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KOOIIEPATUBHOE U KOJIVIABOPATUBHOE B3AHMQI[EﬁCTBHE
B ITPO®PECCUOHAJIBHOM PA3BUTUHN YUUTEJIA AHI'VIMUCKOI'O A3BIKA

[IpencraBieH cpaBHUTEIBHBIN aHATTN3 BYX CIIOCOOOB B3aUMOJICHCTBUS B KOHTEKCTE TIPpOodeccu-
OHAJBHOTO PA3BUTHUS YUYHMTENs MHOCTPAHHOTO s3bIKa — cooperative development ‘koomepaTtuBHOE
passutue’ u collaborative development (‘komrabopatuBHoe pasButue’). JlaHa olleHKa BO3MOKHOCTH
UCTIOJIb30BAaHMS JAHHBIX ()OPM B3aUMOJECHCTBUS B CaMOPa3BUTHH COBPEMEHHOTO YUHUTEIS.
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CO-OPERATIVE AND COLLABORATIVE INTERACTION
IN TEFL PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

A comparative analysis of the two ways of interaction — cooperative development and
collaborative development, in a TEFL (teaching English as a foreign language) professional
development context, was conducted. The author evaluated the perspectives of implementing
these forms of interaction for a modern teacher’s self-development.
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Introduction. Considering a language’s constant change by nature, TEFL may require
a teacher to continuously search for purposeful approaches, methods, and techniques and
their appropriate selection and implementation in a certain context. Methodology choices
are often supported by teachers’ experience gained through continuous self-learning
or professional development in different career circles of an English teacher [1].

Most teacher learning sources may be categorised into training (theory, basic skills),
professional information (linguistic context, teaching materials, professional literature,
conferences), life experience (self-knowledge, social skills), feacher experience
(reflection on events, conscious experimentation), talking to colleagues (observing/being
observed, formal/informal feedback), and a teacher-student(s) interaction (student’s
feedback, teacher’s experience of being taught).

The purpose of this paper is to analyse the two developmental approaches designed
in the 1990s in terms of their persuasiveness in a professional development context:
J. Edge’s co-operative development [2, p. 62-71] and, as an alternative to J. Edge’s
model, C. Lansley’s collaborative development [3, p. 50-56], through focusing on the
methodology for interaction between two teachers.

Defining the concept of professional development. In Edge’s view, co-operative
development is a practical way of working towards the widely accepted goal of autono-
mous development [2, p. 2], whereas Lansley opposed it by stating that development is
more about two-teacher collaboration on furthering the ideas and plans of one of the pair
[3, p. 50]. Considering these two concepts, the idea of collaboration seems to be more
purposeful rather than autonomous development, as it may contribute to eliciting many
more ELT-related ideas by a teacher.

Learning elements. In Edge’s designed interaction with three learning elements —
understanding, expression, and formulation, there are two roles — the Speaker and the
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Understander. The Speaker carries the Speaker’s ideas. In contrast, a Listener’s function
is to help the Speaker clarify these ideas and discover where they lead [2, p. 62].
However, Lansley stated that such an approach excludes the active participation of the
listener in ‘debate-making’ and may lead to the non-scientific nature of professional
development through imposing a Speaker’s hypothesis over the hypotheses of others,
e. g., a Listener’s hypothesis [3, p. 51]. Supporting Corder’s view on the core role of
everyone’s initial hypotheses acting as a possibility for creating multiple hypotheses |3,
p. 51], Edge’s definition of the Listener’s status and function may be less purposeful for
the professional development of a teacher than Lansley’s collaborative approach.
However, Edges’ view on personal development as progress happening with a teacher
‘from where this teacher’ is’ seems reasonable, as we mostly get new knowledge or skills
based on our professional experience and reflection on our experience [4].

Attitudinal base. Edge’s attitudinal base is referred to C. Rogers’s researc [2, p. 63—
64] and includes respect, empathy, and honesty. Egge defined respect as non-judgmental
respect for the Speaker’s purposes and views [2, p. 63], whereas Lansey opposed it by
stating that a non-judgmental approach to respect might be questioned in the teaching
community context and is more appropriate in moral decision discourse [3, p. 54-55]
than in pedagogics. Supporting Lansey’s view, we admit that the character of respect for
a teacher may be defined by numerous factors, including the status of a teacher and their
contribution to teaching and learners’ learning progress, and a teacher’s role in LTO
quality performance. However, from the perspective of humanism, any speaker should be
treated with respect.

Cooperative skills. Collaborative interaction requires from a teacher a set of
cooperative skills — attending, reflecting, focusing, thematizing, challenging, disclosing,
goal setting, trailing, and planning, adapted by Edge from Egan [2, p. 64—69]. Due to the
publication limit, let us focus only on reflecting and disclosing.

Describing reflecting as a skill, Edge offered to use open questions that may
stimulate the Speaker to expand on his or her ideas more effectively than closed
questions [2, p. 69], whereas Lansley might sound a bit categoric stating that it leads to
phatic discourse and negative stereotyping [3, p. 53]. Such an opinion may be mistaken,
as, the Listener’s open questions to the Speaker might be positively challenging and
engaging.

Concerning Edge’s understanding of a cooperative skill of disclosing, Lansley
interpreted it as making the subconscious the conscious, 1. €., vocalizing that is already
known [3, p. 55]. However, for any single case, it may be rational to research first if there
is such a need, as it may be doubtful that each English teacher faces difficulties
in expressing the relevant ideas.

Conclusion. Based on the results of the comparative analysis of the two designed
interactions — Edge’s co-operative development and Lansley’s collaborative development,
both may be characterized as persuasive for implementation in teachers’ professional
development. However, these interactions may require certain improvement through
adaptation regarding the context and target teachers: e.g., collaborative development
may be successfully implemented at the novice-teacher stage, whereas cooperative
development may be more effectively used by mid-career or late-career teachers.
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