

Malayalam, and English, compared with other Indian languages, with [18] suggesting 

that iŶ Keƌala ͚EŶglish is Ŷot staŶdaƌdised eŶough to ďe uŶdeƌstood ďeǇoŶd theiƌ state͛ 

and [21], aŶ IELT“ eǆaŵiŶeƌ, ŶotiŶg that ͚Keralites need to work on their pronunciation 

- most often in the IELTS speaking test they procure high band scores under all 

parameters except pƌoŶuŶĐiatioŶ͛. 

[19] also suggested that, in terms of Keralites Ŷot gettiŶg joďs aĐƌoss IŶdia, ͚it is not just 

a lack of language skills; there are also problems with what has come to be blanketed as 

soft skills͛.  

Set against this background, the extent to which participants felt that ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approaches are applicable is Kerala is discussed below. 

7.3.2. What does it mean to teach communicatively? 

There is a lack of shared understanding in the setting about what it means to teach 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀelǇ. IŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, the teƌŵ ͚CLT͛ is understood in different ways by 

different people in the setting. 

This laĐk of a shaƌed uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg aŵoŶg paƌtiĐipaŶts aďout ǁhat ͚CLT͛ ŵeaŶs ĐaŶ ďe 

illustrated by the comments of [11] and [12], both experienced teacher trainers. [11] 

associated it with putting ͚studeŶts iŶ paiƌs aŶd gƌoups aŶd Ǉou thiŶk of ĐƌeatiŶg Ǉouƌ 

oǁŶ aĐtiǀities͛, at the saŵe tiŵe eŵphasisiŶg that this did Ŷot fit ǁell ǁith the faĐt that 

͚Đlassƌooŵs ŵostlǇ aƌe disĐipliŶe-oƌieŶted͛, ǁheƌeas [ϭϮ] ǁas ĐoŶĐeƌŶed that ͚CLT often 

gets reduĐed to ͚I ǁill do paiƌ-ǁoƌk aŶd I ǁill do gƌoup ǁoƌk͛͛, seeiŶg ͚CLT͛ ŵoƌe as a tool 

for getting away from structure-focused classes.  

From the above, and as was discussed in Chapter 4, it ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ that teƌŵs like ͚CLT͛ 

are not defined consistently or commonly understood, either within the setting or more 

widely, with the amount of emphasis placed on different aspects of what it might mean 
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varying considerably. This reflects the view of Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2011, 

p.115) that ͚theƌe is Ŷo oŶe siŶgle agƌeed upoŶ ǀeƌsioŶ of CLT͛. 

Hoǁeǀeƌ, despite this, ͚CLT͛ did seeŵ to ďe a ŵeaŶiŶgful ĐoŶĐept to the paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ 

the studǇ. TheǇ teŶded to ƌespoŶd iŶ a positiǀe ŵaŶŶeƌ to the ĐoŶĐept of ͚CLT͛, 

emphasising its focus on spoken language but also the opportunities for students to 

eǆpƌess theiƌ ideas. Foƌ eǆaŵple, [Qϭ] suggested that ͚CLT͛ ͚ŵeaŶs to Đƌeate aŵple 

opportunity for students to express their ideas in good English under the guidance of a 

teaĐheƌ ǁho ĐaŶ stƌeŶgtheŶ theiƌ aďilities͛, ǁhile [QϭϬ] believed it was concerned with: 

giving chances to students to actually use the language and develop their 

communication skills by involving them in a lot of activities like group 

discussions, debates, pairwork etc. 

The idea of increased student involvement in the learning process was also highlighted 

ďǇ [Qϱ] ǁho ĐoŵŵeŶted that ͚it is ŵoƌe studeŶt-oriented with classroom activities, 

group discussions, role-plaǇs etĐ.͛ ǁhile [Qϳ] Ŷoted that the ͚stƌess is ŵoƌe oŶ ŵakiŶg 

the student use the language. Casual interactions between teacher and students are 

eŶĐouƌaged. “tudeŶt iŶǀolǀeŵeŶt is stƌessed͛. 

However, there were some apparent misunderstandings, or at least non-standard 

iŶteƌpƌetatioŶs, of ǁhat teaĐhiŶg iŶ a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ǁaǇ ŵight eŶtail. Foƌ eǆaŵple, 

[Qϯ] felt that it ŵeaŶt that ͚oŶlǇ the speakiŶg aŶd listeŶiŶg aƌe deǀelopiŶg, ǁƌitiŶg aŶd 

ƌeadiŶg skills aƌe ĐoŵpletelǇ igŶoƌed͛, ǁhile [Qϲ] iŶteƌpƌeted it to ŵeaŶ that ͚theƌe͛s Ŷo 

need for a complete sentence. A word or two should do, as long as it is understood.͛ This 

is very much in line with the kinds of misconceptions Thompson (1996) describes, which 

were discussed briefly in Section 4.2.2. 

Meanwhile, others took the opportunity to express their own underlying concerns with 

teaching communicatively. For eǆaŵple, [Qϵ] stated that ͚ it is a good ŵethod ďut a ďasiĐ 

understanding of the grammatical structures is a must. By learning literature also, we 

ĐaŶ iŵpƌoǀe ouƌ pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ iŶ the use of laŶguage͛, eǆpƌessiŶg a desiƌe Ŷot to disĐaƌd 

soŵe of the ŵoƌe ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ aspeĐts of ELT iŶ the settiŶg.  
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Oǀeƌall, despite the teŶdeŶĐǇ to paƌe doǁŶ aŶd siŵplifǇ ͚CLT͛ iŶto oŶe oƌ tǁo easilǇ 

understandable guiding statements, the term was used in a positive sense. This relates 

to the idea of a development discourse, discussed in Section 7.2. 

7.3.3. The applicability of Ǯcommunicativeǯ approaches in the setting 

A ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐh is felt to appliĐaďle iŶ pƌiŶĐiple iŶ Keƌala, though iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe 

there are a number of issues that make implementation difficult. Further, there are 

featuƌes of eǆistiŶg, geŶeƌallǇ less ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛, appƌoaĐhes that aƌe felt to ďe 

important by many teachers in the setting.  

Respondents to the questionnaire clearly believed that ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches 

were applicable in Kerala, with twenty-nine of the thirty-one teachers suggesting they 

were applicable or at least to some extent applicable. However, there were a number of 

caveats put forward within the broadly positive responses, for example [Q5] was of the 

ǀieǁ that ͚iŶ sĐhools ǁheƌe the standard of English is good, yes [they could be used], but 

in rural schools they ŵaǇ Ŷot giǀe the desiƌed effeĐt͛, and similarly [Q14] suggested that 

͚iŶ uƌďaŶ aƌeas they are applicable, but in rural areas they are Ŷot appliĐaďle͛. 

Meanwhile, [Q17] thought ͚they are only partially applicable because of the lack of 

tƌaiŶed EŶglish laŶguage teaĐheƌs͛ and [Q16] suggested that social issues were at the 

root of the problem, saying that: 

The majority of students come from very poor social, economic and educational 

backgrounds. The basic knowledge of English will be very poor with these 

studeŶts, aŶd soŵe doŶ͛t Đaƌe aďout aĐƋuiƌiŶg laŶguage skills, so this approach 

is not practical in our context. 

In addressing the issue of the appropriacy of ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching in Kerala, some 

teachers also expressed more fundamental concerns with ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ teaching 

generally, as they understood it, a common concern being that the importance of 

particular aspects of language such as grammar, vocabulary and spelling should not be 

forgotten. [Q4], foƌ eǆaŵple, suggested that ͚gƌaŵŵaƌ Ŷeeds to ďe eŵphasised. Also 

idiomatic expressions and the finer aspeĐts of a laŶguage͛ - though she did not specify 
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ǁhat these ͚fiŶeƌ aspeĐts͛ ǁeƌe - and [Q22] wanted to highlight that we should ͚giǀe 

importance to grammar, and give importance to spelling and to the structure of 

sentences͛, ǁhile [Q6] ǁas ĐoŶĐeƌŶed aďout ͚the decline of correct spellings as text 

message sĐƌipt is ǀeƌǇ ĐoŵŵoŶ͛.  

Focusing on grammar, [6] lamented:  

Earlier it was that grammar should be taught in a fixed way, enforced grammar 

was there, now … if theǇ aƌe ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiŶg ĐoƌƌeĐtlǇ, it͛s ok, ǁell and good, and 

ǁe aƌe Ŷot iŶteƌested that ŵuĐh oŶ the gƌaŵŵaƌ paƌt. … WheŶ ǁƌitiŶg, theǇ aƌe 

writing without any proper grammar, earlier it was not like that, the Keralite 

people, when they write they would write proper full English grammatical 

sentences onlǇ. Noǁ theǇ laĐk gƌaŵŵaƌ … aŶd theǇ laĐk the ƌules of gƌaŵŵaƌ. 

[4] more succinctly suggested that ͚theǇ [heƌ studeŶts] do Ŷot kŶoǁ the ďasiĐs of EŶglish 

gƌaŵŵaƌ oƌ the EŶglish laŶguage, theǇ just ǁaŶt this suďjeĐt to pass the eǆaŵiŶatioŶ͛. 

These points may have been made as a reaction against the emphasis being placed on 

communication and skills work, which some teachers perceived as happening at the 

expense of placing emphasis on the more structural aspects of teaching English. 

Nevertheless, they do point to the fact that certain existing teaching strategies and 

approaches may need to be respected and retained, even if it is felt necessary to broadly 

change the approach to teaching English, if the broad change is to be accepted by 

teachers in the classroom.  

This perhaps reflects a broader resistance, particularly among more senior staff, to 

changing the status quo. In informal discussions with one teacher trainee doing teaching 

practice in a secondary school, she said that:  

she couldŶ͛t use a ŵoƌe ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh, oƌ aŶǇ ͚fashioŶaďle ŵethod͛, 

because it wouldŶ͛t be accepted by the school hierarchy. From visits to other 

schools, I can see how this could be a problem as many school principals and 

senior members of staff seem to believe more teacher-centred grammar-based 

approaches should be used. [Field notes, August 2010] 
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There was also a suggestion that teaching communicatively is seen as an extra burden 

on top of all the other things that teachers feel they need to do such as finish the 

syllabus, prepare students for examinations and perform the necessary administrative 

duties. This can be seen with reference to the need to focus on examinations in the 

previous quote from [4] above, and from the comment below by [14] who, referring to 

both the demands of the syllabus and the large mixed-ability classes, noted that:  

the ĐuƌƌiĐuluŵ is so heaǀǇ that Ǉou ǁoŶ͛t haǀe tiŵe to Đoŵplete it, you know, to 

deal with all the texts that are prescribed, so Ǉou ǁoŶ͛t haǀe that ŵuĐh fleǆiďilitǇ 

in teaching. You have to deal with so many texts, very tough texts, and then the 

classroom is heterogeneous … aŶd Ǉou haǀe so ŵaŶǇ Ŷuŵďeƌs, a huŶdƌed plus 

students, so ŵaŶǇ studeŶts theƌe, Ǉou ǁoŶ͛t ďe aďle to ŵake all of theŵ speak 

in the classroom. 

An implication here is that, with all the other things she has to deal with, being asked to 

teach in a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ way is perhaps a step too far.  

Summarising this, although it was felt possible to implement a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approach to teaching English in Kerala at least to some extent, at the same time, a 

number of issues make this implementation difficult to achieve in practice. 

7.3.4. The use of Ǯcommunicativeǯ approaches in the setting 

Communicative approaches are being used within the setting, but mainly in specific 

teaĐhiŶg situatioŶs, suĐh as iŶ sŵall Đlasses, iŶ ͚ďetteƌ͛ sĐhools aŶd iŶ uƌďaŶ ĐeŶtƌes. 

Views expressed in the questionnaire data about whether or not ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

approaches were currently being used in Kerala were mixed, although twenty-three of 

the thirty-one teachers suggested they were, at least to some extent, being used. The 

respondents often added information about particular locations (urban areas), 

particular institutions (private schools), particular situations (smaller classes) or other 

particular cases, such as particular teachers being keen to implement more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches, where such approaches were more likely to be used. For 

example, [Q2] said ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches ǁeƌe Ŷot used ŵuĐh as ͚students are 
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too ŵaŶǇ iŶ Ŷuŵďeƌ͛, ǁhile [Q6] Ŷoted that those sĐhools folloǁiŶg ͚The CeŶtƌal Boaƌd 

of India [syllabus] folloǁ it͛. AŶotheƌ ƌespoŶdeŶt, [Q10] said that ͚ǁe use it heƌe iŶ high 

school classes. On the whole, I doŶ͛t thiŶk ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe ŵethods aƌe used much 

except in the high-pƌofile pƌiǀate sĐhools͛. [Q15] suggested that ͚it depends on the 

teaĐheƌ͛, ǁhile [Q19] ǁas of the ǀieǁ that ͚iŶ soŵe Đlasses it is used, iŶ soŵe Đlasses it 

is Ŷot used ĐoŵpletelǇ ďeĐause studeŶts aƌe pooƌ iŶ EŶglish.͛ 

This idea that there are particular situations in which a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ style of 

teaching is happening is borne out by my field notes written after from [Obs. 16]:  

This is oŶe of the ͚ďetteƌ͛ sĐhools iŶ the aƌea, i.e. oŶe of the ŵoƌe eǆpeŶsiǀe 

private sĐhools … oďseƌǀed a Đlass. The oďseƌǀatioŶ ǁas of a ǀeƌǇ ĐoŵpeteŶt 

teacher teaching very competent and motivated students. The teacher seemed 

knowledgeable and had a higher level of English … the students also asked me 

questions, they clearly spoke very good EŶglish theŵselǀes … it ŵight ďe that 

more communicative methods are applicable to a much greater extent iŶ ͚ ďetteƌ͛ 

schools, such as this one, than they are in other schools, because of a 

combination of environment, class size, teacher͛s laŶguage pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ, teaĐheƌ͛s 

pedagogic knowledge and the students͛ pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ iŶ EŶglish. [Field notes, 

August 2010] 

Furthermore, taking on board comments made in previous sections, it may be that the 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes being used are incorporating a strong grammatical and 

structural element. While ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches might aim, at least in theory, to 

develop different aspects of ͚communicative competence͛, paying attention, in Canale 

aŶd “ǁaiŶ ;ϭϵϴϬͿ aŶd “ǁaiŶ͛s ;ϭϵϴϯͿ teƌŵs, to soĐioliŶguistiĐ competence, strategic 

competence, and discourse competence as well as grammatical competence, and more 

recently perhaps might also aim to include additional competences such as intercultural 

competence (see, for example, Byram, 1997), ELT in Kerala seems keen in practice to 

emphasise grammatical competence.  

Looking at this another way, rather than trying to relate what is happening back to a 

͚Western TESOL͛ generated view of what ͚communicative competence͛ and a 
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͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach to ELT ought to look like, it may be more prudent to consider 

existing local practices in the setting in their own right. Indeed, over the course of this 

study, I have come to realise that my tendency was, and to some extent still is, to relate, 

compare and often judge the settiŶg iŶ ƌelatiǀe to the ͚Western TESOL͛ settings that I 

am more familiar with. In the next section, I atteŵpt to put this ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďias to 

one side, and discuss a more localised approach to ELT in Kerala. 

7.4. A localised approach to ELT in Kerala 

Any change in approach to ELT needs to be grounded in local considerations such as the 

existing approaches, the resources available and expectations of the wider educational 

system. Placing greater emphasis, in terms of ELT methodology, on local conditions 

would help to give recognition to some of the independent and currently unrecognised 

professionalism that exists within the setting.  

This section considers the extent to which developing the existing localised approach 

might be a possible way forward, and what some of the features of such an approach 

might look like. It then discusses how this might fit with more recent literature on ELT 

methodology.   

7.4.1. Towards a localised approach to ELT 

The starting point for any way forward for ELT in Kerala should be the existing and 

established local practices. Any changes to ELT methodology in the setting need to be 

embedded into these local practices.  

There tended to be a pragmatic view taken in the setting in terms of what was or was 

not possible in practice in ELT, and in education more generally, accepting constraints 

such as the fact that teacher-student relationships and other relationships within 

institutions tended to be quite hierarchical [19], that classes tended to be large, and that 

the syllabus was prescribed and teachers were expected to follow it closely. Within 

these constraints, teachers found their own ways of helping their students, such as [4] 

who discussed focusing in particular on getting weaker students to the required 
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standard, and [12] suggesting that teaĐheƌs Ŷeeded to deǀelop a ͚ǁheƌe theƌe͛s a ǁill 

theƌe͛s a ǁaǇ͛ attitude.   

Against this backdrop, there were a number of suggestions concerning ways in which 

ELT methodology could be changed or adapted. These suggestions generally involved 

adaptations to existing approaches, working from and making adjustments to the 

existing situation rather trying to change it completely.  

One suggestion for adapting existing approaches was to continue to use literature to 

teach language but, as discussed in Section 7.2.1, to use it in more accessible and 

engaging ways [11, 12, 13]. Indeed, as I noted in field notes:  

The idea that literature is a part of language teaching and learning seems (rightly 

or wrongly) quite ingrained in the thinking of most teachers and teacher 

educators I meet. [Field notes, August 2010] 

Given this, it seems reasonable to continue to use literature in language teaching, 

though perhaps modifying the way it is used, rather than discarding it, and more widely 

to recognise that what is good about the existing approaches needs to be preserved.  

I made a similar point in my field notes:  

Students seems to have a reasonable level of English again, making me even 

more curious to know how it all works in the sense that there are so-called 

͚ďaĐkǁaƌd͛ teaĐhiŶg ŵethods aŶd ǀeƌǇ laƌge Đlass sizes iŶ a distracting setting, 

yet the students still seem learn, so on one level I wonder why any change is 

necessary. Even with existing approaches, there seems to be a degree of 

fƌeedoŵ to adapt Đlasses to studeŶts͛ Ŷeeds, aŶd to ŵake use of paƌtiĐulaƌ 

strengths of particular teachers, such as the teacher in [Obs. 10] genuinely 

interacting with the students throughout the class and the teacher in [Obs. 14] 

using visual aids, in particular posters, to get students more engaged in the class. 

[Field notes, July 2009] 



229 
 

The first sentence in this extract suggests that if existing approaches are working, at least 

to some extent, then wholesale changes would be inappropriate, while the second 

sentence suggests that teachers can work effectively within the existing system, again 

cautioning against making wholesale changes. 

The overall emphasis on developing the existing localised approach to ELT is perhaps 

summed up by [10], who commented that:  

 Fifteen or twenty years ago, there were CLT-type things suggested, but it͛s 

recognised now that Ǉou ĐaŶ͛t just adopt aŶ appƌoach from outside, so you have 

to find an Indian way. India has to find its own way for its own context. 

In terms of encouraging a localised approach and a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ perspective, one 

speaker at a conference I attended in Kerala suggested that: 

We need to encourage local initiatives and use local culture, local legends and 

local history to build the communicative pressure to use English. [Field notes, 

February 2012] 

This suggests that if there is to be a more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ focus in ELT in Kerala, then it 

needs to be embedded into local approaches, customs and traditions. Indeed, these 

local considerations are perhaps a good starting point for further developing an 

approach to ELT appropriate to the setting, though at the same time this should not 

preclude being open to and potentially adopting new ideas originating outside the 

setting.  

7.4.2. Features of a localised approach to ELT 

Possible features of a locally-initiated way forward for ELT in then setting include, as was 

discussed earlier in the chapter, retaining the use of literature in teaching English 

language, though selecting the literature more carefully, and keeping a prominent focus 

on grammatical and structural aspects of the language. They also include encouraging 

the appƌopƌiate use of the studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage, usiŶg teǆt-based materials, basing 

the approach used on the limited resources available and on established classroom 
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routines, and operating in line with what happens in the wider educational system, for 

example, in terms of preparation for examinations. Locally-based approaches can also 

include features originating outside the setting, such as different features of 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐhes͛, ďut these Ŷeed to ďe adapted to suit the settiŶg ƌatheƌ 

than accepted uncritically. 

Some of these features are considered below.  

The use of the studeŶts͛ fiƌst laŶguage (L1) in English classes is already established in the 

setting, as I noted in several observations: 

The class is a mixture of L1 and English, mainly L1. [Obs. 4] 

Students prepare a poster-style advert in groups. Group work (making the 

posteƌͿ is all iŶ Lϭ. The teaĐheƌ doesŶ͛t tƌǇ to get theŵ to speak English. [Obs. 9] 

Although in these examples, it does not appear that L1 is being used in a particularly 

considered manner in terms of developing English language skills, the use of L1 is 

nevertheless an established part of ELT in the setting, and is perhaps something that 

should be retained within a localised approach. Accepting that L1 will and should be 

used, then teaĐheƌs͛ aǁaƌeŶess can be raised of when and how L1 can be used most 

effectively in ELT. 

Another feature of many of the classes I observed was that they had an established, 

formulaic structure, generally led by a textbook, as the following observation notes 

suggest: 

It seeŵs that ŵaŶǇ Đlasses haǀe a ǀeƌǇ siŵilaƌ patteƌŶ, i.e. ͚do a teǆt͛, as eǀeƌǇ 

unit in textbook is set out in the same way with a text followed by a mix of 

comprehension, interpretation, grammar and vocabulary-based exercises. The 

texts seem rather dated. [Obs. 2] 

This is perhaps simply a reflection of the fact that text-based materials are an integral 

part of the approach taken to ELT in the setting, perhaps arising out of the historical links 
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between literature and language teaching as was discussed earlier in Section 7.2.1 and 

in Section 7.4.1 above.  

A localised approach is also by implication likely to be more in tune with what is possible 

in terms of the resources available and the quality of those resources. As I noted: 

Very old-fashioned looking textbook. [Obs. 1] 

Very few resources in the classroom - just textbooks in fact - very few resources 

in the whole school for that matter. [Obs. 3]  

Given the scarcity of resources, what seems to be needed are activities that doŶ͛t 

need resources. [Field notes, July 2009] 

What these comments indicate, to an extent self-evidently, is that the approach taken 

needs to be rooted in the resources available locally. In this case, the resources available 

were generally limited. Even the textbooks were only available to the teacher in some 

of the classes observed, as the following observation notes illustrate:  

The teacher reads story aloud. Is she doing this because of the lack of textbooks? 

… The teaĐheƌ ŵakes a poiŶt of ŵeŶtioŶiŶg a loĐal short story writer and says 

they are going to read one of his stories that has been translated into English. 

Most studeŶts doŶ͛t haǀe textbooks and need to share, one between three or 

four. [Obs. 12] 

This comment also draws attention to the value of context-specific material as part of 

the localised approach.  

A localised approach also more easily allows established classroom routines and 

behaviours to continue, such as when students stand up to answer questions or when 

the teacher or other adults enter the classroom. Whilst in my own teaching iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, it may be appropriate to have a more overtly friendly dialogic 

relationship with students, this is both less likely and less appropriate in Kerala, whether 

in secondary or tertiary settings.  
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Even where there was evidence of more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches being 

incorporated into classes, these approaches were adapted and carried out in a distinct 

local style, perhaps allowing the teacher to feel more comfortable with the approach in 

terms of, for instance, maintaining a certain level of control. For example, pair and group 

work were not used in the manner envisaged by many ͚Western TESOL͛ advocates of 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches. As I noted during [Obs. 8]:  

Students go oŶ to the ͚disĐuss͛ seĐtioŶ of theiƌ Đouƌseďooks. The disĐussioŶ is 

done as a whole class with students standing at the front to give opinions to the 

whole class about the topic (space travel).  

A discussion did happen, but not in the manner that might be expected in a typical 

͚WesteƌŶ TESOL͛ class, where typically students might first discuss things in small groups 

before the teacher gets feedback from the class as a whole. 

Linked to this, there is also a need for the approach taken to ŵeet studeŶts͛ eǆpeĐtatioŶs 

of what learning involves and mirror what happens in the rest of the school or college. 

Teachers were expected to behave in certain ways, such as controlling and leading the 

class from the front, and students were expected to behave in certain ways back, such 

as by being attentive and self-disciplined. As noted several times during observations: 

Teacher very controlling, students mainly silent, but they seem to be listening to 

the teacher. [Obs. 1] 

The bell goes, but most students carry on writing into their break time. [Obs. 6] 

The teacher reads the story aloud. No task is given, though the students seem to 

listeŶ aŶd ƌead ǁheŶ theǇ͛ƌe eǆpeĐted to, aŶd aƌe ǀeƌǇ ǁell-behaved. [Obs. 12] 

Everything is teacher-led and a high level of control maintained. The students are 

attentive. There seems to be a high level of self-disĐipliŶe aŵoŶg the studeŶts … 

the students seem genuinely keen to learn. [Obs. 15] 
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Indeed, it would be harsh to be too critical of this local approach or any approach when 

the studeŶts ͚seeŵ to ďe listeŶiŶg to the teaĐheƌ͛, where students ͚carry on writing into 

theiƌ ďƌeak tiŵe͛, ͚aƌe ǀeƌǇ ǁell-ďehaǀed͛, ͚aƌe atteŶtiǀe͛ aŶd ͚seeŵ geŶuiŶelǇ keeŶ to 

leaƌŶ͛. 

Another factor of local relevance is examination washback. Although, during an informal 

discussion with one lecturer at the local university, he suggested that there was a need 

to ͚pƌiǀilege teaĐhiŶg ƌatheƌ thaŶ eǆaŵiŶatioŶs͛ [Field notes, February 2012], local 

teachers were generally rather more pragmatic in their acceptance that some students 

needed English simply in order to pass examinations. As [4] noted: 

Let me tell you frankly that English is … English is not coming into the daily 

appliĐatioŶ of aŶǇ of the studeŶts heƌe … so most of the students who come to 

this college, they learn English just to pass the degree examination, so what we 

focus on is to make them pass this examination. 

Given all of the above, it would seem sensible to work with and from the existing local 

situation and existing approach, supplementing this localised approach with judicious 

additions from new approaches and as new resources become available. 

Furthermore, accepting the need for a localised approach to ELT, it would also seem 

appropriate to build the professional development of teachers around different features 

of this localised approach such as focusing on how to use literature effectively to 

develop language or how to use L1 effectively in classes. Grounding professional 

development in the realities of the setting is likely to help teachers feel secure, and to 

encourage their development based on what they already know and understand in their 

own environment. This is also more likely to be useful in the classroom than professional 

development aimed at encouraging teachers to adopt Ŷeǁ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased 

approaches. Indeed, as I noted during [Obs. 9]: 

This is similar to what I saw in earlier observations, where teachers seem unsure 

how to apply the ͚Ŷeǁ͛ ŵethods theǇ͛ǀe ďeeŶ told to use, like the so-called 

͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛ oƌ ͚ disĐussioŶ ŵethod͛. TheǇ also seeŵ uŶĐleaƌ oŶ hoǁ to applǇ 
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the techniques that form part of these methods, such as using group work, in 

practice. But is it a question of training and/or hands-on observed practice, or is 

it a wider issue with trying to implement new but unsuitable approaches? 

Issues of teacher training and development are discussed in more detail in Chapter 8. 

7.4.3. A localised approach to ELT and recent literature on ELT methodology  

Taking a localised approach to ELT can be supported by a broad range of recent literature 

on ELT methodology. 

 

In terms of connecting a localised approach to ELT back to theoretical understandings 

on ELT methodology, Bax (2003, p.286), as discussed in Section 4.1.2, advocates a 

context approach to language teaching, viewing the needs of the setting, and the 

learners in that setting, as ͚ the keǇ faĐtoƌ iŶ suĐĐessful laŶguage leaƌŶiŶg͛, and giving this 

priority over consideration of which methodological approach to adopt, while Howatt 

and Widdowson (2004, p.369) suggest that there is already a ͚shift to loĐalizatioŶ͛ 

happening, with ELT practices developing based on the needs of particular settings.  

 

A more localised approach can also be linked to ͚postmethod pedagogy͛, discussed in 

Section 4.1.4, and in particular one of the three operating principles Kumaravadivelu 

(2006b, p.69) refers to, that of particularity which: 

 

seeks to facilitate the advancement of a context-sensitive, location-specific 

pedagogy that is based on a true understanding of local linguistic, social, cultural, 

and political particularities. 

 

It could also be argued that a localised approach based on some of the above features 

could fit within a broader view of communicative teaching. As Nunan (2004, p.10) notes, 

it is possible to find ͚teǆt-ďased sǇllaďuses͛ aŶd eǀeŶ ͚essentially grammar-based 

ĐuƌƌiĐula that fit ĐoŵfoƌtaďlǇ ǁithiŶ the oǀeƌaƌĐhiŶg philosophǇ of CLT͛. The ŵoƌe 

flexible ideas around communicatively-oriented language teaching (COLT), suggested by 

Littlewood (2004, 2013, 2014) and discussed in Section 4.2.4, can also be encompassed 
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within a localised approach. For example, Littlewood (2014) highlights that L1 can be 

play an important role in the English language classroom within any setting.  

 

What I have come to understand here is that it is not where ideas come from, for 

eǆaŵple fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ oƌ otheƌǁise, ďut ǁhetheƌ theǇ aƌe appƌopƌiate iŶ a 

setting, given existing conditions and approaches used in the setting, that is important. 

It could indeed ďe that ideas fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛, espoused ďǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

͚eǆpeƌts͛, can be appropriated into an existing localised approach, though of course this 

does not necessarily mean that they should be.  

7.5. Implementing Change 

There are a number of factors which act as barriers to changes in ELT methodology in 

the setting. However, there are also a number of bottom-up locally-instigated changes 

in ELT methodology happening, which provide further evidence of independent and 

unrecognised professionalism within the setting.  

Underlying much of this chapter has been the theme of change in ELT practices and how 

to make change happen. This section discusses barriers to change, the need for joined-

up thinking when implementing change and the bottom-up teacher-led changes 

happening within the setting.  

7.5.1. Barriers to change 

There are a number of factors that are likely to limit both the volume and the speed of 

any changes in ELT methodology in the setting. One major factor is resistance to change 

among more senior teachers and other more senior staff in educational institutions.  

Several participants noted that there was greater enthusiasm for change and greater 

openness to new approaches and ideas among younger teachers, while senior teachers 

were, or at least were viewed as, resistant to change, in particular towards more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches: 
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It was with younger teachers or those that were not yet teachers, they were still 

going through their university, they seemed to be the most open and excited 

about trying different kinds of things. [1] 

Maybe senior teachers might not welcome it [change] that much because theǇ͛ƌe 

used to certain ways of doing things. They like their classes as it is, but when 

there is young blood round, they love to experiment. [5] 

Usually the senior teachers resist change when they find that they have to 

reframe all that they have been trained to do. [17] 

The senior teachers continue to be sceptical and resisting, while the new recruits 

who have been trained differently are willing to give the new methods a try. In 

the long run, there is the risk of these people also falling into the rut. [19] 

Change is almost always viewed with suspicion and, as far as teaching 

methodology, goes the heads of institutions and senior teachers are often guilty 

of not moving with the times. A bright young teacher with radical ideas is often 

viewed as a threat to the establishment. [21] 

Along similar lines, discussing the recent emphasis on communication skills and greater 

use of technology in schools in Kerala, [6] commented that: 

Especially the youngsters, they are very supportive and they are in for the change 

actually. They like the change and they are involved in so many projects 

whenever we are approaching them. 

Younger teachers also valued closer, less formal relationships with their students. [5], a 

college teacher in her late twenties or early thirties, commented that: 

I try to be a very good friend of my students because I think if they are afraid of 

ŵe oƌ if ǁe haǀe just a foƌŵal ƌelatioŶship, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t ďe aďle to ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate 

ǁith ŵe, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t Đoŵe to ŵe ǁith theiƌ douďts oƌ ǁhateǀeƌ.  
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Set against this is that many teachers, and particularly younger teachers, felt they were 

not listened to when changes were being suggested and that they had limited autonomy 

to incorporate new ideas into their classes, with [11] suggesting that new ideas can only 

be implemented:  

provided the authorities allow the teachers to do that. The teachers, 

uŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, doŶ͛t haǀe the autoŶoŵǇ to do so. “o, aŶǇ aŵouŶt of tƌaiŶiŶg that 

is provided to them remains mostly theoretical. Very few teachers have the 

opportunity to go ďaĐk aŶd tƌǇ the teĐhŶiƋue that theǇ͛ǀe ďeeŶ tƌaiŶed iŶ iŶ the 

classrooms.  

This is not to say that resistance to change is solely found among more senior teachers. 

Referring to the level of support among teachers for moving towards a more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach, [17] suggested that: 

Only a minority support this approach because in general teachers tend to stick 

to familiar habits. Here, learning English through literature has been the norm, 

written exam with essays has been the tradition, so moving to new territories is 

usually resisted.  

Further, as [17] continued, ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ parts of the curriculum may be avoided:  

In the new state curriculum, there is lot of scope for the teachers to include 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ skills … theǇ ĐaŶ giǀe the studeŶts something like role-plays, 

discussions, debates etĐ., ďut theǇ͛ƌe Ŷot doiŶg that - that is all set in the 

ĐuƌƌiĐulaƌ ďut theǇ doŶ͛t do that, so even though we have included 

communication skills in the syllabus, we are not successful in implementing it.  

Of course, there are many other factors, apart from the teachers themselves, that might 

explain why change does not happen in practice, as [21] noted, ͚the culprit here could 

be outdated textbooks, or lack of textbooks at all, as well as poor access to new ideas, 

poor exposure in short͛. 
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In spite of the comments above, gradual methodological change is happening, among 

older as well as younger teachers, such as greater emphasis being put on students being 

active in the classes, less emphasis being placed on grammar and not all texts being 

literature-based.  

There is also evidence of change happening in certain types of school, as I commented 

in my field notes after [Obs. 19]: 

This is clearly a well-resourced private school, the second most expensive in the 

southern part of Kerala I was told. I was particularly surprised by the second class 

I saw with technology being used in the lesson in the form of a PowerPoint 

presentation. While I was suspicious that this may have been partly for my 

benefit in the sense of shoǁiŶg ǁhat a ͚good͛ sĐhool it ǁas, ǁith good teaĐheƌs, 

good students and good facilities, it was Ŷeǀeƌtheless the fiƌst tiŵe I͛ǀe seeŶ aŶǇ 

foƌŵ of teĐhŶologǇ at all iŶ aŶǇ sĐhool. I haǀeŶ͛t seeŶ eǀeŶ a CD plaǇeƌ iŶ a 

classroom so far, or for that matter a socket for a plug. [Field notes, August 2010] 

Looking beyond the possibility that the school wanted to impress me, as a visitor to the 

school, through their use of technology, it was clear that things were slowly changing, 

even if only in small pockets.  

Some participants viewed such small pockets of change positively. For example, asked 

for her view on a British Council funded ELT project that was at the time happening in 

Kerala and across India, [12] took the ǀieǁ that ͚anything that can help us is going to 

ǁoƌk ďeĐause ǁe͛ƌe lookiŶg at laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌs aŶd … eǀeƌǇ little helps, as stƌaight as that͛. 

However, such gradual change was not considered enough by others, with [9] suggesting 

that:  

Yes, bit by bit, drop by drop, differences do occur, but if you look at the situation 

in Kerala and in IŶdia, … ǁe ĐaŶ͛t use the ŵodel of additioŶ, ǁe haǀe to use the 

ŵodel of ŵultipliĐatioŶ. “o ďit ďǇ ďit effeĐts doŶ͛t aĐhieǀe ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh iŶ a ĐouŶtƌǇ 

like ours where the numbers go up phenomenally every year, of students and 
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the teachers you require, the books you require, the teacher trainers you need 

and so on. 

The suggestion here is that the current pace of change is insufficient to keep up with the 

growing pressures on the education system.  

This also touches on the issue of the need to integrate different aspects of the change, 

which is discussed below.  

7.5.2. The need for joined-up thinking  

There is to be a lack of appreciation in the setting of the fact that to make change happen 

in ELT methodology there needs to be parallel changes in other areas.  

There was little evidence of joined-up thinking when discussing change, in the sense, for 

example, of making sure that a change in approach to ELT is accompanied by any 

necessary changes in textbooks, teacher training and development, and assessment, 

and that it fits with wider educational norms. This is perhaps apparent in some of the 

views expressed above which suggest that some teachers, particularly senior teachers, 

are to blame if changes fail to happen in practice, rather than seeing wider reasons for 

the failure, such as assessment procedures not changing in line with methodological 

changes.   

The focus of the participants interviewed in the study was on what needed to change 

rather than how to make this change happen, and in particular, on the need to change 

particular aspects of pedagogy rather than on the process of implementing and 

managing any change. In other words, change was considered in terms of changing 

discrete aspects of practice, such as the teaching approach, rather than taking a more 

holistic view of change. Understanding of the complexity of the process did not come 

aĐƌoss iŶ the iŶteƌǀieǁ data, aŶd theƌe ǁas ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ Ŷo seŶse of a ͚ spideƌ͛s ǁeď͛ ;Boǁeƌs 

1983, cited in Hyland and Wong, 2013, p.61) view of change, with a change to one part 

affeĐtiŶg otheƌ paƌts of the ͚ǁeď͛.  
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Having said that, some interviewees did understand the need for joined-up when 

making changes. As [19] put it when discussing the possibility of implementing a 

͚communicative͛ appƌoaĐh to ELT in Kerala, ͚there is no chance for CLT unless there are 

ǁideƌ sǇsteŵ ĐhaŶges͛. 

[14] also noted that rather than thinking about changing one aspect of ELT, such as the 

methodological approach used in the classroom, other factors, and in particular the 

assessment system, needed to change too: 

The main handicap is that, even though we teach English for the first, you know, 

teŶ Ǉeaƌs of sĐhool, ǁe doŶ͛t haǀe aŶǇ test oƌ assessŵeŶts giǀeŶ to theŵ foƌ 

speaking of English. They just have to write, they have to listen, they have to 

uŶdeƌstaŶd … You eŶd up speakiŶg foƌ half the tiŵe iŶ EŶglish, ... then you are 

not giving them any assessment or any evaluation of the speaking faculty. 

There was also recognition of the importance of other related factors in facilitating a 

change in teaching approach, for example [6] highlighted the need to continue to 

improve the links between teacher education and classroom practice and [15] 

highlighted the importance of effective leadership. 

Several interviewees also mentioned change happening in particular circumstances, 

largely because of the efforts of particular iŶdiǀiduals. These ͚poĐkets of pƌogƌess͛ aƌe 

discussed below.  

7.5.3. Pockets of progress  

One way in which change is happening in the setting is through the efforts of individual 

teachers who go beyond what might be expected of them and do what they feel is right 

for their students, often working to a large extent independently of official guidance and 

support, with their work seemingly unseen and unrecognised in an official sense. These 

pockets of progress exemplify one type of the independent and unrecognised 

professionalism that is operating within the setting.  
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Although there has perhaps been a negative discourse running through much of the 

discussion to date about making change happen, negative in the sense that it has 

focused on what is preventing change, rather than highlighting more positive influences 

on change, there is frequent reference in the data to individual teachers, who I am 

laďelliŶg as ͚tall poppies͛, that are engaging in practices that are having a positive impact 

in terms of making change happen in the setting. 

Within this study, tǁo paƌtiĐipaŶts stood out as tǁo ͚tall poppies͛, [7] and [19]. 

When I first met [7], she was a teacher trainer in her first year of teacher training. On a 

professional level, she was interested in learning about different approaches to teacher 

education as she felt she had a great deal to learn in this area. On a personal level, she 

had close family members living overseas and had lived in different parts of India 

throughout her life, which perhaps helped to make her more open to different 

perspectives. 

When I first met [19], he was an established college teacher, having spent sixteen years 

in the same college. On one occasion while visiting his Đollege, I Ŷoted that ͚[ϭϵ] has 

started an English Club, aiming to focus on communication, a voluntary extra-curricular 

activity. It seems very popular͛ [Field notes, August 2010]. He was later instrumental in 

settiŶg up a teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoup iŶ the setting. He had a high level of curiosity to learn about 

the approaches to ELT used overseas and was open to finding ways to include some of 

these in his own teaching. For example, in spite of the apparent lack of technological 

resources for ELT in Kerala, he sought out ways in which technology could be used within 

the setting, even presenting at several conferences on the topic. During the course of 

this study, he completed a doctorate and started working in a local university. This gave 

him a greater level of autonomy and freedom to pursue his own interests, which in turn 

seemed to make him a more central figure among his professional colleagues in the 

setting.  

It was unclear to me why these two participants were more receptive to change and 

more willing to try out new ideas than a number of others I met. I would tentatively 

suggest that on a professional level it could be connected to a desire for autonomy and 
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on a personal level it might have to do with a sense of curiosity and openness to new 

ideas. 

Further comments in the data point to otheƌ ͚tall poppies͛ ŵakiŶg ͚poĐkets of pƌogƌess͛ 

in terms of what is being achieved in the setting. As [12] noted: 

I͛d saǇ theƌe aƌe pƌoďleŵs, ďut I do thiŶk that, iŶ sŵall poĐkets, lots of teaĐheƌs 

are doing lots of good thiŶgs … Individuals are managing to do lots because of 

their own interest and capability. 

Here, [12] highlights the ͚sŵall poĐkets͛ of ͚iŶdiǀiduals͛ ǁho ďeĐause of theiƌ ͚oǁŶ 

iŶteƌest͛ aƌe ŵakiŶg a diffeƌeŶĐe. [ϭϬ] siŵilaƌlǇ suggests that theƌe aƌe ͚very severe 

pƌoďleŵs, ďut  poĐkets of pƌogƌess͛. 

Meanwhile, [11] eluded both to the potential for individual teachers to change things 

and the apparent lack of support for such teachers: 

I strongly believe that a teacher can bring about a lot of change in the attitude of 

the learners, even the parents, so if the teachers work towards it, they can do 

ǁoŶdeƌs, soŵe of theŵ aƌe doiŶg ... theǇ͛ƌe doiŶg it, ďut theǇ Ŷeed a lot of 

support. 

It ŵaǇ ďe the Đase that these ͚tall poppies͛ aƌe aĐtiŶg as ĐhaŶge ageŶts, iŶstigating 

bottom-up change within, and to some extent despite, the constraints of the 

educational system.  

Theƌe is also eǀideŶĐe of ͚tall poppies͛ iŶ the oďseƌǀatioŶ data. The following extract 

from [Obs. 10] points to an individual teacher making a difference. As I noted: 

Theƌe is Ŷo Lϭ ďeiŶg spokeŶ ďǇ the teaĐheƌ … the teaĐheƌ ŵoŶitoƌs, eŶĐouƌages 

and helps while the students work in groups. Some L1 spoken in groups. Each 

group of students chooses a spokesperson for feedback. The teacher makes sure 

all the studeŶts listeŶ to eaĐh otheƌ͛s aŶsǁeƌs duƌiŶg feedďaĐk. “tudeŶts aƌe 

sŵiliŶg … the studeŶts͛ atteŶtioŶ has ďeeŶ held thƌoughout despite Ŷoise fƌoŵ 



243 
 

surrounding classes. I haǀeŶ͛t seeŶ this ŵoƌe iŶǀolǀiŶg stǇle of teaĐhiŶg heƌe 

before. Pockets of progress? 

At the time, this was the tenth class I had observed, but the first in which the teacher 

had tried to involve and engage the students, aŶd teaĐh iŶ, at least fƌoŵ ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀe, a ŵoƌe ͚student-centred͛ way. 

In terms of my own language in pondering whether the way this class was taught 

ƌepƌeseŶted ͚ poĐkets of pƌogƌess͛, I haǀe Đoŵe to uŶdeƌstaŶd that ŵǇ ĐoŶĐeptualisation 

of the teƌŵ ͚pƌogƌess͛ at that time, equating it with a movement towards a more 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ stǇle of teaĐhiŶg, is oŶe that is potentially problematic, as was 

discussed in Chapter 6.  

However, the point I would make here is that some teachers are doing things beyond 

the norm, not simply doing what they are told, but doing what they think is right for 

theiƌ studeŶts, ďe it ďǇ ĐƌeatiŶg aŶ EŶglish Đluď, fiŶdiŶg a ǁaǇ of holdiŶg the studeŶts͛ 

attention despite the potential distractions, speaking only in the target language or 

making students not only listen when the teacher is speaking but also when other 

students are speaking. These actions exemplify how certain individuals find ways to 

work independently, led in part at least by their own beliefs about what will benefit their 

studeŶts͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ folloǁiŶg pƌesĐƌiďed ƌules aďout hoǁ theǇ should teaĐh. They 

highlight the kind of independent professionalism present within the setting - 

independent in the sense that it was not following a particular officially sanctioned 

approach. 

Summary  

This chapter has highlighted independent and unrecognised professionalism within the 

setting by exploring different perspectives on ELT methodology. It has considered the 

methods and approaches used in the setting and how these aƌe laďelled as ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ 

oƌ ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛, the use of communicative approaches in Kerala, what a more localised 

approach to ELT in Kerala might look like, and what implementing a change in approach 

might involve. It does this primarily by giving local perspectives, but as the same time, I 
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recognise that the way I have chosen to represent these perspectives has been 

influenced by my own distant eyes interpretation of these perspectives.  

 

The following chapter discusses second language teacher education in the setting.  
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8. Local Perspectives through Distant Eyes: Second Language 

Teacher Education  

This chapter discusses findings related to local perspectives on second language teacher 

education (SLTE) and conceptualisations of professionalism, as seen from my distant 

eyes perspective. 

As a result of looking at SLTE in the setting in the light of an autoethnography of my own 

professionalism, discussed in the Chapter 6, I have found that SLTE tends to be 

conceptualised in a narrow sense in terms of top-down imposed theory-led training 

programmes, with these programmes viewed as having little connection to classroom 

practice. In terms of the professionalism of English language teachers, one specific area 

of particular concern is their language proficiency. However, in a more positive sense, 

there are examples of independent and unrecognised professionalism happening within 

the setting. In teƌŵs of “LTE, ͚iŶdepeŶdeŶt͛ pƌofessioŶalisŵ ƌefeƌs, foƌ eǆaŵple, to 

teachers developing themselves professionally outside of officially sanctioned SLTE 

programmes or other top-down imposed professional development activities, such as 

via informal networks of teachers within the setting. This is unrecognised by local ELT 

professionals in the sense that only the top-down imposed type of professional 

development seems to count in an official sense. For example, being able to apply for 

promotions can depend on having attended imposed in-service SLTE programmes and 

professional development workshops. This suggests that the current narrow view of 

SLTE and of professionalism in the setting needs to be broadened. 

In terms of the structure of the chapter, Section 8.1 discusses a common concern among 

many participants, the language proficiency of English language teachers, while Section 

8.2 discusses wider concerns with both pre-service and in-service SLTE in the setting. 

Section 8.3 then foĐuses oŶ the iŶfoƌŵal teaĐheƌs͛ Ŷetǁoƌks aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups that 

have developed and that are providing a form of independent and unrecognised 

professionalism in the setting.  
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Again as with the previous two chapters, I am aware that the questionnaire and 

interview data does not describe the situation in the setting, but how participants were 

perceiving and constructing it. 

8.1. Teachersǯ language proficiency and SLTE 

A high level of language proficiency is seen as an essential part of the professionalism of 

an English teacher. However, there are concerns about the language proficiency of 

English teachers in the setting.  

8.1.1. Concerns over teachersǯ language proficiency  

Teachers lack the required level of language proficiency to teach English, particularly 

those teaching in primary schools.  

Several participants were concerned that many English teachers lacked the necessary 

proficiency in English, as [15] noted: 

I would say the majority are not really equipped to handle English language, in 

the seŶse that ǁe eǆpeĐt theŵ … ǁe eǆpeĐt ĐeƌtaiŶ thiŶgs fƌoŵ aŶ EŶglish 

teacher.   

There were a number of other similar references to perceived language deficiencies 

aŵoŶg EŶglish teaĐheƌs, ǁith [ϭϮ] foƌ eǆaŵple statiŶg siŵplǇ, ͚You see, ouƌ teaĐheƌs͛ 

pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ is Ŷot faŶtastiĐ͛, aŶd [7] that ͚teaĐheƌs doŶ͛t haǀe the laŶguage pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ 

oƌ Đoŵfoƌt ǁheŶ usiŶg the laŶguage͛. 

The perceived lack of communication skills in English was highlighted by [16], who also 

suggested that this had implications for SLTE:  

 Those ǁho teaĐh iŶ EŶglish, theǇ doŶ͛t ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate ǁell. First, we have to bring 

in some programmes where we can train them to speak good English and give it 

to theiƌ studeŶts. … They [English teachers] have to acquire that language 

ĐapaĐitǇ oƌ that ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ skill pƌopeƌlǇ. … oŶlǇ ϭϬ%, I doŶ͛t eǀeŶ thiŶk 
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10%, of the teachers are good communicators, they have to be properly given 

training, proper training. 

Underlying these comments is an assumption that in order to be a good English language 

teacher, a high level of English language proficiency is a basic and essential requirement, 

and that developing this proficiency should be a core aim of any SLTE programme. This 

is in contrast to the majority of my own experiences of being involved on teacher 

education programmes, both as a participant and as a ͚facilitator͛, where language 

proficiency has been taken as a given, having been verified prior to the programme, or 

is downplayed, with any emphasis on language during the programme being more about 

language awareness than language development, and with any language development 

aspects, if there at all, being dealt with incidentally or as an added extra rather than as 

a core part of the programme.  

The perceived lack of English language proficiency among teachers was felt to be most 

problematic at primary level, as [12] noted:  

 The children are supposed to start English in class 3 of primary school … our 

pƌiŵaƌǇ sĐhool teaĐheƌs doŶ͛t haǀe the ǁheƌeǁithal to teaĐh the laŶguage, ďut 

theǇ haǀe to teaĐh it. “olutioŶs aƌe ďeiŶg fouŶd … [but] because you cannot say, 

͞I͛ll ǁait fiǀe Ǉeaƌs uŶtil ŵǇ teaĐheƌs aƌe tƌaiŶed aŶd theŶ staƌt͟, so Ŷoǁ ǁhat͛s 

happening is the teacher and the students are both learning the language 

together.  

[9] supported this view of an inadequate level of language proficiency among English 

teachers at primary level: 

 ThiŶk aďout the laŶguage Ǉou Ŷeed iŶ pƌiŵaƌǇ sĐhool Đlasses. ͚ What͛s ǁƌoŶg ǁith 

Ǉou ŵǇ deaƌ, ǁhǇ aƌe Ǉou ĐƌǇiŶg?͛ Do Ǉou thiŶk theǇ ĐaŶ saǇ that? No, theǇ ĐaŶ͛t.  

[ϭϳ] ǁas also of the opiŶioŶ that ͚especially at the primary level, teachers should be 

properly and thoroughly traiŶed͛, though it ǁas Ŷot Đleaƌ ǁhat this ͚pƌopeƌ͛ aŶd 

͚thoƌough͛ tƌaiŶiŶg ǁould iŶǀolǀe.  
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My field notes also suggest a problem, as I noted after visiting a primary school: 

At the school today, I was going to give the questionnaire to the teachers but 

decided against it as only one of them seemed to speak much English. Given what 

I͛ǀe ďeeŶ heaƌiŶg aďout ǁaŶtiŶg to iŶtƌoduĐe EŶglish iŶ the fiƌst Ǉeaƌ of pƌiŵaƌǇ 

school, language development would be useful for these teachers, and probably 

for others working at primary level. [Field notes, July 2009] 

The problem with the lack of language proficiency among primary teachers is 

exacerbated by the lower status given to teaching in primary schools compared to 

teaching at secondary or tertiary level. It is possible to become a primary school teacher 

in Kerala without an undergraduate degree, whereas an undergraduate degree is 

normally necessary to teach at secondary or tertiary level. Therefore, those who are 

more qualified in terms of academic achievement, who also tend to be more proficient 

in English because of having completed higher education programmes taught in English, 

tend to teach at secondary or tertiary level institutions, both because they are seen as 

of higher status and because they generally offer better pay and conditions than primary 

institutions. As [10] noted: 

There is a primary teacher scale, then they have a trained graduate teacher scale 

and then they have a postgraduate teacher scale. I said there were one or two 

of us who can go to the lower classes and teach the children, but they said I was 

appointed as a high school teacher so I ĐouldŶ͛t teach in the lower school. We 

need to overcome this problem, the problem of the status of primary schools. 

Set against this, from questionnaire data, all 31 of the teachers surveyed thought English 

should be taught in the setting from the beginning or near the beginning of primary 

education.  

Therefore, any general lack of proficiency in English among primary teachers is a issue 

that needs to be addressed. Within the teacher education of primary teachers, there 

needs to be a greater focus on developing the English language skills of teacher trainees. 
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More broadly, if English is to be taught effectively at primary level, the issue of the lower 

status accorded to primary school teaching may need to be addressed. 

The discussion here resonates with the concerns of Graddol (2010, p.81) who notes, 

with reference to India more widely, that: 

Now the priority is for speaking skills, and to start the business of English 

teaching in primary schools. This will require well-trained and qualified teachers, 

using communicative methods to engage young learners, but introducing the 

teaching of English into schools where trained teachers and suitable textbooks 

do not exist will magnify educational failure. 

8.1.2. Language proficiency and professionalism  

Professionalism is often judged in a very narrow sense in terms of language proficiency.  

Within the setting, links were made between teaĐheƌs͛ language proficiency and their 

ability to teach. As I noted in my field notes after the interview with [9]: 

Language proficiency seems to be of paramount importance in terms of judging 

the professional ability of the teacher. Several interviewees seem to be more 

concerned with this than with developing other aspects of teaĐheƌs͛ professional 

knowledge like classroom teaching skills or keeping up-to-date with current 

developments. What English teachers need to know seems to be seen in a rather 

narrow sense in terms of language proficiency, rather than in a broader sense as 

including areas such as pedagogic knowledge or understanding the context in 

ǁhiĐh theǇ͛ƌe teaĐhiŶg. [Field notes, August 2010] 

This language proficiency-based view of the knowledge base that English language 

teachers are expected to have seems to be a very narrow conceptualisation, focusing 

principally on knowledge of and proficiency in the language, with less concern about 

other areas covered by the literature. As discussed briefly in Section 5.2, Richards (1998), 

for example, sees the knowledge base for language teaching as including theories of 

teaching, teaching skills, communication skills, pedagogical reasoning and decision-
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making skills, contextual knowledge, all in addition to knowledge of the language, which 

he calls subject matter knowledge. By contrast, within the setting, it appears that 

knowledge of the subject matter, the English language, takes precedence. 

This may also suggest a rather narrow view of what is expected from SLTE programmes, 

a view which prioritises a focus on language development over taking a broader view of 

SLTE as ͚deǀelopiŶg pƌofessioŶal ideŶtitǇ thƌough soĐial paƌtiĐipatioŶ͛ (Burns and 

Richards, 2009, p.17).  Of Đouƌse, it ŵaǇ ďe that this ͚Ŷaƌƌoǁ͛ ǀieǁ is the most 

appropriate starting point for thinking about SLTE programmes in the setting, rather 

thaŶ tƌǇiŶg to applǇ ͚ďƌoadeƌ͛ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ peƌspeĐtiǀes oŶ “LTE.16 

8.2. Pre-service and in-service SLTE 

SLTE programmes in the setting seem to be top-down imposed theory-based and lack 

connections to classroom practice.  

Throughout the interview data, there is a great deal of discussion about the perceived 

shortfalls of SLTE programmes; for example, their lack of emphasis on classroom 

practice,  the top down imposed nature of the programmes, the lack of follow up after 

the programmes and the need for more school-based SLTE programmes. These issues 

are discussed below. 

8.2.1. SLTE and classroom practice  

There needs to be clearer connections made between SLTE programmes, which are 

theory-based, and classroom practice.  

There were concerns expressed about the efficacy of both pre-service and in-service 

SLTE programmes, highlighting problems of a lack of coverage in terms of equipping 

trainees to teach different levels of student and a lack of opportunity to apply theories 

and techniques in practice. This lack of practical training was highlighted by [4]:  

                                                 
16 Although Ŷot disĐussed heƌe, it is Ŷeǀeƌtheless iŶteƌestiŶg that I seeŵ to ďe iŶteƌpƌetiŶg ͚WesteƌŶ 
TE“OL͛ as takiŶg the ŵoƌe opeŶ aŶd positiǀe-souŶdiŶg ͚ďƌoadeƌ͛ ǀieǁ aŶd the settiŶg as taking the 

closed more negative-souŶdiŶg ͚Ŷaƌƌoǁ͛ ǀieǁ of “LTE. 
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 In a B.Ed. course, actually we are given all the theories, all the theories of the 

communicative approach, bilingual approach, direct approach, every approach 

and every way is argued, every method is taught there without any what, 

examples or practical side. 

Along similar lines, [16] commented on the lack of clarity about the impact in-service 

training has on practice: 

They may go for the training but how far theǇ leaƌŶ fƌoŵ it, ǁe doŶ͛t kŶoǁ, … 

nobody knows, there are no statistics on it, how many are making use of the 

training they get and practising what they learn in their schools.  

There is therefore a disconnect between what is taught on SLTE programmes and 

classroom practice, with training programmes imparting knowledge about, for example, 

teaching methods and approaches or classroom techniques, rather than offering 

practical guidance in applying this knowledge. 

[16] further suggested that most teachers did not implement the more ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ 

parts of the syllabus, both because of a lack of communication skills in English among 

the teachers themselves and because of a lack of appropriate training in how to 

incorporate ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ activities into their classes: 

The [Kerala state] government are saying in the new curriculum … there is lot of 

scope for the teachers to include communication skills in the lesson … [ďut] many 

of the teaĐheƌs aƌe Ŷot aďle to ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate iŶ EŶglish. … so even though 

communicative skills are included in the new curriculum, we are not successful 

in impleŵeŶtiŶg it … we are not getting proper training to do that.   

This laĐk of ͚pƌopeƌ tƌaiŶiŶg͛ iŶ teƌŵs of eŵphasis oŶ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches 

became evident to me when, during [Obs. 4] at the teacher training college, I was given 

the course material for the methodology part of the SLTE programme, and noted at the 

time that: 
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Theƌe aƌe ϭϱ ͚uŶits͛ of ŵateƌial here, one mentions ͚the Đommunicative 

approach͛, describing it in a historical/theoretical sense rather than offering any 

practical guidance. In fact, the material as a whole looks like a history of ELT 

methods book rather than providing practical guidance in terms of ELT 

methodology.  

[13] viewed the content of many SLTE programmes as lacking a reflective element and 

opportunities for trainees to interact with the trainers, with their peers and with the 

training material, commenting that: 

 Teacher trainees are shown demonstration lessons so what they end up doing is 

just ƌepliĐatiŶg ǁhat theǇ͛ve seen in these demonstration lessons, which is not a 

process of teacher education, I mean for me it [the purpose of teacher 

education] is to make you think in different ways, like how to deal with the same 

text in different ways, that kind of interaction is not happening.  

This view of SLTE at least partially sees it in a broader sense as needing to involve 

reflection on the process, recognising that becoming a competent teacher requires 

more than simply attending and completing a training programme, and that the training 

process should involve more than simply raising paƌtiĐipaŶts͛ awareness of theories and 

replicating classroom techniques. 

This perceived lack of connection between the theory of SLTE programmes and 

classroom practice is something that needs to be addressed.  

8.2.2. Sponsored professionalism  

Professional development is perceived in terms of top-down imposed teacher education 

programmes, what Leung ;ϮϬϬϵͿ Đalls ͚spoŶsoƌed pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛17. Teachers lack the 

power to exert influence over this professional development and further lack the 

                                                 
17 As disĐussed iŶ “eĐtioŶ ϭ.ϱ, LeuŶg͛s defiŶitioŶ of ͚spoŶsoƌed pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛ is slightlǇ Ŷaƌƌoǁeƌ thaŶ 
mine, though this does not affect the arguments in this chapter.  
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autonomy to freely apply what they learn on these programmes to their classroom 

practice.  

In-service teachers at government colleges are obliged to attend ͚oƌieŶtatioŶ͛ and 

͚ƌefƌesheƌ͛ Đouƌses iŶ oƌdeƌ to ďe aďle to applǇ foƌ pƌoŵotioŶs, though these were often 

not seen as beneficial in terms of professional development. As [5], a college teacher, 

noted: 

We have to do orientation and refresher courses and there we are told about all 

these various theories and everything, ďut iŶ Đapsule foƌŵ of Đouƌse. … 

OƌieŶtatioŶ͛s like aƌouŶd tǁeŶtǇ-fiǀe daǇs aŶd ƌefƌesheƌ͛s like aƌouŶd tǁeŶtǇ 

days. Orientation, every teacher who enters into service has to do that, 

preferably within one year. Refresher, you can do after one year of completing 

your orientation. You need to have one orientation and one refresher course 

ĐeƌtifiĐate if Ǉou ǁaŶt to applǇ foƌ Ǉouƌ fiƌst pƌoŵotioŶ, so it͛s ĐoŵpulsoƌǇ. … 

After that, for your second promotion you have to have another refresher 

course. 

There is a perception of professional development as an institutional requirement, one 

that the teachers themselves have no control over, with the way teachers are allowed 

to develop restricted by the power that those in authority exert over them. This 

emphasis on top-down imposed professional development also underlines the 

comment by [8], a school principal, that: 

Here we are following the system of the [state] government and once they are 

changing the methodology of teaching, they will be arranging different teacher 

training courses and we have to send our teachers to attend those courses.  

This comment suggests both that the government is imposing training on the schools, 

and that the schools then impose the training on the teachers. This enforced and 

formalised approach to professional development was not viewed as helpful.  
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8.2.3. Follow up after SLTE programmes 

There is a perceived lack of classroom-based follow up after in-service SLTE 

programmes.  

[13] commented on the lack of follow-up support given to teachers who attend in-

service SLTE programmes:  

Teachers, I mean they attend some workshop or training programmes, but after 

that, if they want to develop their skills, theǇ͛ƌe oŶ theiƌ oǁŶ. 

[16] supported this view, noting that: 

Teachers are getting the opportunity to go for the training, but after acquiring 

the training, the skills, they are not coming and practising that in the school. 

In addition to this, [1], a teacher trainer, who at the time of the interview was 

͚facilitating͛ a two-week in-service SLTE programme focused on teaching using more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approaches, when asked about whether she felt teachers were able to 

use what she did with them, indicated that any follow up to her courses was informal, 

unstructured, and given at a distance. She commented: 

I͛ǀe heard from a few of them that they have, theǇ eŵailed ŵe that theǇ͛ǀe 

aĐtuallǇ used the stuff iŶ theiƌ Đlasses, ďut I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ hoǁ ŵuĐh aďoǀe theŵ, 

like how much their authority figures above them let them do things. 

This again suggests a need for a more systematic link between any training in the form 

of sponsored professionalism provided and the application of what is learnt during the 

training process to classroom practice.  

8.2.4. School-based SLTE programmes 

There is perceived need for more ongoing school-based in-service SLTE programmes, 

but these need to be realistic in terms of what they demand from teachers. 
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[10] highlighted the need to ͚train some trainers and then send them to all the schools 

to spend time and then get feedback and then go there time and again͛. This emphasises 

both the need for more practical classroom-based training and the fact that it should be 

of an ongoing rather than one-off nature. At the same time, she also cautioned against 

ŵakiŶg iŵpƌaĐtiĐal aŶd uŶƌealistiĐ deŵaŶds oŶ the teaĐheƌs͛ tiŵe foƌ pƌofessioŶal 

development activities, given their high workloads, and poor pay and conditions, as the 

following comments illustrate: 

 The quantum of work is too much. They are not given any free time for their own 

private study. They are also asked to do administrative work and of course do 

corrections. Theƌe͛s a school in Kerala that I͛ǀe ďeeŶ goiŶg to foƌ the past fiǀe 

years, they are all very keen and earnest, but they say they have so much other 

work that theǇ doŶ͛t haǀe tiŵe to ƌead. They also have to commute, sometimes 

great distances. Unless this situation is changed and their workload is reduced, 

their commute is reduced, and theǇ aƌe giǀeŶ ďetteƌ salaƌies, eǆpeĐtiŶg teaĐheƌs͛ 

to ǁilliŶglǇ take paƌt iŶ eǆtƌa pƌofessioŶal tƌaiŶiŶg is uŶfaiƌ. … These are external 

problems and I doŶ͛t think schools will be able to handle them unless the 

government helps a lot. 

The suggestion then is that, although from a training and development perspective 

things would improve if the approach taken was practical and school-based, there would 

still be barriers likely to impinge on the effectiveness of any change in this direction, 

particularly if the change is going to demand more in terms of time and effort from 

teachers.  

Similar points concerning, on one hand, the need to bridge the gap between theory and 

classroom practice, while on the other, recognising the lack of incentive for teachers to 

change the way they teach, were made by [1]:  

 I had to do a lesson with them to shoǁ theŵ hoǁ it ǁoƌked iŶ a Đlass … I think 

somehow that has to be involved in the training. And I think what would help is 

offering extra money to attend the training … it͛s fiŶaŶĐial ďut I thiŶk if theǇ haǀe 
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ŵoƌe ŵotiǀatioŶ … ǁhǇ should theǇ use these ŵethods, ďeĐause that͛s aŶotheƌ 

keǇ poiŶt I͛ǀe ŶotiĐed in a lot of teachers - theƌe͛s Ŷo ŵotiǀatioŶ.  

This suggests not only that a more hands-on school-based approach is needed, but also 

that teachers need some kind of inducement, perhaps financial, to encourage the 

development of a mentality among teachers where professional development is 

prioritised.  

8.3. Independent professionalism 

Independent and unrecognised professionalism is happening within the setting in the 

foƌŵ of iŶfoƌŵal teaĐheƌs͛ Ŷetǁoƌks aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups, suggestiŶg a Ŷeed to 

reconceptualise what professional development involves within the setting. 

Having discussed SLTE mainly in terms of sponsored professionalism so far in this 

chapter, this section ĐoŶsideƌs teaĐheƌs͛ iŶdepeŶdeŶt pƌofessioŶalisŵ. In terms of what 

LeuŶg ;ϮϬϬϵͿ Đalls ͚iŶdepeŶdeŶt pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛18, where individual or groups of ELT 

professionals decide for themselves what and how to develop professionally, my initial 

impression was that there were very few individuals or groups actively seeking out 

professional development. There was no explicit reference, for example, to specific 

types of professional development activity apart from attending workshops. Other 

potentially more teacher-led bottom-up professional development activities, for 

example those mentioned in Richards and Farrell (2005, preface ix-ǆͿͿ suĐh as ͚self-

monitoring, teacher support groups, journal writing, peer observation, teaching 

portfolios, analysis of critical incidents, case analysis, peer coaching, team teaching, and 

aĐtioŶ ƌeseaƌĐh͛ ǁeƌe Ŷot eǆpliĐitlǇ ŵeŶtioned in discussions of professional 

development.  

Participants in the study appeared to view professional development in the more 

traditional sense of workshops, rather than recognising, as Johnson (2009) discusses, 

the changing nature of what constitutes professional development, and considering 

                                                 
18 As disĐussed iŶ “eĐtioŶ ϭ.ϱ, LeuŶg͛s defiŶitioŶ of ͚independent pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛ is slightlǇ Ŷaƌƌoǁeƌ 
than mine, though this does not affect the arguments in this chapter.  
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more self-directed, collaborative, inquiry-based alternatives to workshops as 

professional development, even though such alternatives may be more directly relevant 

to theiƌ Đlassƌooŵ teaĐhiŶg aŶd ƌeĐogŶise the ͚iŶformal social and professional 

Ŷetǁoƌks͛ ;iďid., p.ϮϱͿ that theǇ were part of. However, although these aspects of 

professional development were not explicitly mentioned and did not appear to be 

considered by participants as part of their professional development, there was 

nevertheless evidence of independent professionalism happening in practice.  

This section initially develops earlier discussions to further consider the sense of 

powerlessness many teachers feel in certain aspects of their work, and then moves on 

to suggest that, despite this pervading sense of powerlessness, some teachers are 

finding ways to empower and professionally develop themselves through loose and 

iŶfoƌŵal Ŷetǁoƌks. It theŶ eǆaŵiŶes the ƌole of keǇ iŶdiǀiduals oƌ ͚tall poppies͛ ǁithin 

these informal networks, looks at how these informal networks can indirectly facilitate 

pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt, eǆploƌes the ƌole teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups aƌe plaǇiŶg iŶ this 

independent professionalism, and finally provides a discussion on how professional 

development should be conceptualised.  

8.3.1. Sense of powerlessness 

Many teachers feel a need to ĐoŶfoƌŵ to the ͚sǇsteŵ͛, to use, oƌ at least ďe seeŶ to use, 

the ͚ŵethod͛ theǇ aƌe told to use aŶd to atteŶd the pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt 

programmes that they are told to attend, regardless of whether they consider them 

appropriate for their teaching situation. As was discussed in Section 7.5 and in Section 

8.2.2, there seems to be a feeling of powerlessness among teachers, a feeling of not 

being listened to, and of new approaches, syllabuses and associated training 

programmes being imposed on them. As [5] suggested: 

I have gone to workshops, before this syllabus came there was a workshop, a 

five-day workshop, to design the syllabus. There we begged of them, please 

doŶ͛t oǀeƌďuƌdeŶ the studeŶts, this is Ŷot goiŶg to ǁoƌk out. But still the sǇllaďus 

came into existence. None of our pleas were heard. 
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There also seems to be an acceptance of this authority, or at least no obvious sense of 

classroom teachers having the power to openly deviate from the prescribed path, as [4] 

explained: 

It all depeŶds oŶ ouƌ sǇsteŵs … ǁe ĐaŶ folloǁ oŶlǇ ǁhat ouƌ sǇllaďus saǇs oƌ 

what our college says. We cannot deviate from the norms of the college.  

This ĐoŶditioŶiŶg, oƌ eǆpeĐtatioŶ, that the ͚sǇsteŵ͛ is theƌe to ďe folloǁed is also 

apparent in training programmes. As [13] put it: 

 Generally, what we are shown or taught or trained as part of the education 

programme, is to fall into a kiŶd of a sǇsteŵ … teaĐheƌs doŶ͛t haǀe that fƌeedoŵ 

to experiment inside the class.  

[14] described this lack of freedom: 

We [the school where she works] receive aid from the government, which means 

that we have to follow certain restrictions and regulations that are implemented 

ďǇ the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt. … The sǇllaďus is heaǀǇ …The kiŶd of fƌeedoŵ that a teaĐheƌ 

can take is limited to the method that he is using to teach this particular syllabus.   

The lack of power teachers have to implement what they learn on SLTE programmes in 

their classes was highlighted by [11], who commented that:  

Teachers can only try out new techniques provided the authorities allow them 

to do that. UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, theǇ doŶ͛t haǀe the autoŶoŵǇ to do so. “o, aŶǇ 

amount of training that is provided to them remains mostly theoretical. Very few 

teachers may have the opportunity to go back and try the technique that theǇ͛ǀe 

been trained in in the classrooms. 

Moreover, when asked whether it might be more interesting if teachers could have 

some say in how the teach their classes, she responded: 

Look at it fƌoŵ a teaĐheƌ͛s peƌspeĐtiǀe, does the teaĐheƌ haǀe autoŶoŵǇ to 

Đhoose … she doesŶ͛t. “o theƌe is a fiǆed ĐuƌƌiĐuluŵ, a teǆtďook to folloǁ 
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religiously, if that is not followed, the students, the parents come back to the 

teaĐheƌ aŶd ƋuestioŶ ǁhǇ Ǉou haǀeŶ͛t doŶe this foƌ us, that͛s ǁhǇ I saǇ foƌ a 

teaĐheƌ it͛s ŵoƌe like, ͞I͛ǀe Đoŵpleted this poeŵ put a tiĐk ŵaƌk, I͛ǀe doŶe this 

Đhapteƌ put a tiĐk ŵaƌk͟. 

Therefore, there is not only the issue of a lack of connection between the theory in SLTE 

programmes and classroom practice, but also an added barrier in that even an 

enthusiastic teacher wanting to try to apply newly acquired theory to practice may not 

have the autonomy to do so.  

This seŶse of poǁeƌlessŶess, aŶd pƌessuƌe to ĐoŶfoƌŵ aŶd folloǁ the ͚sǇsteŵ͛, foƌ 

example, by following the imposed syllabus or teaching using the imposed ͚ŵethod͛ or 

attending imposed teacher education programmes, or by not feeling able to try out new 

ideas, clearly make it more difficult for individual teachers to act autonomously.  

However, some teachers are nevertheless finding ways engage in independent 

professionalism, as discussed below.  

8.3.2. Informal networks and teachersǯ groups 

There is evidence of independent and unrecognised professionalism happening within 

the setting in the form of informal teachers͛ networks and teachers͛ gƌoups. 

English language teachers in the setting were developing professionally in less 

structured and less imposed ways than initially appeared to be the case. This was 

happening through informal networks of ELT professionals, with these networks 

sustained to a sigŶifiĐaŶt eǆteŶt ďeĐause of ĐeƌtaiŶ iŶdiǀiduals, the ͚tall poppies͛ 

described in section 7.5.3, who stand out within the local ELT community, acting both as 

key participants within the network and as a kind of glue to hold the network together. 

They were striving to develop themselves and as a result often act as catalysts in the 

professional development of others. This created loose networks of teachers supporting 

each other in unstructured and informal ways, for example acting as informal mentors 

for less experienced colleagues in other institutions.  
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I began to notice these networks through effectively becoming involved in one of them 

myself, albeit in a peripheral sense, as the following extracts from my field notes explain. 

These field notes refer in particular to two of the participants in the study, who I 

previously described in Section 7.5.3 as ͚tall poppies͛: 

I feel so fortunate to have [7] and [19] arranging my visits [to schools, colleges, 

and teacher training institutions]. It seems they can get things organised at very 

short notice, with a few phone calls. They seem to have contacts everywhere – 

good contacts too, professional friendships, not just acquaintances. This was 

particularly noticeable today where the contact at the local school, seemed 

immediately to be on the same professional wavelength as [19]. It turned out 

that theǇ͛d atteŶded seǀeƌal ǁoƌkshops togetheƌ iŶ the past aŶd ǁeƌe Ŷoǁ paƌt 

of the saŵe teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoup. 

[7] really helped again me today. She took me to a school this morning, her 

ĐhildƌeŶ͛s sĐhool, ǁheƌe she iŶtƌoduĐed ŵe to oŶe teaĐheƌ ǁho she kŶeǁ oŶ 

both a professional and personal level, who then arranged for me to observe two 

classes. Then, in the afternoon, she took me to a teacher training college, where 

the principal was her former teacher. She also seemed to know several of the 

other staff.  

[Field notes, January 2013] 

In this instance, these participants were able to facilitate my data collection by using 

their networks. I was benefitting directly in terms of gaining access to different 

educational institutions because of well-connected organisers. As I further noted in my 

field notes: 

Theƌe͛s a seŶse of a ĐoŶŶeĐted cross-institutional network of professionals, 

appeaƌiŶg oŶ the saŵe ͚pƌofessioŶal ǁaǀeleŶgth͛ as eaĐh other, helping each 

other out where they can. The impression given is of relaxed and informal 

relationships, professional but also social relationships, contrasting with what 

I͛ǀe seeŶ within iŶdiǀidual iŶstitutioŶs, ǁheƌe theƌe͛s the seŶse that teaĐheƌs feel 
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restricted by the more formalised structures within particular institutions. Even 

[7] and [19], when in their own institutions, seem to act in a more constrained 

manner. [Field notes, February 2013] 

Thus, although within their own institutions, these teachers felt a sense of 

powerlessness, as discussed in Section 8.3.1, once outside of these institutions, they felt 

less restricted.  

This network of teachers therefore appeared to be operating within the confines of the 

educational system in the setting, but outside the confines of the normal places of work 

of those involved and therefore without the top-down pressure to conform to expected 

institutional behavioural norms.  

It was only towards the end of my data collection that I began to realise that local 

teachers operating in these loose informal networks were, while on one level just 

helping each other out, actually facilitating their professional development, as the 

following extract exemplifies: 

Spent the day with [19]. He took me first to a school and then to a college. Apart 

from carrying out two interviews, what struck me about today was the number 

of phone calls he received - six or seven during the course of one car journey. 

Almost all of them seemed to be work-related, but not related to his main job [in 

a government college], most of the time, he was advising his peers, generally less 

experienced teachers working in different local institutions, about various 

matters, generally of a pedagogic nature, but sometimes administrative. Some 

conversations took place in English, others in Malayalam, others in a mix of both. 

After a while, we started talking about these conversations. A common, though 

by no means the only, theme was the new assessment system that had just been 

put in place in government Đolleges to assess studeŶts͛ ĐoŵpeteŶĐe iŶ EŶglish, 

and the fact that neither the teachers nor the students were well-prepared for 

it. In fact, [19] had been involved in designing and writing some of the new 

assessŵeŶts, though this didŶ͛t seem to be the reasoŶ ǁhǇ he͛d ďeeŶ ĐoŶtaĐted. 

It appeared that he was contacted because of his central position within the 
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group and the fact that he was viewed as a key source of knowledge and advice 

for those in the group. [Field notes, June 2013] 

In this extract, I Ŷoted that he ǁas ͚adǀisiŶg his peeƌs͛ and that a ĐoŵŵoŶ ͚theŵe was 

the Ŷeǁ assessŵeŶt sǇsteŵ͛. I would argue that through the conversations he was 

having, [19] was assisting in the professional development of the network of teachers 

around him, albeit on an informal basis, In other words, he was facilitating the 

development of the independent professionalism of these teachers. 

This was in fact a critical time in the study as the events described here, particularly 

those described in the previous field notes extract, also helped me to crystallise my own 

thinking and to pull things together in terms of the unrecognised professionalism 

happening in the setting. These events provide a further example, in addition to the 

discussion in Chapter 6 and in particular in Section 6.4, of how I was able to appreciate 

the complexity of the setting once I had gained a greater understanding of the influence 

of ďoth ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd aŶd ŵǇ paƌtial iŶsideƌ / paƌtial outsideƌ 

positioning within the setting. They also made me realise that the conceptualisation of 

professional development in the setting was quite narrow and based mainly around 

more formal workshop-type professional development. This is discussed further in 

Section 8.3.3. More broadly, these events helped me to read between the lines and to 

see things that were not specifically stated in conversations around professional 

development during the study, and so to develop my thick description in terms of 

pƌoǀidiŶg ͚a Ŷaƌƌatiǀe of ǁhat has ďeeŶ fouŶd that shows the full complexity and depth 

of ǁhat is goiŶg oŶ͛ ;HollidaǇ, ϮϬϭϬa, p.ϵϵͿ. 

Returning to the above field notes, I asked [19] about the extent to which he felt part of 

an informal network of teachers and educators. He responded that: 

I would say that I am very much a part of such an informal network. I have been 

mailing groups consisting of English literature teachers and English language 

teachers depending on their interests and we share information online. This is 

more so because as part of my work I need to bring in teachers from outside my 

institution for various purposes like material writing, evaluating and taking 
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classes. I am also involved in teacher training and feel part of that big community 

of teachers whom I have met during training sessions. [Email communication, 

August 2013] 

Here, he talks about his iŶfoƌŵal Ŷetǁoƌk iŶ teƌŵs of ͚ŵailiŶg gƌoups͛ aŶd ͚shaƌiŶg 

iŶfoƌŵatioŶ oŶliŶe͛ aŶd ďeiŶg paƌt of a ͚ďig ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of teaĐheƌs ǁho I haǀe ŵet 

duƌiŶg tƌaiŶiŶg sessioŶs͛, ďut also ĐoŶŶeĐts this to his work within his own institution.  

Referring to his role within the informal network, he wrote: 

My role varies. Often I have initiated discussions and caused people to come 

together. Other times have seen me taking on something already formed and 

carrying in on. I am a participant, recipient, coordinator, and often a passive 

observer. This is about informal, often online, interaction. [Email 

communication, August 2013] 

Here, [19] makes the point that his role can vary greatly within the network and also 

highlights that the activity can often take place though online interaction. In the 

different roles he mentions, he engages in or engages others in professional 

development.  

This professional development is happening in a more bottom-up, more informal, and 

often more collaborative way than is possible in the kind of top-down imposed SLTE 

programmes discussed above. It is also likely that this professional development is, to a 

certain extent, subconscious in that it is gained in part as a result of immersion within 

this informal professional networks within the setting, hence it may not be explicitly 

laďelled oƌ paĐkaged as ͚pƌofessioŶal deǀelopŵeŶt͛. Because of this, it may not be 

recognised as part of professionalism, either by those taking part or by those imposing 

more formal, top down and recognised forms of professional development. 

Nevertheless, teachers in the setting are accessing and making use of this informal 

network to deal with specific issues and, as an indirect result, are developing 

professionally.  
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As well as being cross-institutional, the network involves people at different levels in 

their respective institutions and at different stages in their careers, but who generally 

live and work in the same broad geographical area. Further, it includes central 

characters, who are often ͚tall poppies͛ in the setting, and, between face-to-face 

meetings and activities, it holds together through mobile phone and online 

communication. 

Those involved are connected in different ways, such as through having attended the 

same training programmes or through having worked together, hence the network is 

built around localised though not necessarily institution-specific relationships. That is, 

socialisation into the network happens at a broader than institutional level. Indeed, this 

idea of broad interconnections within the local community is something I had noted 

earlier in my data collection: 

Theƌe͛s ŵoƌe of a seŶse of ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ heƌe thaŶ ďaĐk hoŵe. Wheƌeǀeƌ I ask to 

go, to schools, colleges, teacher training institutes and colleges in the city or 

outside, they [referring to participants [7] and [19]] always seem to know 

someone. [Field notes, June 2010] 

This informal network resembles ǁhat Laǀe aŶd WeŶgeƌ ;ϭϵϵϭͿ Đall a ͚ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of 

pƌaĐtiĐe͛, alďeit iŶǀolǀiŶg a looselǇ ďouŶd ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of teaĐheƌs, with more established 

members of the community having more central and influential roles.  

Although the kind of professional development described here might be seen as 

haphazard and as an unintended consequence of interacting with the network, 

nevertheless the network does seem to be a valuable means of acquiring new 

professional knowledge and, on a practical level, of helping teachers to find ways of 

dealing with particular issues. In effect, through the network, these teachers are finding 

informal ways to develop their ͚peƌsoŶal pƌaĐtiĐal kŶoǁledge͛, which, as highlighted in 

Section 5.2, ƌeĐogŶises the ĐoŶteǆtual Ŷatuƌe of a teaĐheƌ͛s kŶoǁledge aŶd that a 

teaĐheƌ͛s kŶoǁledge is continually reconstructed as that teacher lives out their 

professional life (Clandinin, 1992). 
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Along similar lines, slightly less informal but still largely unrecognised professionalism 

also is happening in the setting through teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups. [17] pointed out that these 

are being set up in the setting, commenting that ͚sloǁlǇ thiŶgs aƌe ĐhaŶgiŶg aŶd teaĐheƌ 

groups aŶd all aƌe gettiŶg doŶe͛. She had ďeeŶ iŶǀolǀed iŶ settiŶg up a teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoup 

herself and noted that, ͚ǁe ǁaŶted to set up a gƌoup so that ǁe Đould all ŵeet up oŶĐe 

iŶ a ǁhile, to shaƌe ideas aŶd to shaƌe ouƌ tƌouďles͛. This was clearly a more bottom up 

and voluntary undertaking, independent of the control of the management of particular 

institutions and so it could presumably operate with a reasonable level of autonomy.  

It is also likely that meeting in this group was not considered, either by those involved 

or by institutional managers, as part of what was recognised as professional 

development, both in the sense that it did not fit within the narrow conceptualisation in 

the setting of what professional development involved and in the sense that it did not 

qualify as the type of professional development teachers were expected to do in order 

to, for example, apply for promotions.  

It could be argued that such iŶfoƌŵal Ŷetǁoƌks aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups ĐaŶ help to pƌoǀide 

the ͚iŶtelleĐtual sĐaffolds that ďuild toǁaƌds fullǇ ĐoŵpeteŶt pƌofessioŶal paƌtiĐipatioŶ͛, 

deǀelopiŶg ͚pƌofessioŶal ideŶtitǇ thƌough soĐial paƌtiĐipatioŶ͛ ;FƌeeŵaŶ ϮϬϬϵ, p.ϭϳͿ. 

Further, it may be that the activities that take place in these networks and groups 

provide a way of mediating between the more formalised training and development 

activities that take place, and classroom practice.  

8.3.3. What counts as professional development? 

There is a need for what professional development involves to be reconceptualised in 

order to recognise the importance more independent forms of professionalism, such as 

those discussed above. 

Despite the above discussion around more independent professionalism, the majority 

of those interviewed in this study conceptualised professional development 

predominantly in terms of more formal and top down sponsored professionalism, 

generally focusing on its inadequacies, for example:  
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 Teachers are not given any proper training; they just learn things by heart 

without understanding anything. [3] 

Teachers often only have a textbook; they tend to lack the training or in-service 

support to adopt new ideas and approaches. [7] 

 I doŶ͛t eǀeŶ thiŶk 10% of the teachers are good communicators, they have to be 

given training, proper training. [16] 

 Training must be given to teachers in order to enhance their creative ability. [Q3] 

These comments focus on giving traiŶiŶg to teaĐheƌs, ǁith oŶlǇ [ϳ] ƌeĐogŶisiŶg that ͚iŶ-

seƌǀiĐe suppoƌt͛ ǁas also iŵpoƌtaŶt. Other comments focused explicitly the lack of or 

limited effect of in-service SLTE programme. 

The point here is that, even though this kind of sponsored professionalism was generally 

criticised by the participants, they still see this as what professional development is all 

about. Therefore, in discussing what needed to change, the emphasis was on the need 

for improvements in this type of professional development as opposed to thinking in 

terms of more independent professionalism, such as via the informal networks and 

teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoups disĐussed aďoǀe. Independent professionalism was not a part of the 

schema the participants used to talk about professional development. 

Having said that, a small number of participants were aware of the potential value 

different forms of independent professionalism. For example, [13] noted that: 

IŶstead of ĐoŶsideƌiŶg oŶe teaĐheƌ, ǁe ŵaǇ … ǁe ĐaŶ thiŶk of teaĐheƌ gƌoups 

and give support to them. If the teacher wants to do something for the next 

ŵoŶth, let͛s saǇ a Đouple of teaĐheƌs Đoŵe togetheƌ, disĐuss the thiŶgs, do thiŶgs 

together, prepare some material, go to the class, get back, that kind of 

collaborative approach is still yet to find space here.  

It may be that the possibilities for this and other types of independent professionalism 

are increasing. For example, there are increasing numbers of ELT journals as well as 
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other ELT and general teaching publications, many available online and free of charge, 

which can widen the reach of current developments in ELT in ways that were not 

possible even 10 years ago. More specifically, given the increasing availability of and 

access to new technology, there is certainly potential for informal networks of teachers, 

like that described above, to grow in importance as a means of helping teachers to 

embed themselves into the local teaching community and as a result to develop 

professionally.  

Summary 

This chapter has discussed different perspectives on SLTE in the setting. It has 

considered the approaches used for SLTE and uncovered independent and unrecognised 

professionalism in the form of a loosely connected network of teachers and a teaĐheƌs͛ 

group organised in a relatively informal way. As with the previous chapter, it offers local 

perspectives, while at the same time, recognises the influence of my own shifting distant 

eyes perspective in interpreting these local perspectives.  

 

The final chapter summarises some of the key findings coming out of the study and 

offers implications for local practice, foƌ pƌaĐtiĐe iŶ ͚ WesteƌŶ͛ suppoƌted pƌojeĐts iŶ ŶoŶ-

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, aŶd foƌ ƌeseaƌĐh practice.   
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9. Conclusions and Implications 

This study has attempted to add to existing knowledge about local practices within the 

research setting by uncovering independent and unrecognised professionalism. These 

were not apparent at the start of the study, but were uncovered through an 

autoethnography of my own professionalism and, in the light of this, re-evaluating my 

own positioning with respect both to the setting itself and to issues related to ELT 

methodology and teacher education to the setting. This allowed me to give credit to 

different perspectives on the data collected, particularly the data from classroom 

observations and teacher accounts of practice, and so turn my initial ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

distant eyes perspective into one that could better understand local perspectives. As a 

result, I have been better able to see possible ways forward for ELT and for second 

language teacher education in the setting, based on this understanding of local 

perspectives. 

  

The study further endeavours to add to existing knowledge in the sense of making TESOL 

professionals, whether researching or practising, more attentive to the need to 

understand unfamiliar settings, and more mindful of jumping to easy and simplistic 

conclusions about what might be happening in these settings. In particular, it attempts 

to add to the disĐussioŶs aƌouŶd ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessioŶals ǁoƌkiŶg and researching 

iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, aŶd to caution against the risks involved when these 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessioŶals ďƌiŶg ǁith theŵ theiƌ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal 

ďaggage͛ to suĐh settiŶgs. 

 

This has implications for practice, in terms of both local practice itself and the support 

giǀeŶ ďǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ teaĐheƌ eduĐatoƌs ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ uŶfaŵiliaƌ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

settings. It also has implications for research practice, both for local researchers and for 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ƌeseaƌĐheƌs ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ uŶfaŵiliaƌ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settings.  

 

In terms of the structure of the chapter, Section 9.1 gives the conclusions and considers 

the implications of the study in terms of research practice, and Section 9.2 considers the 

implications of the study in terms of ways forward for ELT in Kerala, based on local 
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perspectives as seen through my distant eyes, but informed by a greater understanding 

of my own professionalism.  

9.1. Conclusions and implications for research practice 

This section relates to different ways in which I was able to develop as a researcher and 

so put myself in a better position to be able to uncover independent and unrecognised 

professionalism in the setting. The first part of the section highlights some of the ways 

in which my understanding of the setting changed during the study, while the second 

part focuses on the implications of this for research practice, and in particular for 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ researchers in unfamiliar ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settings.  

9.1.1. Understanding the setting 

This section focuses briefly on some of the ways in which I was able to develop my 

understanding of the setting during the study.  

Shedding ǮWestern TESOLǯ Ǯprofessional baggageǯ 

At the staƌt of the studǇ, ďeĐause of ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ professional background, my 

tendency was to consider different aspects of ELT in the setting in relation to this, 

teŶdiŶg to see ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ as aŶ idealised goal to aiŵ foƌ aŶd the settiŶg foƌ the 

studǇ as defiĐieŶt iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶ the seŶse of Ŷot pƌaĐtisiŶg ELT iŶ 

the saŵe ŵoƌe ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛, ŵoƌe ͚eŶlighteŶed͛, ŵoƌe ͚ĐoƌƌeĐt͛ ǁaǇ. 

As I began to undeƌstaŶd aŶd offload soŵe of ŵǇ ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛, I began to see 

the setting iŶ its oǁŶ ƌight, ƌatheƌ thaŶ thƌough a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ leŶs. Foƌ eǆaŵple, I 

ǁas iŶitiallǇ judgiŶg Đlasses as ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ ďased oŶ ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ǀieǁ of 

good teaching, but gradually began to see that there were examples of good teaching in 

the settiŶg that did Ŷot folloǁ the kiŶd of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ teaĐhiŶg stǇle that I ǁas used 

to.  

Moƌe ďƌoadlǇ, I ǁas judgiŶg pƌofessioŶalisŵ iŶ this saŵe seŶse, ƌelatiǀe to ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛, ďut gƌaduallǇ ďegaŶ to uŶĐoǀeƌ pƌofessioŶalisŵ iŶ the settiŶg that had ƌeŵained 

hiddeŶ fƌoŵ ŵe ďeĐause of ŵǇ ďelief iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛. This pƌofessioŶalisŵ ǁas also 
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to a large extent hidden from participants in the study, in part because many of them  

had also come to believe that they should adopt ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ approaches. 

Over time, I began to judge the setting in its own terms. To continue the example above, 

I ďegaŶ to diseŶtaŶgle ͚good teaĐhiŶg͛ fƌoŵ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ teaĐhiŶg, aŶd see that, foƌ 

eǆaŵple, ǁhat appeaƌed to ďe a ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ Đlass Đould also ďe aŶ effeĐtiǀe and 

eŶgagiŶg Đlass, ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďeiŶg ĐoŶstƌaiŶed ďǇ the ĐoŵŵoŶ ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ǀieǁ that 

Đlasses that ǁeƌe Ŷot ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ Đould Ŷot ďe eŶgagiŶg. AŶotheƌ eǆaŵple of 

seeing the setting in its own right was the realisation that my initial preoccupation with 

͚laƌge Đlasses͛ ǁas iŶ esseŶĐe a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶflueŶĐed pƌeoĐĐupatioŶ. AŵoŶg 

participants, there was little concern about teaching what for me were large classes, 

probably because, within the setting, the classes were not considered as large but as 

typical classes. Indeed, as discussed in Section 6.1.3, when asked aďout this ͚pƌoďleŵ͛ of 

large classes, [4], [12] and [15] answered by saying what could be done in a positive 

sense rather than dwelling on the supposed problem.  

Putting the setting first 

Related to the above, I began to give primary importance to what was currently 

happening in the setting, making local norms the starting point for any discussions about 

the learning environment, ELT methodology, teacher education and related matters.  

For example, in terms of the discussing the learning environment, the above comments 

oŶ ͚laƌge Đlasses͛ ǁould ďe oŶe iŶstaŶĐe of understanding that the setting itself should 

be the starting point. I also began to see other features of the learning environment, 

such as the fact the boys would sit on one side and girls on the other, or that classrooms 

would have no lights and in most cases no electricity and could therefore be quite dark 

at times, as local realities around which to anchor discussions. 

In terms of ELT methodology, during the early parts of the study, I was in a position 

where, although I did not consider the uŶĐƌitiĐal appliĐatioŶ of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ led 

appƌoaĐhes suĐh as ͚the ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe appƌoaĐh͛ as appƌopƌiate iŶ the settiŶg, I ǁas 

still subconsciously using them as a reference point from which to judge classes. I was 
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also seeing aspects of suĐh ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ appƌoaĐhes as poteŶtiallǇ appliĐaďle as a 

ŵeaŶs of dealiŶg ǁith peƌĐeiǀed ͚defiĐieŶĐies͛ iŶ the ǁaǇ EŶglish ǁas ďeiŶg taught. Oǀeƌ 

time, I was able to move to a position where considerations of appropriate methodology 

would begin with the current approaches and techniques used in the setting. This does 

Ŷot ŵeaŶ that I ǁould ďe agaiŶst applǇiŶg aŶǇ aspeĐt of ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ appƌoaĐhes, 

iŶdeed theƌe aƌe aspeĐts of the ŵoƌe fleǆiďle ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ-orientated language 

teaĐhiŶg͛ that Littleǁood ;ϮϬϬϰ, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϬϭϰͿ adǀoĐates that ǁould be compatible with 

a locally-based approach. However, this became a secondary consideration, the primary 

reference point being what was already happening in the setting itself. 

Understanding my own positioning  

Over the course of the study, I was able to develop my understanding and awareness of 

my own positioning within the setting.  

For example, I was aware of how I had gradually moved from being an outsider to 

becoming a partial insider. This helped me to see alternative interpretations of particular 

eǀeŶts, ŵoǀiŶg fƌoŵ ŵakiŶg a ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ ǁith ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ to uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg 

particular events as a partial insider. For example, I began to see that the supposedly 

͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes ďeiŶg used iŶ the settiŶg were having some success in terms of 

the English level of many of the students, and came to appreciate that this success might 

be because of and not in spite of such approaches.  

 

I also came to understand how my background and the roles I was perceived as having 

within the setting, such as teacher, teacher trainer, or indeed researcher, were affecting 

the type of data collected. For example, during interviews with those who saw me as a 

teacher trainer, particularly when the interviewees were teacher trainers themselves, 

the conversation would lean towards a discussion of the problems with teacher 

education in the setting.  
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Appreciating complexity  

Underpinning much of the above discussion is a greater appreciation of the complexity 

that exists within different settings. As I became more aware, for example, of my own 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛ aŶd its iŶflueŶĐe oŶ ďoth my data collection and 

my work within the setting, of the unhelpfulness of comparing the setting in a deficient 

seŶse to ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs that I ǁas ŵoƌe faŵiliaƌ ǁith, aŶd of the faĐt that the 

easy and obvious explanations were not necessarily the only or the best ones, I was able 

to see the complexity that existed within the setting.  

As part of this, I tried to avoid thinking in a black-and-white sense and came to 

appreciate the shades of grey that existed. For example, I began to question my own 

uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of paƌtiĐulaƌ teƌŵiŶologǇ ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ used iŶ ELT, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ iŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛, seeiŶg that teƌŵs suĐh as ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ aŶd ͚ studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛, ͚ŵethod͛ aŶd 

͚postŵethod͛, or ͚iŶsideƌ͛ aŶd ͚outsideƌ͛, should not be interpreted in simplistic and 

binary ways. Further, I came to appreciate that my understanding of terminology such 

as this ǁas stƌoŶglǇ iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďaĐkgƌouŶd aŶd that I Ŷeeded to 

consider how such terms were applied within the setting, rather than trying to apply my 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of theŵ to the settiŶg. 

9.1.2. Implications for research practice, particularly in unfamiliar settings  

IŶ this studǇ, the ǁaǇ I ǁas seeiŶg the settiŶg as a ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ƌeseaƌĐheƌ iŶ aŶ 

uŶfaŵiliaƌ ͚ ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ setting became fundamental to the study. The following 

implications came out of this.  

A necessary struggle to offload Ǯprofessional baggageǯ 

It seems to be the case that the struggle to understand how a researcher in an unfamiliar 

setting is him/herself influencing the data, as described in this thesis, is a necessary part 

of any study of this type, particularly for relatively inexperienced researchers. As part of 

this, aŶd iŶ oƌdeƌ to ͚ challenge the value of tokeŶ ƌefleĐtioŶ͛ ;Wall, ϮϬϬϲ, p.ϯͿ, awareness 

needs to be raised concerning the importance of interrogating your own 
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professionalism, perhaps through disciplined and ongoing bracketing or perhaps 

through the more autoethnographic approach taken in this study. 

An important point here is that a researcher needs to understand and put aside his/her 

own prejudices in order to understand unfamiliar research settings. As Holliday (2016, 

p.ϭϴϯͿ Ŷotes, ͚this is a ǀeƌǇ diffiĐult task aŶd of Đouƌse is Ŷeǀeƌ totallǇ possiďle͛. IŶdeed, 

in this study, I feel the issue was that, although I had some understanding of my own 

prejudices, I was not initially able to apply this understanding to the setting in terms of, 

for example, disciplined bracketing.  

Related to this, a further implication is that researchers and teacher educators need to 

appreciate the complexity of particular settings. This involves avoiding reductive 

interpretations of particular situations or events, acknowledging that there may be 

something else going on than what is immediately apparent, and developing an 

awareness that there may be different ways of seeing and interpreting the same 

situation or event.  

The need to raise awareness among inexperienced researchers in unfamiliar settings, 

in a practical sense, of concepts such as reflexivity and bracketing 

Inexperienced researchers may not be aware, as they begin studies, of concepts such as 

reflexivity or bracketing. However, even if they are aware, they may not be able to apply 

these concepts in practice. This can lead to problems where the researchers are in 

uŶfaŵiliaƌ settiŶgs, suĐh as ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ƌeseaƌĐheƌs iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

settings. For example, in relation to the early parts of this study, although I had a loose 

awareness of what bracketing was in theory, I had never tried to actively apply it in 

practice. This meant that I was neither recognising nor putting aside prejudices, and 

instead letting them influence my data collection and broader thinking related to the 

study. More specifically, although I had an awareness, even at the start, that what 

ǁoƌked iŶ ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶg ǁas Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ appƌopƌiate iŶ the 

research setting, and that I needed to find a way of working in the setting that 

recognised this, I was still judging the setting, for the most part negatively, in terms of 
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what it lacked in comparison to the ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ Ŷoƌŵs aŶd eǆpeĐtatioŶs I ǁas ŵoƌe 

familiar with. 

The implication here concerns researcher development, and the need to focus, not just 

on different aspects of research methodology in a theoretical and research-

methodology-literature sense, but also on how particular aspects apply or can be 

applied in practice in specific situations. It is unclear to what extent this practical 

application of research methodology is something which can be taught in a more formal 

sense, as opposed to something that needs to be learned once in the unfamiliar setting, 

however the broad point here is that, for inexperienced researchers in unfamiliar 

settings, awareness of these methodological issues needs to be raised,.  

Understanding researcher positioning takes time 

A further implication of this study is that, again particularly for less experienced 

researchers in unfamiliar settings, the researcher needs time to understand their 

positioning and how this positioning might be changing during the study, and the impact 

of this on the research process. As suggested above, over the course of the study, my 

positioning moved from being an outsider to being a partial insider, and additionally, I 

was perceived as having different roles by different people at different times. These 

factors affected the data collection process and how I was interpreting the data. 

However, as a less experienced researcher in an unfamiliar setting, I needed time to 

understand my own positioning in the setting and the effect of this positioning on the 

research process.  

I was helped in this sense by the fact that this study developed over several years and 

several visits to the setting. I believe that this was more beneficial than a single more 

prolonged period in the setting as the extended time span of the study allowed 

relationships with participants to develop over time, as well as creating the time and 

space to reflect on my experiences in the setting and to carry out preliminary analysis of 

the data.  
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The need for research by local researchers 

As has been said at several points in this thesis, the independent and unrecognised 

professionalism in the setting was not only unrecognised by me at the start of the study, 

but unrecognised, or least not recognised in a positive way, by those working in the 

setting. In terms of ELT methodology, for example, those choosing to follow more 

͚tƌaditioŶal͛ appƌoaĐhes ǁeƌe seeŶ as ƌesistaŶt to ĐhaŶge. IŶ teƌŵs of pƌofessioŶal 

development, only more formal top-down imposed professional development was 

recognised by those in official positions as a necessary part of the job, with other more 

independent forms of professional development either unseen or not considered as 

professional development.  

There is perhaps an implication here that more research needs to be done by local 

researchers into the kind of independent and unrecognised professionalism discussed in 

this study. The act of studying and writing about this kind of professionalism may help it 

to gain recognition, both within the setting and beyond. 

9.2. Conclusions and implications for ELT methodology and teacher 

education 

This section looks at ways forward for ELT in Kerala, given the local perspectives 

expressed and in the light of the discussions about how my distant eyes perspective 

changed during the study. It considers the implications of the study in terms of ELT 

methodology and teacher education. 

The term Ǯmethodǯ is to be useful for teachers in practice 

IŶ teƌŵs of desĐƌiďiŶg theiƌ ͚ŵethod͛ oƌ ͚appƌoaĐh͛ iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ, soŵe paƌtiĐipaŶts 

adopted a theory-led ͚fiǆed set of ideas͛ ǀieǁ of the ͚ŵethod͛ theǇ thought theǇ ǁeƌe 

using, while others took a practice-led ǀieǁ of theiƌ ͚ŵethod͛, adoptiŶg ǁhateǀeƌ 

͚ŵethod͛ oƌ ͚appƌoaĐh͛ they felt appropriate to a particular teaching situation, without 

feeling constrained to stick to a fixed set of ideas.  However, although there was a lack 

of ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ iŶ the use of the teƌŵ ͚ŵethod͛, it ǁas Đleaƌ that all paƌtiĐipaŶts felt theǇ 

ǁeƌe folloǁiŶg soŵe kiŶd of ͚ŵethod͛.  
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The implication here is that, even though those working in the setting may define 

͚ŵethod͛ iŶdiffeƌeŶt ǁaǇs, theǇ still ďelieǀe iŶ the ĐoŶĐept of ͚ŵethod͛ aŶd theƌe is a 

ƌole foƌ ͚ŵethod͛ iŶ a looselǇ-defined sense. Indeed, in spite of the view of several 

theorists (Brown, 2002; Kumaravadivelu, 1994, 2001, 2006b; Richards, 1990) that the 

term is outdated and unhelpful, it offers reassurance for practising teachers that there 

is some kind of rationale behind the approach they are taking in the classroom. 

ELT professionals need to be aware of the potential influence of a ͚deǀelopŵeŶt 

discouƌse͛ on the way they look at ELT methodology  

There was a development discourse influencing the views of a number of participants, 

with teƌŵs suĐh as ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ oƌ ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-ďased͛ oƌ ͚studeŶt-ĐeŶtƌed͛ seen as 

͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd as pƌoǀidiŶg guidaŶĐe foƌ ǁhat should be or needed to be happening in 

classes. By contrast, more traditional features of the way English is taught in the setting, 

suĐh as ͚teaĐheƌ-ĐeŶtƌed͛ Đlasses, teaĐhiŶg laŶguage thƌough liteƌatuƌe, plaĐiŶg a stƌoŶg 

emphasis on teaching grammar and using translation, were viewed by some participants 

as undesirable features of ELT that needed to be removed from English language classes 

or at least reduced in terms of their importance in these classes.  

This development discourse has peƌhaps aƌiseŶ ďeĐause of the iŶflueŶĐe of ͚Western 

TE“OL͛ oŶ ͚ŶoŶ-Western TESOL͛ settiŶgs over a number of years. By this I mean that if it 

is repeatedly suggested that particular ;͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛Ϳ approaches or techniques are 

͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ aŶd ǁill iŵpƌoǀe the Ƌuality of English language teaching, then this message 

will be gradually become the established discourse.  

Further evidence of a development discourse within ELT in the setting can be seen in the 

suggestioŶ ďǇ soŵe paƌtiĐipaŶts that theƌe ǁas soŵe, alďeit sŵall sĐale, ͚pƌogƌess͛ 

happeŶiŶg. This ͚pƌogƌess͛ ofteŶ ƌefeƌƌed to iŶdiǀiduals oƌ sŵall gƌoups of teaĐheƌs 

trying to make change happen, and initially I took the term at face value. However, 

lookiŶg ŵoƌe ĐaƌefullǇ at the use of teƌŵs suĐh as ͚pƌogƌess͛, theǇ ǁeƌe geŶeƌallǇ used 

to describe a shift toǁaƌds a ŵoƌe ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ tǇpe appƌoaĐh, the iŵpliĐatioŶ ďeiŶg 

that this tǇpe of ŵoǀeŵeŶt ƌepƌeseŶts ͚pƌogƌess͛.  
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Some teachers in the setting do however resist this development discourse. They seem 

to decide what methodology to use based on their own experience and beliefs and 

based on an understanding of the setting in its own right rather than through the prism 

of ǁhat ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ saǇs is the appƌopƌiate ǁaǇ to teaĐh. IŶ this seŶse, theǇ applǇ 

theiƌ oǁŶ ͚ŵethod͛ aŶd ideas iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ aŶd in doing so demonstrate an 

iŶdepeŶdeŶt aŶd uŶƌeĐogŶised pƌofessioŶalisŵ. It is ͚iŶdepeŶdeŶt͛ iŶ the seŶse that 

they are not blindly following the officially-prescribed approach and, if they are 

following it to some extent, they are making adaptations according to their own beliefs 

aďout teaĐhiŶg. It is ͚uŶƌeĐogŶised͛ iŶ the seŶse that it is Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ĐoŶsideƌed as 

the ͚ĐoƌƌeĐt͛ ǁaǇ, aŶd also iŶ the seŶse that teaĐheƌs ŵaǇ tƌǇ to keep it hiddeŶ oƌ at 

least downplay it if they feel the approach they are using does not fit with the 

development discourse.  

An implication for teacher education is that a more critical approach is needed, both 

within pre-service teacher education programmes and in terms of the professional 

development of practising teachers, to encourage teachers to reflect on ELT in their 

particular teaching setting, highlighting the need to consider what is important for ELT 

in the setting in its own terms rather than relative to what is happening in other settings, 

and so making those involved aware of the dangers of uncritical acceptance of particular 

practices and of the potential risk of being caught up in the type of development 

discourse discussed above. This might in turn encourage and empower teachers to 

adopt practices appropriate for particular settings, rather than feeling they obliged to 

keep up with what is perceived to be happening elsewhere.  

ELT methodology and second language teacher education in the setting should focus 

on local considerations, and acknowledge the independent professionalism that exists  

There were certain aspects of the existing situation within ELT in the setting that came 

to the fore over the course of the study. These included the widespread use of literature 

and texts generally, the use of L1 in classes, the text-based structure of locally-produced 

textbooks, and the way in which classroom routines such as students standing up when 

speaking to the teacher were followed. Further, these aspects of the way English is 
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taught in the setting were established and both teachers and students were comfortable 

with them.  

The implication here is that, in line with much current thinking in ELT, decisions about 

ELT methodology need to appreciate and recognise both local conditions and the ways 

teachers operate within those conditions in terms of using ELT methodology that they 

feel is appropriate for their classes, often independently of official sanction. That is, 

decisions about ELT methodology should aĐkŶoǁledge teaĐheƌs͛ iŶdepeŶdeŶt 

professionalism. For example, using literature, and more widely texts, as a springboard 

for teaching language should not be abandoned, but recognised as a local condition and 

the independent professionalism of teaĐheƌ͛s ĐhoosiŶg to ŵake use of liteƌatuƌe iŶ this 

way should be acknowledged. 

Furthermore, SLTE should reflect local conditions and acknowledge this independent 

professionalism in the setting. Continuing the above example, this would suggest that, 

in terms of SLTE, there could be a focus on exploiting literature so as to make it more 

accessible and engaging for students. To take another example, the use of L1 was a 

persistent feature in classes, and so SLTE should recognise this and seek to encourage 

teachers to use L1 at appropriate times in order to promote learning effectively.  

More communicative approaches can be used in the setting in particular situations, 

though there are challenges with implementing such approaches  

Although it was suggested above that ELT methodology should focus on local 

considerations, this is not to suggest that ELT methodology cannot also be informed by 

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ ďased pƌaĐtiĐe.  

BƌoadlǇ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes ǁeƌe, in particular situations, such as in private 

schools, with ͚better͛ students and/or within cities, thought to be used in the setting. 

However, there were perceived barriers to the use of such approaches, such as teachers 

wanting to place strong emphasis on teaching grammar, not wanting what they saw as 

the eǆtƌa ďuƌdeŶ of teaĐhiŶg iŶ ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ ǁaǇs, oƌ the sĐhool ŵaŶageŵeŶt 

not being supportive of changes to the existing ways of doing things.  
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Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, iŶ teƌŵs of the iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ of ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes, 

there was a sense that younger teachers were more open to and more willing to change 

their approach to ELT than their more senior colleagues, but at the same they were not 

generally in positions to make change happen in practice. There was also little evidence 

of joined-up thinking in terms of making change happen. For instance, a number of 

participants suggested a need to ŵake Đlasses ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ or ͚student-

ĐeŶtƌed͛, ďut these suggestions did not seem to be linked, for example, to a need to 

change the assessments that the students had to do.  

An implication of this for practice is that, if a ŵoƌe ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ approach to ELT 

methodology in the setting is desired, then there needs to be a more consistent system-

wide view taken of how English should be taught. For example, English teachers are 

being asked by official bodies, such as state education authorities, to teach using more 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛ appƌoaĐhes, foƌ eǆaŵple ǀia the ͚disĐussioŶ ŵethod͛ oƌ ͚aĐtiǀitǇ-based 

appƌoaĐh͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, uŶless these appƌoaĐhes aƌe suppoƌted ďǇ the sĐhool 

management, reflected in teacher education programmes and the assessment system, 

and embedded into the wider educational system, it is unlikely that teachers will be able 

to teach in the officially sanctioned way or, even if they are able to, they may decide, 

given these other factors, that this is not the appropriate way in their setting. They are 

likely therefore to continue with the independent professionalism, in terms of ELT 

methodology, that they are currently engaging in. Whilst this in itself is not a bad thing, 

it does not promote a consistent approach to ELT across the setting, Further, as this 

professionalism is not recognised as such, teachers following their own approach based 

oŶ theiƌ oǁŶ ďeliefs ĐaŶ get laďelled as ͚tƌaditioŶal͛ oƌ out of touĐh ǁith ͚ŵodeƌŶ͛ 

;͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛Ϳ appƌoaĐhes to ELT, ǁhiĐh iŶ tuƌŶ is likely to have negative effects on 

these teachers͛ ŵotiǀatioŶ.  

There needs to be a more practice-based emphasis within SLTE 

There were concerns expressed over the lack of a clear link between theory as learnt on 

SLTE programmes and classroom practice. There were further concerns that in-service 

professional development was generally provided in the form of top-down imposed 

events, which those attending often did not perceive as useful, and that the teachers 
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themselves lacked the power to control their own professional development 

trajectories. In addition to this, the lack of classroom-based follow up to in-service 

professional development events was seen as making it more difficult to support 

teachers in putting what they learned at these events into practice in their classrooms. 

On a more pragmatic level, there was a belief that, until practical issues such as high 

workloads and poor pay and conditions were addressed, it would continue to be difficult 

to persuade teachers to engage meaningfully with professional development.  

The implication of this is that SLTE needs to be more practice-based if it is to be 

perceived as relevant and effective. Alongside this, there is a sense that any in-service 

professional development needs to be mindful of what can reasonably be expected of 

teachers with high workloads who are not particularly well compensated in terms of pay 

and conditions. 

A wider conceptualisation of professional development is needed, with more 

independent forms of professionalism recognised 

As has been discussed, although some teachers perceived a lack of power to control 

their own professional development, professional development was happening on an 

informal basis and in ways that the teachers themselves did not seem to count as 

professional development. During the study, I was able to observe the way teachers 

supported each other across institutions, via what I have described as an informal 

network, a group of education professionals who have informally connected with each 

other, independently of any official involvement. This independent professionalism, 

rather than individuals or groups actively and consciously seeking out professional 

development, involved a group of individuals seeking answers to problems and, as a 

result, almost as a by-product, developing professionally. This was needs-based and 

voluntary, and bottom-up in the sense of coming from the teachers themselves rather 

than being imposed on them from above. However, it did not appear to be recognised 

by participants or those in authority as professional development, perhaps because 

within the setting professional development is conceptualised in a narrow sense, in 

terms of the more top-down imposed workshop type professional development, akin to 

ǁhat LeuŶg ;ϮϬϬϵͿ Đalls ͚spoŶsoƌed pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛.  
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There was also a slightly more forŵal teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoup opeƌatiŶg aĐƌoss iŶstitutioŶs iŶ 

the setting. This group was set up in a bottom-up sense where a group of individuals 

came together rather than being supported by the institutions in the setting. 

Furthermore, like the informal network, it was Ŷot geŶeƌallǇ ƌeĐogŶised as ͚offiĐial͛ 

professional development, either by participants or those in authority. More specifically, 

the participants saw this group as a place where they could go to discuss and get help 

with particular issues they were having, rather than recognising the group in terms of 

professional development. In an official sense, this group was not recognised as the type 

of professional development that counted in terms of needing to do a certain number 

of hours of it in order to apply for promotions.  

The fact that the iŶfoƌŵal Ŷetǁoƌk aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ gƌoup ǁeƌe opeƌatiŶg aŶd helpiŶg their 

members to develop professionally, albeit without considering it as professional 

development, suggests that the value of independent local approaches to professional 

development should be recognised. More broadly, there is a need for a wider 

conceptualisation of professional development. Moreover, given that the activities of 

this network and group seem useful in terms of helping members to develop 

professionally, it would be sensible to create conditions that encourage them to flourish. 

This could be done, for example, by raising awareness of the potential to develop 

professionally in more informal ways, both on pre-service SLTE programmes and once 

in-service as part of the ongoing professional development activities. Alongside this, 

such independent professionalism needed to be supported and recognised as 

worthwhile by those in positions of authority within the setting.  

Further, it could be argued that developing teacher agency in this way might be a way 

of creating an educational environment closer to what the teachers themselves perceive 

to be appropriate in the setting. Empowering teachers in this way such that they feel 

able to make the changes they feel necessary to improve standards in their schools or 

colleges seems likely to lead to more sustainable developments in ELT practice than 

would be the case if changes to practice are imposed on teachers. 

Related to this, there is also room for further research in the area of unrecognised 

professionalism and, in particular, the ways in which teachers are developing 
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themselves professionally in less formal ways and in ways less traditionally considered 

as professional development that are not given recognition in an official sense. As was 

discussed in Section 8.3 and elsewhere, though it took time to get at, there was 

unrecognised professional development happening in the setting. It would be 

interesting to focus on uncovering more of this kind of professional development in the 

setting. For example, an area not explored in this thesis was the amount of 

(unrecognised) professional development that teachers might be engaging in online. 

There remains a role for Western TESOL Ǯexpertsǯ in unfamiliar settings  

͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ pƌofessioŶals still haǀe a ƌole to plaǇ iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs. 

Being an outsider to the setting can enable an educator, or a researcher, to see what 

local practitioners cannot, wherever the outsider comes from and whatever their 

starting position. The issue is that this outside ͚eǆpeƌtise͛ should ďe used seŶsitiǀelǇ aŶd 

appropriately, without, for example, judging the setting according to the norms and 

expectations of other, more familiar settings. Problems ŵaǇ aƌise if ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ 

͚eǆpeƌts͛ aƌe Ŷot aǁaƌe of the ͚pƌofessioŶal ďaggage͛ theǇ are bringing with them into 

unfamiliar settings, as discussed in the first part of this chapter.  

Hoǁeǀeƌ, oŶĐe ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ eǆpeƌts ďeĐoŵe seŶsitised to the settiŶg, Đoŵe to 

realise that watered-doǁŶ ͚ WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ tǇpe appƌoaĐhes aƌe Ŷot ŶeĐessarily the way 

foƌǁaƌd iŶ ͚ŶoŶ-WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ settiŶgs, Đoŵe to uŶdeƌstaŶd that ǁithiŶ the settiŶg 

the ͚eǆpeƌts͛ aƌe the people ǁoƌkiŶg theƌe daǇ-to-day, and look to collaborate rather 

thaŶ iŵpose ideas, theŶ aŶ outsideƌ͛s distant eyes outsider perspective can be useful. 

Indeed, as Holliday (2005) points out, there are plenty of cases of positive outcomes 

from outsider-led projects in terms of, for example, establishing new centres or new 

programmes. 

Summary  

This thesis has attempted to describe a process as much as it has produced a final 

product. I set off looking for local perspectives on particular issues in the setting, not 

ƌealisiŶg the iŵpaĐt ŵǇ ͚WesteƌŶ TE“OL͛ iŶflueŶĐed distant eyes perspective was having 

in shaping both the data I was collecting and the way I was in interpreting that data. 
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Oǀeƌ the Đouƌse of the studǇ, I ďeĐaŵe ŵoƌe ƋuestioŶiŶg of the ǁaǇ ŵǇ oǁŶ ͚WesteƌŶ 

TE“OL͛ ďased eǆpeƌieŶĐe ǁas affeĐtiŶg the studǇ aŶd as a ƌesult ǁas iŶ a ďetteƌ positioŶ 

to understand local perspectives in the setting, and to uncover the informal and 

unrecognised professionalism that existed within the setting, but that had not been 

apparent to me until I had added the autoethnographic dimension to the study. 
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Appendix 1 - Data collected during each visit to the research setting  

The breakdown of the data collected during each visit to the research setting is given in 

the table below. The ǀisit laďelled as ͚Visit Ϭ͛ happeŶed ďefoƌe this studǇ ǁas offiĐiallǇ 

started, nevertheless the observation data collected on that visit was useful in informing 

the direction of the study. In addition to the data shown in the table, additional data 

was collected through emailed follow-up questions after several of the interviews.  

Visit 

number 

Date of visit Length of 

visit 

Year of 

study 

Data collected 

0 November 

2007 

10 days 0 4 Classroom observations  

1 June 2008 10 days 1 5 Classroom observations; 31 

questionnaires; field notes 

2 July 2009 1 week 2 6 Classroom observations; 3 interviews 

3 July - August 

2010 

5 weeks 3 9 Classroom observations; 9 interviews; 

field notes 

4 December 

2011 

1 week   2 interviews; field notes 

5 February 2012 1 week 3 4 interviews; field notes 

6 January-

February 2013 

1 week 4 4 Classroom observations; 3 interviews; 

field notes                          

7  June 2013 3 weeks 4 Field notes 
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Appendix 2 - Open-ended questionnaire19  

English Language Teaching Methodology in Kerala 

This ƋuestioŶŶaiƌe is paƌt of a ƌeseaƌĐh studǇ iŶto teaĐheƌs͛ ǀieǁs oŶ EŶglish laŶguage 

teaching methodology in Kerala. 

You do not have to take part in the study if you would prefer not to. 

If you do take part, all answers will be treated as confidential. 

If your responses are used when the study is written up, then they will be anonymised. 

Please answer the questions below. There no right or wrong answers. 

1. When do you think children should start learning English in school? 

2. What do you think about the way you were taught English in school? 

3. In what way, if any, do you think your school English classes could have been 

improved? 

4. What do you think about English medium schools? 

5. What do you see as the role of the teacher in teaching English? 

6. What do Ǉou uŶdeƌstaŶd ďǇ the teƌŵ ͚teaĐhiŶg ŵethod͛ iŶ ƌelatioŶ to teaĐhiŶg 

English? 

7. What do Ǉou uŶdeƌstaŶd ďǇ the teƌŵ ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish͛? 

8. What do you think it means to teach English in a communicative way? 

9. Do you think communicative methods are used in English classes in Kerala? 

10. How applicable do you think a communicative approach is in Kerala? 

Please add any other points you feel relevant to English language teaching and 

teaching methods in Kerala: 

 

                                                 
19 The writing space between questions has been removed in order to fit the questionnaire onto a single 
page here.  
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Appendix 3 - Classroom observations 

The eight schools where the classroom observations took place were a combination of 

state government schools (C, G and H below), government-aided schools (A, D and E 

below), and private schools (B and F below). In addition, one observation took place in 

a teacher trainer college (marked TTC below) and one in a higher education college 

(marked HEC below). 

For each classroom observation, the number of the observation, the location, the school 

year (or ages of the students for the two observations in colleges), the number of 

students in the class, the length of the observation and the date of the observation are 

giǀeŶ ďeloǁ. Foƌ the sĐhool Ǉeaƌ, the Ŷuŵďeƌ ͚ϵ͛, foƌ eǆaŵple, ƌefeƌs to a Đlass iŶ ͚Yeaƌ 

ϵ͛ of sĐhool.  

Visit 0 (November 2007) 

Observation 

number  

Location School year                                 

(or age if a college)  

Number of 

students 

Length Date 

1 A 9 42 35 2/11 

2 A 11 37 30 2/11 

3 A 8 43 35 2/11 

4 TTC Age 21-22 30 60 3/11 

Visit 1 (June 2008) 

Observation 

number  

Location School year                                 

(or age if a college)  

Number of 

students 

Length Date 

5 HEC Age 19-20 60 60 19/6 

6 B 9 30 35 20/6 

7 C 8 42 20 21/6 

8 D 12 30 25 22/6 

9 D 9 34 20 22/6 
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Visit 2 (July 2009) 

Observation 

number  

Location School year                                  Number of 

students 

Length Date 

10 D 10 28 25 28/7 

11 A 8 50 35 29/7 

12 A 12 37 30 29/7 

13 A 7 37 30 30/7 

14 A 9 41 30 30/7 

15 E 8 45 40 31/7 

Visit 3 (July-August 2010) 

Observation 

number  

Location School year                                  Number of 

students 

Length Date 

16 B 9 32 40 30/7 

17 B 12 33 25 30/7 

18 F 9 41 35 3/8 

19 F 10 38 25 3/8 

20 A 8 44 25 5/8 

21 A 7 43 30 5/8 

22 A 10 38 35 6/8 

23 A 12 37 25 6/8 

24 G 10 31 30 9/8 

Visit 6 (January-February 2013) 

Observation 

number  

Location School year                                 Number of 

students 

Length Date 

25 H 11 28 30 30/1 

26 H 11 24 30 30/1 

27 H 11 22 30 30/1 

22 H 8 22 20 31/1 
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Appendix 4 - Example of my observation notes  

Obs. No.: 6 School: B School year: 9  No. of students: 30  

Length of Obs.: 45 minutes Date: 20.6.08 

Time Observations 

0 TeaĐheƌ ;TͿ asks ͚ǁhat is a ŶotiĐe?͛ OŶe studeŶt ;“ϭͿ defiŶes, T ĐheĐks ǁith 

other students (Ss) if this is correct. Concept check - ͚ǁheƌe do ǁe fiŶd 

ŶotiĐes?͛ “s ĐleaƌlǇ seeŵ to kŶoǁ this. T asks ͚ǁhat is a ĐiƌĐulaƌ?͛ aŶd foƌ 

differences between a notice and a circular. Indiv Ss stand to answer, T 

clarifies. Format of notices elicited from Ss. T-style of expecting Ss to finish her 

sentences. High standard of English among Ss. Ss are keen to participate, but 

opportunities seem limited to T interacting with “s, i.e. theƌe͛s Ŷo paiƌ ǁoƌk. 

Ss suggest ideas for a notice about a science fair. Is this an example what 

theǇ͛ƌe ĐalliŶg the ͚aĐtiǀitǇ ŵethod͛? 

12 T sets up a ͚ƌole-plaǇ͛ iŶǀolǀiŶg dƌaftiŶg a ŶotiĐe, though theǇ doŶ͛t seeŵ to 

haǀe ͚ƌoles͛ as suĐh. T giǀes “s tǁo ŵiŶutes͛ ƌeheaƌsal/thiŶkiŶg tiŵe. Fouƌ “s 

Đoŵe to the fƌoŶt to ͚ƌole-plaǇ͛ a ĐoŶǀeƌsatioŶ aďout dƌaftiŶg a ŶotiĐe. This is 

repeated with three more groups of four Ss. Very challenging for Ss. T seems 

to choose better Ss for this. Ss very imaginative/creative. T monitors the 

gƌoups͛ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐes, ďut ofteŶ iŶteƌfeƌes ŵid-performance to correct or 

improve their language, so what I expected to be quite a free activity was in 

fact highly controlled. Everything stops suddenly when another T comes in to 

give a real notice about timetable changes next week.  

25 T at front again. More eliciting about formality of language in notices.  One 

student (S2) comes out and reads the completed notice of his group. T tries to 

get other Ss to correct mistakes, both in language and in formality, and 

improve notice. T then suggests corrections herself and added some new 

language. T speaks at normal speed and uses high-level vocabulary. Ss draft 

their own notice based on a question dictated by T. T checks that instructions 

understood by asking sts what they have to do. T walks around commenting 

on notices and hurrying groups to complete their notices before the end of the 

period. Praise given for imaginative titles. The bell goes, but most Ss carry on 

writing into their break time. 
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Appendix 5 - Details of interviewees 

Interview 

number 

Job at the time of the 

interview 

Date Notes 

1 Teacher trainer July 2009  

2 Secondary school teacher July 2009 Interview not recorded 

3 Secondary school teacher July 2009 Interview not recorded 

4 College teacher August 2010  

5 College teacher August 2010  

6 College teacher August 2010 Based in Tamil Nadu 

7 School principal August 2010  

8 School principal August 2010 
 

9 Teacher trainer August 2010  

10 Teacher trainer August 2010 
 

11 Teacher trainer August 2010 Based in Hyderabad 

12 Teacher trainer August 2010 Based in Hyderabad 

13 College teacher December 

2011 

 

14 Secondary school teacher December 

2011 

 

15 Secondary school teacher February 2012  

16 Secondary school teacher February 2012  

17 Sessional university 

lecturer 

February 2012  

18 Secondary school teacher February 2012  

19 College teacher January 2013  

20 Secondary school teacher January 2013  

21 Teacher trainer January 2013 
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Appendix 6 - Example of an interview transcript  

Extract from Interview [5] 

I: So perhaps to start with you could just tell me something about your background in 

teƌŵs of Ǉouƌ studǇ, hoǁ loŶg Ǉou͛ǀe ďeeŶ teaĐhiŶg, ǁhat kiŶd of Đollege Ǉou teaĐh 

in at the moment? 

T: OK. I did my BA and MA in English - language and literature, not in Communicative 

English. I did my degree from University College, which is in Trivandrum, then I did a 

degƌee iŶ EduĐatioŶ fƌoŵ the UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of Kalikut, that͛s iŶ ŶoƌtheƌŶ Keƌala. Afteƌ 

that I worked as a guest lecturer in two colleges, again in northern Kerala, both are 

Government colleges. After that, I did a short spell, very short, like two months 

perhaps, in a polytechnic, again in northern Kerala.  Then I came here, this is my first 

permanent job. 

I: Right. And is your family based southern or northern Kerala? 

T: My parents are from around central Kerala, not proper central Kerala but still, 

around central Kerala. They came here and they got their jobs and settled down 

here. I was born and brought up here. 

I: Ok. Just to start with some general thoughts about the way English language is 

taught in Kerala - I͛ŵ Ŷot talkiŶg aďout speĐifiĐallǇ a ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe EŶglish Đouƌse, 

but English language generally, in schools, in colleges. 

T: In Kerala, English language is taught around Malayalam. Actually, they are both 

different languages with different structures and basically everything is different, 

but still if you want to teach someone English here, you have to teach that via 

MalaǇalaŵ. That͛s a ƌidiĐulous thiŶg to do, ďut still, that͛s ǁhat ǁe do heƌe. 

I: You saǇ that͛s ǁhat ǁe do, ǁhat aďout iŶ EŶglish Mediuŵ sĐhools? 

T: Even there it happens. Look, I was convent educated. I did like, what fourteen years 

in a convent institution and there also are teachers, they use bilingual method, 
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basically, because you get every kind of student there. Not everyone comes from the 

city, some come from very rural background. Everyone might not be able to follow 

if Ǉou take Đlass thƌoughout iŶ EŶglish. “o that doesŶ͛t happeŶ. 

I: OK. What are your views more generally of English Medium schools? Because 

theǇ͛ǀe gƌoǁŶ aŶd gƌoǁŶ iŶ ƌeĐeŶt … 

T: I prefer English Medium schools but then again kids vary, you know. My outlook 

about teaching was different before I came here. Because earlier, even when I 

studied or when I worked, just like in colleges or schools that were closer to the city, 

the student level, when they come in, they can appreciate English much better, they 

understand English much better. But here it is a completely different scenario 

ďeĐause kids heƌe aƌe fƌoŵ the … ďaĐkgƌouŶd, theǇ doŶ͛t get to use EŶglish, theǇ 

doŶ͛t heaƌ EŶglish. We had a PTA ŵeetiŶg a feǁ daǇs ďaĐk aŶd I ďegged of the 

parents to let the kids watch the television, some English programme or other, they 

simply sat there and smiled - ǁhat a ƌidiĐulous suggestioŶ, that͛s ǁhat ǁeŶt thƌough 

their mind, I know, because the kids were sitting there and they were begging me 

ǁith theiƌ looks ͚doŶ͛t saǇ that, doŶ͛t saǇ that͛ ďeĐause theǇ kŶoǁ theiƌ paƌeŶts ǁill 

neveƌ let theŵ ǁatĐh aŶǇ EŶglish pƌogƌaŵŵe. That͛s the Đultuƌe heƌe. It͛s diffeƌeŶt. 

I: OK. “o, just oŶ ǁhat͛s taught iŶ the Đlassƌooŵ - in most places I go to, language is 

taught through literature, really as a by-product of learning to appreciate literature, 

language is picked up on, rather than as a separate subject. What do you think of 

that as a way of teaching language? 

T: I doŶ͛t appƌeĐiate it ďeĐause, Ǉou kŶoǁ, teaĐheƌs said that͛s ǁhat is aiŵed at, Ǉou 

teaĐh laŶguage ǀia liteƌatuƌe, that͛s a ĐeƌtaiŶ goal, that͛s just a dƌeaŵ. AĐtuallǇ ǁhat 

happens is here we are engaged in a rat race to finish off the syllabus. We just want 

to finish the syllabus, prepare the students for the examination where they are not 

really being tested on the language. The questions that are asked, like appreciate 

the ĐhaƌaĐteƌ of Haŵlet, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t ďe ĐoŶĐeŶtƌatiŶg oŶ the laŶguage, theǇ aƌe 

mugging up the story and they are writing some rubbish which cannot be 
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acknowledged as English. This teaching of language through literature, I ǁoŶ͛t 

support it. I am a person who is interested in linguistics, not in literature. 

I: OK. ChaŶgiŶg the suďjeĐt slightlǇ, ǁhat…hoǁ do Ǉou see the ƌole of the teaĐheƌ iŶ 

the classroom? 

T: I try to be a very good friend of my students because I think if they are afraid of me 

oƌ if ǁe haǀe just a foƌŵal ƌelatioŶship, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t ďe aďle to ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate ǁith ŵe, 

theǇ ǁoŶ͛t Đoŵe to ŵe ǁith theiƌ douďts oƌ ǁhateǀeƌ. MǇ kids, theǇ do take aŶ 

effort to speak English, they take an effort.   

I: And do they come to you with their doubts? 

T: Yes, they do. We are very close, me and my students, we are really good friends. 

That͛s ǁhat I͛ŵ ƌeallǇ pƌoud of, Ŷot that I͛ŵ a good teaĐheƌ. MaǇďe I do teaĐh 

ďeĐause theǇ saǇ I͛ŵ a good teaĐheƌ, ďut I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ aďout the teaĐher part but I 

am a good friend. I think this relationship is important. 

… 

I: Ok. So again about communicative language teaching again, to what extent do you 

feel communicative methods are understood by teachers a) in practice … sorry a) in 

theory and b) in practice? 

T: Maybe not much in theory because teachers who come to college, assistant 

pƌofessoƌs, theǇ…ŵost of theŵ doŶ͛t haǀe a pƌofessioŶal degƌee iŶ eduĐatioŶ. TheǇ 

Đoŵe heƌe, theǇ see the sǇllaďus, ok, theǇ deal ǁith it. Though it͛s Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌǇ iŶ 

Keƌala aŶd I doŶ͛t thiŶk eǀeŶ iŶ IŶdia that Ǉou should haǀe a degƌee iŶ eduĐatioŶ to 

be a college lecturer, you just got to have good marks for your MA/PG and NET, UGC 

NET. You have to clear that test. If you do that, you can be an assistant professor in 

a college but to teach in school, you have to have a degree in education so teachers 

might not be that familiar with the theories. But they do practice stuff in college 

because once enter into service, we have to do orientation and refresher courses 
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and there we are told about all these various theories and everything but in capsule 

form of course. 

I: Um, I can see from the numbers in your classes that it would be possible to use 

communicative approaches. What do you think about these really large classes, 

seventy-five/a hundred, is it possible in such classes? 

T: No, it͛s Ŷot possiďle, Ǉou kŶoǁ. We ĐaŶ alǁaǇs tƌǇ. IŶ sŵalleƌ Đlassƌooŵs, Ǉou ĐaŶ 

have better class control but in bigger classrooms, if you are talking to one student, 

the rest all will be shouting, theǇ ǁill ďe talkiŶg, theǇ ǁoŶ͛t eǀeŶ listeŶ to Ǉou, eǀeŶ 

if it is something serious is going on, even if somebody dies right in the front of them, 

theǇ ǁoŶ͛t paǇ aŶǇ atteŶtioŶ. 

I: Ok. What…Ǉou ŵeŶtioŶed soŵe teaĐheƌ…deǀelopŵeŶtal teaĐheƌ tƌaiŶiŶg that Ǉou 

get once you start working. Can you tell me a bit more about what that involves and 

how often it happens approximately? 

T: Well, they hold courses regularly but we can do only one per year. 

I: One a year.  How many days? 

T: OƌieŶtatioŶ͛s like aƌouŶd tǁenty-fiǀe daǇs aŶd ƌefƌesheƌ͛s like aƌouŶd tǁeŶtǇ daǇs. 

Orientation, every teacher who enters into service has to do that, preferably within 

one year. Refresher, you can do after one year of completing your orientation. You 

need to have one orientation and one refresher course certificate if you want to 

applǇ foƌ Ǉouƌ fiƌst pƌoŵotioŶ, so it͛s ĐoŵpulsoƌǇ.  

I: Right, and what about after that? 

T: After that, for your second promotion you have to have another refresher course. 

I: Ok. How are things changing in IŶdia, as tiŵe goes aloŶg, ŵaǇďe it͛s a little eaƌlǇ foƌ 

you to say but maybe since you were in school, at college, do you feel like things are 

moving forward, developing? 
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T: Yes. Technology has moved on and to ask it, you know when I was at school or even 

when I was in college, I was not used to the internet or googling or anything like that. 

But my students, my first year students, they come to class and they are well versed 

with things, when I tell them something, they go home and they do some research 

on the internet and next day they come back and we discuss. It happens. And also 

they can accept Western culture much better than we could, back when we were 

studeŶts. MaŶǇ thiŶgs ǁeƌe Ŷeǁ to us, ǁe ĐouldŶ͛t aĐĐept it, ǁe ǁould saǇ ͚ oh that͛s 

ǀeƌǇ odd͛. MǇ kids are different. 

I: I was interested actually in one of the talks that we both saw a couple of days ago, 

the oŶe aďout the filŵ tƌaileƌs, ďeĐause … it ǁas iŶteƌestiŶg foƌ ŵe ďeĐause I, as aŶ 

outsider, would never have thought I could do that talk because I would have 

expected that question about cultural appropriacy. But from your point of view, 

would you agree with the speaker who said, kids watch this anyway, so why not 

show it in class? 

T: Yes, I ǁould agƌee ǁith hiŵ. You kŶoǁ ǁhat͛s the poiŶt of pƌotecting the kids? What 

aƌe Ǉou pƌoteĐtiŶg the kids fƌoŵ? TV oƌ the iŶteƌŶet, theǇ͛ƌe just ŵedia, that͛s all. 

We ĐaŶ͛t tell theŵ ǁhat to teleĐast oƌ ǁhat Ŷot to, aŶd ǁe ĐaŶ͛t ƌeallǇ sĐƌeeŶ ǁhat 

the kids see. TheǇ͛ƌe of a ĐeƌtaiŶ age, theƌe aƌe soŵe thiŶgs ǁhich they should know, 

eǀeŶ seǆ eduĐatioŶ is iŵpoƌtaŶt. IŶ this ĐouŶtƌǇ, that doesŶ͛t happeŶ. I agƌee ǁith 

Praveen Sir, Bond films can be used. 

I: I did too aĐtuallǇ. Ok, let͛s talk a little ďit ŵoƌe aďout ͚ĐhaŶge͛ – what do you think 

the attitudes of a typiĐal teaĐheƌ iŶ a sĐhool oƌ iŶ a Đollege is to ͚ĐhaŶge͛, ǁheŶ a 

new method comes along, a new approach comes along? 

T: MaǇďe seŶioƌ teaĐheƌs ŵight Ŷot ǁelĐoŵe it that ŵuĐh ďeĐause theǇ͛ƌe used to 

certain ways of doing things. They like their classes as it is, but when there is young 

blood round, they love to experiment.  

... 
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Appendix 7 - Examples of field notes 

Names of people and places have been removed to preserve anonymity.  

Extract from field notes from Visit 1 (June 2008) 

Wednesday 20th June – School [B] 

This is oŶe of the ͚ďetteƌ͛ sĐhools iŶ the aƌea, i.e. oŶe of the ŵoƌe eǆpeŶsiǀe pƌiǀate 

schools. Issues such as good private vs. other private vs. govt. schools, and urban vs. 

rural schools arose in conversation here. According to the English teacher trainer at [the 

teacher training college], who look me to visit this school, less happens in English in more 

rural schools. The fact that the affluent Keralite parents  seem to be sending their 

ĐhildƌeŶ to sĐhools like this, ǁheƌe theƌe͛s a ǀery strong focus on English seems to be 

creating a kind of self-imposed linguistic-imperialism-type situation where the 

imperialists are those who have a good command of English.  

It is clearly a couple of levels above the other school I visited. It feels like, and seems to 

consider itself, an elite school. I arrived to catch some of the investiture of the new head 

boy, head girl and house leaders. Three secondary English teachers completed 

questionnaires and I observed a class. The observation was of a very competent teacher 

teaching very competent and motivated students. The teachers seemed knowledgeable 

aŶd had a higheƌ leǀel of EŶglish aŶd ďetteƌ pƌoŶuŶĐiatioŶ that I͛ǀe eŶĐouŶteƌed 

previously. I spoke with two classes and the students asked me questions, they clearly 

spoke very good English themselves. The only negative in the visit was the Principal 

going on rather a lot about me finding them links with schools in the UK and finding 

native teachers to come out and work for them. 

It might be that more comŵuŶiĐatiǀe ŵethods aƌe appliĐaďle iŶ ͚ďetteƌ͛ pƌiǀate sĐhools 

such as this to a much greater extent than they are in other schools, because of a 

combination environment, teacher-level and quality of student. 
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Extract from field notes from Visit 4 (December 2011) 

Friday 9th December 2011 – Conference at the University of Kerala 

The most positive thing from the conference was meeting a small number of people 

interested in teacher development, and managing to interview two of them. Some good 

data I think, and as a ƌesult I͛ŵ feeliŶg ŵoƌe positiǀe aďout ƌeseaƌĐh geŶeƌallǇ. 

At the conference, the paper presentations were rather chaotic and of mixed quality, 

often simply regurgitating theory in a non-engaging way, though some were thought-

provoking and informative and there was some emphasis on more recent approaches. I 

found it odd that teachers, who must surely be more aware than most about 

presentation styles and how to structure presentations, were often so poor in this sense.  

In terms of teacher development, theƌe do seeŵ to ďe ͚poĐkets of deǀelopŵeŶt͛ aŵoŶg 

individuals who develop interests in certain areas (e.g. technology, drama). There 

seemed in some cases to be a lack of practical application or practical examples of the 

theories discussed. Certainly, the feeling of a very much coursebook-led approach to 

laŶguage leaƌŶiŶg ;ďut isŶ͛t this the Đase eǀeƌǇǁheƌe?Ϳ.   

IŶ geŶeƌal, deǀelopŵeŶt seeŵs to Đoŵe ŵaiŶlǇ fƌoŵ the uŶiǀeƌsitǇ aŶd ͚Đollege͛ 

teachers rather than school teachers, at least if this conference is anything to go by.  

There is some technology in colleges, although this seems to be based around language 

labs, which seem to have reinvented themselves in India. Is this because of low or slow 

internet connectivity or for some other reason? 

Another idea that struck me was of resourcefulness (and/or the need to be resourceful) 

in a resource-scarce environment.  

Again the idea that terminology is understood in different ways by different people 

ƌesuƌfaĐed. I Ŷeed to eǆploƌe this, e.g. the teƌŵs ͚ŵethod͛, ͚ŵethodologǇ͛ aŶd 

͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatiǀe͛. 

 


