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ABSTRACT

Teachers working in the Adult Migrant English Programme (AMEP) bring to
their task a great deal of knowledge, experience and expertise. They also face
constant demands on their professional adaptability as global events lead to
their working with language learners from very different backgrounds, while
evolving national policies suggest changing priorities for their teaching. This
paper reports on the introduction of an approach to continuing professional
development designed to support teachers in their autonomous growth with
regard to both their expertise and their flexibility. The underlying principle
involved is that of extending one’s interactive repertoire to include the pur-
poseful use of non-judgmental discourse. This can be shown to assist individual
development and also enhance a sense of collegiality in a shared community of
practice. Genuine data from project participants are used to demonstrate how
the approach works and informal participant evaluation is also included.

Introduction
This article arises from an action research project, ‘Developing the community
of practice in the Adult Migrant English Programme (AMEP)’1, conducted
in the AMEP during 2005 and 2006. In the period of situational analysis
that preceded the formulation of the project, AMEP teachers and adminis-
trators identified three salient issues:

• The constantly changing nature of the backgrounds, and therefore the
needs, of AMEP learners demands unusual flexibility and creativity
from teachers.

• The AMEP teaching force has at its disposal a wealth of knowledge and
experience, which needs to be reinvested in its own development.

• The AMEP’s potential for renewal depends in part on its ability to mentor
new colleagues as they join the teaching force.

These are clearly not issues that respond to a short-term, problem/
solution-type intervention, and yet the sense of need and aspiration
expressed was pervasive. It was decided, therefore, to implement a project
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that explicitly set out to encourage the concept of a self-aware community
of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991) in the AMEP, and which introduced a
set of attitudes and skills designed to encourage self-development along
both individual and collegial lines. The project was thus centrally situated in
what Johnson (2006) has called ‘the sociocultural turn’ in teacher education.
That is to say, the project attempted to meet the four contemporary 
challenges to Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)
identified by Johnson (2006: 239–47) in that it:

• introduced processes of theorisation of practice as a way of dissolving
theory/application dysfunctions (Clarke 1994) and developing an
autonomous praxis;

• legitimised teachers’ ways of knowing, as it encouraged them to articulate
their emergent ideas and plans;

• redrew the boundaries of professional development for project partici-
pants (to include the acquisition of a designed discourse and the 
meta-cognitive awareness to use it);

• allowed teachers to take account of the sociopolitical nature of their
work with immigrants, refugees, and asylum seekers, directly impacted
as this is by global events as well as national policies.

This article sets out neither to narrate the history of the project, nor to
detail its outcomes with regard to consequent changes in professional prac-
tice made by any of its participants (see Butorac in preparation), but rather
to provide a situated and data-based introduction to the form of collegial
self-development that was at the heart of the project. My intention is to
show, through the following presentation and discussion, how this approach
works. The possibility then arises for interested colleagues to engage actively
with the approach itself towards their own purposes, either directly from
their understanding of this article, or by following up references given to
further reports and/or training materials.

Underlying this intention is also an argument concerning action-
researchers’ ways of knowing and communicating with each other. In 
line with the philosophy of the project itself, and with Lave and Wenger’s
(1991: 24) comment, ‘namely that learning is a way of being in the social
world, not a way of coming to know about it’, this article seeks to contribute
a situated point of access to the emergent practical wisdom of teaching, and
only contingently to intellectual knowledge about teaching. The claim being
made is that such a contribution carries its own theory-in-action load,
which is not to be undervalued because of its failure to conform to what
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Dewey (1929/1960, cited in Eikeland 2001: 146) called ‘a spectator theory
of knowledge’.

Cooperative development
With regard to its discourse, both in the large-scale sense of a world of
shared expectations and interpretive schemata (Gee 1999) and in the sense
of having a set of distinct interactive rules (Gustavsen 2001), cooperative
development (Edge 1992, 2002) draws on the non-judgmental tradition of
educational thinking, which was pioneered by Carl Rogers (for example,
Rogers 1969; Rogers and Freiberg 1994) and brought into English language
teaching initially by the work of Charles Curran (for example, Curran 1976);
it was later made more widely known through the major contributions to
the field achieved by Earl Stevick (for example, Stevick 1980, 1990).
Another major influence has been the professional development work of
Gerard Egan (for example, Egan 1986). Cooperative development (hence-
forth CD) offers a framework that can enable teachers to explore their own
professional experiences and intellectual understandings in order to make
their own individual plans for future action. This capacity for continuing
development responds to the need for flexibility in the face of changing
needs highlighted above, while also helping teachers strengthen the collegial
ties that they feel with those who share this process with them (Edge 2002:
156–71).

This mutually supportive interplay between the individual and the 
community is also indicative of the way in which CD aligns itself with 
the traditions of participatory action research, broadly defined (Kemmis and
McTaggart 2003), and seeks to provide a facilitative form of language to
articulate the entailed processes of exploration, discovery and action.

Data-based reports on CD in use are available with regard to the teaching
of young learners (Boshell 2002; Edge 2003) and of adults (Boon 2003), to
collaboration in higher education (Mann 2002; Edge 2006a), to uses in
teacher education (de Sonneville 2005, 2007) and to online applications
(Boon 2003; Edge 2006b). The main source text is Edge (2002), which
contains workshop materials and detailed explanations of concepts and
skills, along with reports from the field by colleagues using related or
derived approaches.

In order to have any hope of keeping promises on individual and 
collegial potential such as the ones made in the previous paragraphs, CD
inevitably demands an investment of time and effort. Also, as with any type
of approach or discipline, it cannot suit everyone. So, after attending an
introductory CD workshop relating to the above AMEP project, one
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participant later reported that colleagues found it ‘tedious, quirky and weird
as a process’, while asserting that ‘The work environment requires a quick 
question–answer/response fix’.

On the other hand, another report came in from the field, saying:

I have found that CD works very well and that the solutions are powerful
ones, because they come from your personal reflection. It is very satisfying and
empowering to find your own solution rather than relying on someone 
else’s advice.

And, from the point of view of a colleague facilitating such empower-
ment, another said:

Developing the skills in CD is wonderful. For me it is good to learn to slow
everything down, to remove any obligation for assisting or rescuing, and to
guide someone to see their own solution – or if not a solution, their own path
to trial. It is a strange, subtle, yet powerful skill.

This article concentrates on these positive responses, in the knowledge
that colleagues from the project have gone on to continue CD work beyond
the demands of the original project, to extend it from face-to-face interac-
tion into computer-mediated mode, and to make conference presentations
on their experiences (for example, Butorac et al 2005; Barber, Butorac and
Haak 2005, 2006; Butorac 2006a, 2006b).

The next two sections of the paper offer the promised presentation of
what is involved in CD, first in principle and then in practice, exemplified
by data taken from the AMEP project. I have capitalised everyday terms,
such as Speaker, when they have a meaning specific to the CD framework.

In principle
Two colleagues agree to work together to support each other’s development,
taking turns in the roles of Speaker and Understander. (For convenience, 
I shall refer to the Speaker as she and the Understander as he.) In each meeting,
it is the Speaker who is working on her professional development; the
Understander is working to support her in this. One fundamental principle
is that there are as many ways of being a good teacher as there are teachers.
The search, therefore, is not for any kind of objective best way, but for the
next best step for the Speaker, based on her own reflections. To support this
search, the Understander commits himself to what we shall call non-
judgmental understanding. That is, he will not evaluate what the Speaker has
to say, but will simply accept it without agreement or disagreement. He will
put out of his mind his own opinions on, or reactions to, what the Speaker 
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has to say in order to see things better from the Speaker’s perspective. The
Speaker commits herself to what we shall call non-defensive speaking : that is,
in the knowledge that she is not being judged or evaluated, and that what
she says will not be disputed, she will make every effort to explore the topic
on which she has chosen to work in a committed effort to make a discovery
new to herself on which she can base future action.

So, this is an interaction very different from a conversation or a discussion.
Ideas are not mutually exchanged; advice is neither requested nor given. The
Understander may be bursting to pass on some useful tips to the Speaker,
but does not. The Speaker may be desperate for validation of her ideas, or
keen to hear about the Understander’s experience, but neither will be
offered or expected. This sets up a very unusual dynamic. That is its purpose.
The Speaker learns to expand her own thinking to fill this unusual space
that the Understander is leaving empty. The Understander learns to craft
that space in ways that are dedicated to supporting the Speaker’s efforts.

In practice
This crafting of space is achieved first of all by the agreement between
Speaker and Understander on their sincere commitment to the two roles for
as long as the CD session lasts. Second, it is achieved by the Understander
using a set of responses described below. (While these are necessarily listed
in a sequence, there is no suggestion that they should be used in a given
sequence – Attending and Reflecting, for example, are always present.) I have
exemplified the various moves and their outcomes with data and commen-
tary provided by AMEP project participants. For reasons of length, I have
edited some of the exchanges, and I have also standardised transcription and
layout for ease of reading. In every case, I have checked with the colleagues
involved that I have not misrepresented what was said or what happened.

ATTENDING

This means paying clear and positive attention to what the Speaker says and
making every effort to see things from the Speaker’s point of view, always
remembering that the Understander’s positive regard is aimed at under-
standing, not at agreeing. Exactly how an Understander shows that he is
paying attention is to a large extent an individual and cultural matter, but
for many people it will involve eye contact, an open facial expression, an
open body posture, and feedback sounds such as uh-huh, m-hm, yeah and
the like. The effect on the Speaker is usually one of validation and encour-
agement to continue.



JULIAN EDGE

8 Prospect Vol. 22, No. 1  2007

REFLECTING

This is the most important skill of all. It means Reflecting back to the
Speaker what the Understander has understood, without any evaluative
comment or input from the Understander. This sounds simple. It is not.
What this makes available to the Speaker is a second chance to view what she
has said, as it passes through the intelligence and sensitivity of a supportive
colleague, along with the time and space in which to evaluate it for herself.
If she recognises what is Reflected back to her, the effect of being so well 
listened to and understood furthers the sense of validation and encourage-
ment already established. If she wishes to correct the image presented to her,
she can. This helps ensure effective communication. We may also find that
the Understander’s inaccurate Reflection arose from the Speaker’s lack of
original clarity, and that a reformulation is helpful to both. Possibly the most
exciting outcome of a Reflection is when the Speaker does acknowledge the
accuracy of the Reflection and, at the same time, realises that she can do
better, that she has more to say, or that she sees a next step to take in her
thinking or planning.

In the following brief extract, taken from the beginning of a session, we
see how the Understander quickly comes in with a Reflection (lines 08–10)
in order to establish the basic situation under discussion, as well as to con-
firm the Speaker/Understander relationship.

EXTRACT 1

01 S: Well, I haven’t given a lot of thought to what I’m going to talk about today, simply 
02 because I wanted it to develop as I’m talking.

03 U: Uh-huh.

04 S: And I had made a decision that I was going to talk about a problem with one 
05 particular student, but in the meantime another problem has emerged with another 
06 student and I thought maybe that if I talked about both of them, I might find a link, or 
07 I might find a common solution for both of them.

08 U: Okay, so let me just jump in here so I know where I am at with you.You’ve got two 
09 different students, possibly two different problems, but they may end up being linked 
10 for you, so you want to look at both of them today.

11 S: Yes, they seem very, very different problems to me, but there may be a common 
12 solution, there may be something I can do differently or better …

The Speaker goes on to explore a problem that she has with one student,
who is unable to identify the main point or purpose of the texts that he
reads. She talks about the possibility of his learning from successful students,
and then continues in Extract 2:
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EXTRACT 2

01 S: Other than that I am not sure what else I can do. I feel as though I have offered him 
02 the extra work in the reading.

03 U: Extra work?

04 S: I’ve given him extra readings.

05 U: You have in your mind identified what his specific problems are when it comes 
06 to reading.

07 S: Hmm, hmm.

08 U: You’re able to say what they are. It’s not being able to locate the main idea and the 
09 purpose of the article.

10 S: But he, you know, as I am talking to you, maybe, it seems to me, is that maybe the 
11 reason he hasn’t given it back to me is that I have given him a lot of extra work to 
12 do in just photocopying two extra chapters, thinking that it would be quite useful 
13 for, to see how he handled them.

14 U: So they are quite long.

15 S: Quite long, and maybe he looked at it and thought,‘I can’t do this – the teacher’s 
16 asked me to do too much’.

Afterwards, the Speaker commented:
When my Understander said, ‘Extra work’ (line 03), I really HEARD what 
I had said to her and I was able to focus on exactly what it was that I had
given the student – whole chapters of a book which had all kinds of compre-
hension questions in them. Her Reflection helped me to focus and then to
clarify my thoughts. And then when she verbalised the two particular difficul-
ties, when I heard her say them back to me (lines 08–09), I realised what had
happened with the student (lines 10–13). In giving huge chunks of work
without carefully focusing on main idea and author’s purpose, I had given the
student too big a task. It really sank in when she Reflected back, ‘So they’re
quite long’ (line 14). This was a really exciting discovery, because I had been
feeling as though I was really putting myself out in helping this student and he
hadn’t even tried to give the work back to me. Once I realised that I needed to
narrow the task (lines 15–16), I felt better and knew that the solution was
quick and easy.

This was a very satisfying session and the end result was that the student
began to perform better in reading comprehension and passed the assessment
with no mistakes at all.

FOCUSING

The point of CD is to enable the Speaker to make some kind of a discovery
that can be the basis for future action. Action is a specific thing, and, in
order to move towards it, the Speaker needs to focus her thoughts from 
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possibly general beginnings towards specific plans. The Speaker is aware of
this and tries to move in this direction (as we saw in Extract 2), but the
Understander can also help by periodically offering the possibility of
Focusing on one of the issues that the Speaker has raised. What the
Understander may not do, under the terms of this arrangement, is to suggest
a Focus on what the Understander thinks the Speaker should Focus on. Nor
should the Speaker feel any obligation to Focus at this point if she does not
feel it appropriate. In the following extract, the Speaker starts the session off
with a dual concern about time and resources.

EXTRACT 3

01 S: I suppose there’s – I haven’t prepared my mind very well – I think there probably 
02 could be two things I know I’m not doing as well as I want to. One of them is I find 
03 myself using the same resources all the time, which is one of the reasons I know I’m 
04 finding myself so bored with what I’m doing. But the other one is I don’t think 
05 I’m organising my time well enough in order to explore further the resources,
06 alternative resources.

After a series of exploratory statements and Reflections, it proves to be the
affective side of these issues that comes to the fore, and the Understander
offers a choice of possible Focuses.

07 S: I’m sort of locked into this circular wheel of same-old, same-old …

08 U: And that way you get bored.

09 S: Right.

10 U: Do you need to solve the time problem, or do you need to solve the boredom 
11 problem? Can you somehow separate them? Can you Focus on one?

By this time, however, the Speaker has come to realise, through her explo-
ration of the problems that she has identified, that they are, in fact, superfi-
cial manifestations of something deeper, and her direct response to the
Focusing offer is:

12 S: Perhaps what I need to do is look at what I’m trying to achieve more closely, I think.

As she does this, her explorations take on a forward momentum.

13 S: I think what I’m trying to do is keep my students entertained rather than … No,
14 that’s not fair … I try to keep my students interested by doing a lot of things and … 
15 sometimes by just using the one text, at these higher levels, you can get boredom in 
16 students, too, they just want to move on.
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She then expands this insight.

17 S: Yeah, yes. I think that that’s a constant, though, with any teacher, and then you really 
18 have to ask yourself is,Why are they bored?

19 U: Mmm.

20 S: Is it the subject, or is it that I’ve missed a step in my teaching practice? 
21 And maybe I need to go back to what I used to do frequently, which is record myself 
22 in the classroom.

23 U: Oh?

24 S: I used to do that a lot. Because we’re so autonomous, it’s very hard to know when,
25 maybe, you’re missing steps and making assumptions with your students. So, maybe 
26 I need to go back and do that as well, so I can listen to myself …

She then establishes contact with a basic principle in her thinking.

27 S: What you’ve got to do is look for your learning outcomes, then go to your materials 
28 to help you achieve that, otherwise, it’s arse-about. It’s the materials leading rather 
29 than what your students need.

The Speaker then talks about her shift from teaching low-ability students to
advanced students, and wonders if this is a key to her current difficulties.

30 S: I’ve made an assumption they’re almost like native-speakers.The difference is such a 
31 relief to me as a teacher, and I think I’ve made some assumptions I need to go back 
32 and check.

As the session comes to its natural conclusion, and the Understander tries to
sum up what he has Understood (lines 33–34), the Speaker is energised by a
sense of purpose and direction that stands in great contrast to her opening
statement of problems and unease.

33 U: You’ve actually solved the time and resources issue, which was where you started.
34 Time and resources is not really the issue. Boredom is perhaps the real issue.

35 S: And it’s boredom with my methodology, so it’s look more closely at my 
36 methodology.Yeah.

37 U: There you go.

38 S: Fantastic!

RELATING: CHALLENGING AND THEMATISING

These complementary Understander moves invite the Speaker to consider
possible relationships between two things that she has said separately. The
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Understander does not suggest what such a relationship might be, or even
that there is one, but leaves that up to the Speaker to decide. At one point
during the previous exchange, for example, the Speaker was discussing the
need to do a lot of things with a text and to keep her students interested,
after which, she said:

EXTRACT 4

01 S: So that’s my conundrum. I think maybe what I’ve got to do, maybe I’ve got the 
02 mouse cornered.

To which the Understander responded (lines 03–04, 06) in a way that
Challenged the Speaker to clarify her use of the word conundrum, a clarifica-
tion (lines 07–10) that was useful to the Speaker as she moved towards 
her outcomes in action. Notice that Challenging does not involve the intro-
duction of the Understander’s opinions, but the nature of the relationship
between different points made by the Speaker.

03 U So, when you say that’s your ‘conundrum’, it’s on the one hand, it’s, it’s exploring and 
04 exploiting a text, and on the other hand, keeping students interested.

05 S: That’s right.

06 U: You’re seeing those as somehow being opposite?

07 S: No, not opposite but watching for when boredom may set in, ’cause then the 
08 exploitation has achieved as much as it can with that text and it’s time to move on 
09 to something else. Umm, maybe that’s something I need to, to take for a couple of 
10 weeks, and see how it goes.

In the following extract, another Speaker is working on a decision she has to
make about insisting that a particular student carry out a specified piece of
(essay-writing) homework, or allowing her to catch up on earlier (letter-
writing) work that is probably more relevant to her. Notice how the
Understander pulls together different statements of the Speaker’s (lines
07–10) to invite her to consider a common theme. This Thematising move
helps the Speaker devise her own best next step.

EXTRACT 5

01 S: I guess I have a sense of … a sense of the class having a programme, and needing to 
02 follow the programme, but, but then I see that’s actually not being flexible, and not 
03 meeting students’ needs, but should I be … No, what I really wanted to say was,
04 is it right for her to do the demands of this class and leave the demands of the 
05 other, of catching up on the formal letter, or is it actually better to be flexible and 
06 allow her to do what she really needs?
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EXTRACT 5  CONTINUED …

07 U: Ok, so you … just a few sentences back there, you talked about meeting student 
08 needs … and what were her needs, and then earlier on, you kind of semi-identified a 
09 path that she might be wanting to take, which is to go into Aged Care. Do they sort 
10 of converge … are they worth looking at together?

11 S: Well, I guess what I need to do … it actually seems quite clear and quite simple 
12 now! I need to talk to her: one, about what she’s aiming to do next year and, if she is 
13 saying that she wants to do Aged Care, then accepting that an essay is irrelevant to 
14 her, to a certain extent.Then, I actually think I could say to her,‘Spend the time that 
15 we have on essay writing in the [Independent Learning Centre], write these letters,
16 get the ILC teacher or one of us to work with you on your errors’, and then I might 
17 be able to get her through the formal letter, which is what she needs.

GOAL-SETTING

As we have seen in all the extracts recorded above, the Speaker is seeking to
explore an issue and discover a Goal towards which she can move in terms
of specific action. The Understander uses his skills to help the Speaker
establish this Goal and move towards it. Sometimes, this Goal-setting is
specifically prompted by the Understander. One session opened with:

EXTRACT 6

01 S: I think I feel I get a sense, in doing this job, I never quite finish. I never get a sense 
02 that I’m able to focus the attention, the time, on the job to really get it done before 
03 somebody comes,‘Oh, can you do this? Can you do that?’ I have a sense of not fully 
04 completing something before I move on to another. I find it frustrating.

After some 15 minutes of CD, the Understander offers a prompt (line 06)
and the Speaker articulates (lines 07–12) the Goal that she has, in the
meantime, devised for herself.

05 S: So in the end, maybe, I’m sure that would work.Actually I should try that …

06 U: Is there a goal there, then?

07 S: The goal is to, when I’m given a new task, to make a decision straight away, to make a 
08 decision to allocate a time to it, to decide how important it is – Should it jump the 
09 queue, or can I put that down, to make a time for it? Decide early on rather than 
10 letting it stay there in that waste bin of unfulfilled tasks that just sort of eat away at 
11 me at the end of the day, and then feed into that, you know, my ‘expectations of self ’ 
12 problem.Yeah, I think that might work for me.

TRIALLING

Once a Goal has been set, the Understander can support the Speaker by
pressing gently for the detail of how this Goal is to be achieved. In CD terms,
we call this Trialling. The following extract comes from a CD exchange 
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carried out in MSN Instant Messenger – a medium that opens up new
dimensions of potential for teacher development (Boon 2005). The Speaker
is about to take on a different level and type of student and had set out in
this session to work on how to handle discipline issues such as lateness and
failure to do homework. In the event, however, she goes on from these 
relatively limited objectives to elaborate a whole approach to negotiating
classroom agreements, which she sets out as follows.

EXTRACT 7

Well, I could make a list of my expectations of the students for the ten-week
term. So, for example, ( l) Be punctual. (2) Respect your fellow students. 
(3) Do all set tasks. (4) Try new learning strategies, etc, and then from this list
I created the students can edit and add to mine to make a set of expectations
they can try to meet in cooperation with me. They could also have a list for me.

The Understander’s Reflection triggers more detailed procedural thinking:

The Understander says:

So, you would start off with your list, ask them what they think – they can
add, but can they also delete – until you both reach agreement, is that the
idea? And they will also suggest their expectations of you?

The Speaker says:

Yes. Of course they can delete, too, and I wouldn’t want the list to be too long.
Maybe 5–10 items. And I could also give them a draft of what I think 
I should be expected to do. They could discuss in small groups, meet as a big
group, refine and then adopt. Then both student and teacher are committed
to this approach. Scary stuff !

The Understander later asks for yet more detail:

That’s great! So how are you going to go about it – bring your list on the 
first day?

The Speaker says:

Yes. I’ll bring the list. We can go over it to make sure we understand it. Then
the students can go into small groups to edit and add and then we can discuss
in a whole class group and then I can hand out our agreed-upon expectations
the next day. I’ll have to also think about just how much to put on my initial
list, but I think this activity will be fun and interesting.

Excited and pleased by the outcome, the Speaker later commented:

Near the end I almost felt like saying, ‘Enough, enough’, because I felt I had
achieved enough, but like a dog with a bone she kept pushing me to state my
specific actions.
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Limitations and follow-up
This brief article can give only a taste of the CD process. I hope that it might
prove sufficiently explanatory, and perhaps stimulating, for some readers to
want to discuss it with one or more colleagues and try the framework out.

By taking the paradigmatic approach that I have in exemplifying
Understander moves, and in my desire to present a range of different inter-
actions, I recognise that I have not well represented the linear coherence of any
one Speaker’s development through a whole session. For those interested,
other reports referred to above do this. Anyone interested in taking CD on
is hereby encouraged to contact me directly, should they so wish.

What has also been left implicit in this account, but I hope not difficult
to discern, is the extent to which CD, as a discourse framework for profes-
sional development, fits the communicative needs of the action research
cycle, as professionals at various stages of their careers work to analyse their
contexts, identify appropriate focuses for exploration, reflect on what they
know and can learn about their focus, devise a plan of action to address it
and articulate their findings (Altrichter, Posch and Somekh 1993; Burns
1999; Edge 2001).

Furthermore, beyond the tactical classroom and institutional issues that
were addressed by participants in this project, I hope it is clear that CD
might also be found relevant as AMEP professionals negotiate their strategic
paths ahead, where the political situation regarding immigration, citizen-
ship, language training and employment continues to change, presenting
new challenges and directions, such as the recent increased emphasis on
preparation for employment (Robb 2006: 14).

From an educational and pedagogic perspective, it seems, flexibility and
creative innovation will be at a premium in the AMEP’s future. Advocacy
may also be involved. Here, it may be thought, we move beyond the reach
of non-judgmental discourse, but even here it behoves us to be very sure
that we precisely understand the positions of other stakeholders before we
engage with them.

In the context of the previous point, I have not here properly discussed the
place of CD among the various genres that make up the world of discourse
of language teachers. It is important for teachers to be able to command 
a range of genres and to be able to argue, to critique, to stand their ground,
to insist, to concede gracefully, to give and take advice, to deal with abstrac-
tions, to imply, to infer and to carry out any number of other discoursal
interactions and transactions. They have not been my topic here, but this
absence should not be read as an argument against their importance. My
topic has been the developmental potential of extending our communicative
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repertoire to include the use of non-judgmental discourse under certain 
circumstances, with certain colleagues, towards certain purposes.

For now, I shall leave the final comment to one of the creative, 
committed teachers who made this project, and who make this kind of
work, so worthwhile:

I found CD to be a very powerful process to help a colleague solve a problem
in their own unique way. It increased my respect for my colleague and it also
made me feel good about the contribution I could make to their teaching by
‘Understanding’. I also had the feeling that our students are really lucky to
have teachers who take the time and space to resolve classroom issues.
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