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Chapter 9 Group Development 

A Significant Moment 

It is around 3 P.M. on Febniary 3, 1998. We are in the Language 
Studies Unit ofAston University. With five colleagues acting as Un- 
derstanders, I am the Speaker. We are approximately twenty min- 
utes into the session. 

Extract 9.1 
01 UNDERSTANDER YOU used the word "renewal," a lot there . . . 
02 JULIAN Yeah. 
03 UNDERSTANDER . . . "CD renewal" . . . 
04 JULIAN Yeah. 
05 UNDERSTANDER . . . but I didn't actually get a picture anywhere of 
06 just what that renewal meant.You talked about how 
07 you might take CD into different areas? 
08 JULIAN Yeah. 
09 UNDERSTANDER I wondered if you'd actually thought about what that 
10 means for you, the idea of "renewing CD," you know, 
11 in what sense? 

The request for clarification contained in these nine lines of dia- 
logue marks a particularly important turning point in my own pro- 
fessional development. Let me first of all interpret the moment in 
its context and then go on to explain more about the scheme that 
we were operating here. 

The starting point for my work as Speaker that day was the 
news that my book, Cooperative Development, had been deleted 
from its publisher's list for the following year. I had what I take to 
be the usual writer's emotions about this fact, but they were mag- 
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llified on this occasion by the feeling that I w:ls  bout to lose my 
main line of comnlunication in terms of the projcct that contin- 
ued to motivate me most. I had been running courses and work- 
shops in cooperative development since 1988.The significance of 
the book was that before, after, or even instead of face-to-face con- 
tact wit11 colleagues, I was in a position to communicate my ideas 
in written form. But as of 1999, I was to be more or less back 
where I had started. That was how it felt. And I did not know what 
to do. 

At the beginning of that school year (in October 1997), my im- 
mediate colleagues at work had paid me the enormous compli- 
ment of asking me to arrange some kind of regular professional 
development opportunity for ourselves as a group. We had been 
through a series of familiarization sessions in the use of noneval- 
uative discourse, based on tasks similar to those provided in the 
first part of this book, and the session from which I take Extract 
9.1 was our first full-scale attempt at what we came to call group 
development (GD). 

In lines 01 and 03, the Understander checks that he has cor- 
rectly identtfied an expression that the Speaker has used. He then 
asks for clarification of this expression. In retrospect, I see that the 
power of this particular move arises from the fact that it functions 
in at least three ways: 

it requests clarification of a repeated idea that is clearly im- 
portant to the Speaker-"renewing CD"; 
it invites the Speaker to consider the possibility of choosing 
to focus on this point; 
it shifts the Speaker's orientation from talk to action, in the I 
sense that this idea of renewal can only be clarified in terms 
of proposing to do something. 

Again in retrospect, I see that the Understander chose just that 
item from my discourse that allowed me to shift my energy away 
from the disappointment and frustration that had been occupying 
me and toward the consideration of what my next steps actually 
were to be. Until this point, "renewal" had been an empty con- s 
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tainer signaling an emotional reaction. I was now called on to fill 
it with the detail of a response. 

As ever, I am not saying that something mechanistic or neces 
sarily causative happened here, but something facilitative certainly 
did. In that moment, I felt a flash of panic along with a sense of the 
absolute legitimacy of the Understander's request. From that mo- 
ment, a hugely empowering and satisfying second wave of coop- 
erative development work has flowed, involving more than I can 
take space to report on in this book and including the book itself. 

The Scheme 

As a group of colleagues who already shared a positive working 
relationship, we agreed to explore the potential of a nonjudg- 
mental approach to individual self-development in a group con- 
text.There were eight of us at the initial meeting where the idea 
was discussed, this being the teaching team for the MSc. inTESOL 
program that we shared. Six colleagues (four men and two 
women) wanted to be involved, and two did not, so the six of us 
proceeded. In our context, no difficulties arose from this division, 
either interpersonally or in terms of program coordination: some 
people were involved in this collaborative research and develop- 
ment program, and others were involved in other things. 

Another point worth picking up here is that I am sometimes 
asked how to arrange this work if people do not want to do it or 
in situations where working relations are bad in the first place. 
The short answer to this question is that one cannot arrange this 
work under such circumstances. There is no suggestion here that 
group development, or any form of cooperative development, can 
be used to make people develop professionally or to establish 
harmony in place of strife.Wl~at I am reporting on is work that we 
did in the situation in which we found ourselves. In other situa- 
tions, I would still look for ways to introduce the principles that 
motivate me, but I am not so presumptuous or naive as to suggest 
that we have some kind of a cure-all here. One last comment, 
however: I would go so far as to say that in a situation in which 
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people are prepared to offer a certain (if only limited) amount of 
trust to each other, then working with nonevaluative discourse 
can certainly help them deepen and estend that trust. 

group members committed thernsel\-es to attending meet- 
ings regularly and to taking turns being the Speaker at some point. 
We tried to meet for one hour a week during the semester, going 
ahead so long as four members could make the session. (I do not 
want to gloss over the issues of time and effort. S o  one has the time. 
You have to decide whether you want to take the time to make 
the effort. I get upset when people imply that those people who 
make the effort must, somehow. bmrle more tirne.That's a weak- 
ness of mine. I return to this subject-in a less abmsive mode- 
later in this chapter in the section titled "A Sen- Collegiality.") 

One colleague chaired the meeting in ternls of suggesting 
when it was appropriate to move to the nest stage of the proce- 
dure, but all colleagues were of equal status insofar as their roles 
as autonomously developing professionals n-ere concerned. The 
fact that one member was director of the unit was not salient in 
these meetings. 

We had two kinds of meetings: core meetings and feedback 
meetings. Our core meetings were organized in three parts: 

1. The Speaker identified a topic of interest on which he or 
she wanted to work and then presented his or her 
thoughts while colleagues worked as Lnderstanders. 

2. After about 30 to 40 minutes, at what seemed an appropri- 
ate point, we changed the flow of discourse so that the col- 
leagues who had been Understanding up to that point had 
the chance to Speak if they so n~ished.They did not com- 
ment on the thoughts or intentions of the Speaker, either 
explicitly or by irnplication.Their statements had to be self- 
referential. Those colleagues who wished to Speak made 
statements along the lines of: 

In my terms/my world/my field, this makes me think 
of the following situation/issue/experience . . . 

We came to call these statements Resonances. The inten- I 
tion was to allow colleagues to explore angles relevant to 
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themselves and to give the Speaker a chance to hear dif- 
ferent perspectives that were neither intended, nor to be 
interpreted, as suggestions, evaluations, or advice. The 
Speaker or other colleagues could Reflect or ask questions 
to clarrfy the resonances expressed. 

Intercollegial exchanges were not to be pursued at this 
point, though matters of interest could be noted for later 
discussion or possibly as subsequent topics for exploration. 

3. The focus shifted back to the Speaker, who might respond 
to some of the Resonances while reviewing or updating his 
or her position, making statements such as: 

What I'm thinki?zg/feeling now is . 
What I have learned is . . . 
This helped me . . . 
This got in my ulay . . . 
My next moue is . . . 

The Speaker or chairperson then closed the meeting. 

Afterward, of course, colleagues sometimes wished to pursue 
points arising from the GD meeting. We agreed, however, that our 
usual, socially sanctioned patterns of discussing, agreeing, dis- 
agreeing, advising, etc., should not be taken up immediately, par- 
ticularly not with regard to the Speaker's expressed opinions or in- 
tentions, in order to give the dynamic of self-development a little 
more space in which to work. 

These core meetings were taped, and a part of my work as de- 
velopment coordinator was to go through the tapes and extract 
what I took to be significant incidents. We would then discuss 
these extracts at feedback meetings interspersed among the core 
meetings. For the most part. especially in the early stages, these 
discussions turned around issues of the legitimacy of Under- 
stander contributions in terms of the model we had agreed to 
work with. 

Whenever, for example, a colleague said, 'Ah, I'm not sure if 
I'm supposed to say this here, b ~ l t  I think it might be useful if 
I . .  . ," this was a pretty clear signal that the Understander role was 
about to be abandoned. But there were more subtle diversions to 
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discuss, and a great deal of learning took place for Us all-about 
ourselves, about each other, and about the processes nre were in- 
\ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ d  in. In time. we moved ever closer to i~llplementin~ the 
idea that the Understanders' interventions are intended to serve 
the self-de\~elopment of the Speaker. 

we had wondered about how L'nderstanders would manage 
tum-t&ng anlong themselves and decided to let matters follow 
their own course.This did not turn out to be a problem as such, 
but it remained the case throughout that some I-nderstanders in- 
te-yened more than others.This was due to  son^ extent to famil- 
iarim with the style of discourse. to some extent to the amount of 
affinity individuals developed with the role. and to some extent to 
more general issues of personal style and prcference.\Ve certainly 
never felt that it n-ould be useful to formalize taking turns. In ret- 
rospect, however. I n-ould add one fiinher comment. We discov- 
ered that. as with one-to-one CD. it is \-cry useful to get a Reflec- 
tion in early. It settles the Speaker. pulls the group together, and 
reaffirms the shle of the discourse. I now feel that the role of pro- 
viding this early reflection is one that \ye might have shared out 
on a turn-tahng basis. But that is an idea for the next time. and I 
am getting ahead of myself. 

What I want to do is introduce n.h;it happened through the 
data of the sessions themselves. along with some parallel com- 
ments elicited by an E-mail questionnaire. There is an important 
point to bring out here about what I am tr?.ing to communicate. 
This work means a lot to me. and I would be 1-ers happy to know 
that other people want to get involved in it  or in something like 
it. But I have by now covered enough waterfronts not to want to 
suggest to people in circumstances other than my own what they 
should or should not be doing. So it has to happen like this: I'll tell 
You about the work we did and why I value it.You decide to what 

extent and in what ways you see an j~hing  useful to you. 

It is a coincidence of my involvement in this work over time and 
with different colleagues that the one-to-one CD featured in part 2 
of this book relates almost entirely to topics directly concerned 

I 
with classroom teaching, while the topics here do not. I know of 
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no reason why GD should not be carried out among full-time class- 
room teachers of ESL, but that has not been my experience of it. I 
have chosen to keep the data authentic and allow my readers to 
make their own decisions about the usefulness for themselves of 
the work on which I am reporting.That seems to me to be in line 
with the principles of respect, empathy, and sincerity that under- 
pin all these efforts.As I said in the opening lines of chapter 1, the 
issue is not whether we are teaching preschool or supervising doc- 
toral students but how we can develop as professionals. 

We are going to look next at three GD sessions in some detail 
in an attempt to track significant moments in episodes of individ- 
ual development.After that, we will look at the work again from 
the viewpoint of an enhanced collegiality.The names used in the 
extracts are pseudonyms. Everyone concerned has read this chap- 
ter and had any input that they wish. So right now, let us return to 
Room 742. It's sunnier now. We're in June 1998, and Bill is Speaker. 

Bill as Speaker 

Particularly on Bill's mind is the need to give a talk at an upcom- 
ing conference, but the issue he is working on is one that is com- 
mon to other situations in a teacher or teacher-educator's profes- 
sional life. Here is how the Focus comes to be articulated (01-08) 
and Reflected (09-17). Notice how the Reflection leads to a fur- 
ther articulation of the Focus (18-22), making explicit Bill's feel- 
ing of failed communication when he gives a planned talk. 

Extract 9.2 
For whatever reason, I've got a strong sense that I'm 
much better at improvising and off-thecuff talking 
than I am at planning.As soon as I enter into a 
planning world in terms of talking, it seems to put 
on some kind of stress, which I feel imposing on me, 
and this imposition, this structure that I've 
preplanned, is, is a saddle, a chain, something that 
inhibits me. 
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JOE So, if 1 c:ln just check th:lt \\.ith you, this area of 
focus that you \\.;111t 1 0  \\-orti O n  is a preference for 
off-the-cuff tall;. ;IS ~pposc t l  l o  planned talk (Bill: 
iClmm).You fecl that when you plan something, that 
when you start to talk. you feel that plan as an 
imposition on you and it constrains you and ties you 
down, and you fecl that you're rlot being as 
productive as you could be in your talk (Bill: Yes). 1s 

that right? 
BILL That's right. I t  has a . . . in the cspcriences of public 

talk that I've had. \vhcrc I've pliinned to a higher 
degree. I've h;ld a very strong feeling that I haven't 
ended up con~n~unicating v c n  much at all, because 
of that structure. 

At this point (in Extract 9.3). H;irry asks for further clarification 
of the stress/pressure/inhibitio~~ that Hi l l  has Spoken of (01-06). 

(;D does not usually fi11.or the use of cither/or questions 
(and Harry tries to back away from making such a move (05- 
06)). one can appreciate here the sensitivit!. of Harry's question, 
R-hich Reflects quite esplicitl!. thc t n . 0  a\pcc.ts of difficult?' that 
Bill has indeed espresscd. but not articulatcci separ~tely. As he is 
asked to dig deeper into this arc;i. Hi l l  rnal;c\ ;I dt. facto Focusing 
choice (0--08) and also develop4 turthcr thc cornniunication el- 
enlent of what he has said (08-2'). clran.ing on his earlier back- 
ground in acting (10 -  15. 18-  1')) ancl aI5o making an analogy 
with music (15- 18). The length and enthusiasm of this turn in- 
dicates how helpful Harry's prc.i-ious moi-c has been, 2nd its 
closing lines (24-2') suggest that there is a long-standing Per- 
sonal preference here that Hi l l  is bringing to bear on profes 
sional duties, which have perhaps somc.tinlcs been more shaped 
b)- his ideas of what a person is .srlf)/)osc.d to do. Sam's ~ e f l e c t ~ ~ ~  
(28-32.35) picks up  the audience/communication FOCUS that is 
clearly important to Bill, and Lucyls simple but powerful 
metaphorical Reflection (40-42) allows him to express the 
depth of the constraints that he feels (43). 
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Extract 9.3 
01 HARRY Can you just clarlfy something for me about this 
02 pressure? When you say it's like an imposition, is that 
03 an imposition in the sense that consciousness of the 
04 plan places a psychological pressure on you, or is it 
05 that having the plan constrains what you can say? Or 
06 is it both? 
07 BILL I think it's both, and the interesting thing about the 
08 second one, the constraint element, is that a lot of 
09 the thoughts, or this vague thought that I've got, 
10 relates to drama, where you have a choice between 
1 1  scripted performance and improvisation. Back in 
12 the eighties, I was part of a theater group, Improv, it 
13 was called, where you had very loose structures, 
14 and you'd walk onto stage as a group, and you 
15 improvise . . . I suppose this is very much like jazz, 
16 where you play together and the more you get to 
17 know each other, the more you know what you 
18 might do . . . But the actual line that you're going to 
19 take is often supplied by the audience.And I think 
20 there's a parallel there with the kind of public 
2 1 talking that we do, where the more constrained you 
22 are, the more planned it is, the less able you are to 
23 respond to your audience, the people you are trying 
24 to communicate with.And I think for a long time 
2 5 I've believed that really I would be better having a 
26 very loose structure and walking in to do whatever I 
27 do, a lecture, a presentation, a talk . . . 
28 SARA Just picking up on what you said about the 
29 audience, do you feel that you've had experiences 
30 where you've received some kind of signal from the, 
3 1 audience and you've been unable to change in 
3 2 response to it? 
33 BILL I think it's partly that and partly the fact that I don't 
34 feel open to any signals. 
35 SARA So, you don't feel that you see them? 
36 BILL I see the two things, you know, in opposition: this 
37 driving force to get through the plan does mean that 
38 I don't even see the signals, let alone invite them or 
39 deal with them. 
40 LUCY As though you're looking back into your head all the 
41 time, rather than looking out to your audience and 
42 communicating with them? 
43 BILL Yes!! 
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.111.1loy). r c f I c ~ ~ ~ [ i ~ l g  l I I L I C ~ \ [ . I I I L I I I I ~  ~f \\ 1i.1t 13 in\.olved (01-03) 
. I I ~ C ~  ~ . I I C Z ~ I I I S  11r)\\ 1 t11 \  [f-.lllstcr\ ( 1 1  Hi l l  \ !)rrsent situation ( O j -  

00). .\gain. this elicits quite a length!. response (10-26). one that 
turns out to be significant to th r  session a5 a whole in that it fore- 
grounds a distinction be t~vccn  p r rpar~ t ion  ( 1 1 - 1+) and having an 
csplic.it. planned structure ( 18-20 ) .  

i 01 P.41.~ You mentioned audience involvt-ment. audience 
partic-ipation. o r  thc audiencc actual& changing the 
ston line . . . Havr I got that righti 

BILL Yeah. yeah. 
P.+L- L Is that right? How imponant is that element in this? 

In other words. I c m  u n d m d  that you don't 
h o w  where to go Is it the c;~sc that you don't 
know w h e w  to go until sometxKf) ha_$ made a 
conuibutioni 

BILL I think them rn plcnp o f  phces  1 cotdld go aith a 
talk opponuni? I m  not t d h n g  about knowing 
nothing about thc a m  youvr allotted to tall; about. 
I'm not talking abour no pwpc~rfdtion. no reading. 
no tb inki t~ ,~  around the ama. hut the more 
experience I havc oi this kind of teacher education. 
the more comfortable I am with the idea of taliing 
my thoughts and m) c u m n t  understanding in. 
without a clear structun- (JK. \lmm)..ind at the 
same time. 1 know- that audiences sometimes like to 
see a clear structure. k c a u . ~  they take that as the 
sign of a ~ ( K K I .  of a professional. somehc& who has 
planned. and I think then- will always be those who. 
if you don't sa!-.-Lx~)k. there are five stages ro the 
presentation tcday and I'm going to cover this. that 
and the other.- then they will assume that you 
haven't p p a w c i .  even. 

Joe then (Extract 9.5) offers the  two terms planning and p"pa- 
rulion that Bill has used in Thematizing a possible contrast (01- 
OH). Hill is enthusiastic about this (09), and the insight he achieves 
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through reseeing preparation in this light is articulated via an- 
other analogy, this time having to do with sports (09-15). 

Extract 9.5 
01 JOE Mmm.And that's the big distinction I hear now in 
02 what you're saying: between being prepared to enter 

03 the arena, and to deal with the topic in the context 
04 of the people, on the one hand, which is what you 
05 do want to do.And the idea of having a plan (Bill: 
06 Mrnm), which you think will ride roughshod over 
07 the discourse possibilities that could have occurred 
08 in that arena. 
09 BILL Yes, yes! And another thought hits me from that, 
10 from this preparation/planning distinction, is that an 
11 athlete doesn't necessarily prepare for a hundred 
12 meters by doing a hundred meters.They prepare in 

13 lots of different ways.That to plan for a speech 
14 event, if you take the metaphor to its conclusion, is 
15 not a good way to prepare for a speech event. 

Bill talks more about audience and student expectations of plans 
and also about a distinction that is important to him-between a 
debilitating tenseness that he sometimes feels and a creative ten- 
sion that is necessary to high-quality performance. He then (Ex- 
tract 9.6) returns to the warming-up metaphor ( O l ) ,  and we 
see-marked by pauses as well as explicitly signaled (04-05) and 
expressed (05-07)-how Bill's developmental goal is taking 
shape for him. Joe's Thematizing (08- lo), which is over-explicit 
in purist CD terms, again draws an enthusiastic response (ll), 
and Bill's Goal setting is now articulated in terms of possible ac- 
tion strategies (16-20). 

/ Extract 9.6 I 
01 BILL That's where the warming-up comes in, the 
02 preparation, you need to reach that pitch where 
03 you're excited enough to talk and I think that, what, 
04 one realization that is becoming even clearer to me 
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05 noiv is th;~t 1 need. I nc*ecl to I):)' to not wrap myself 

06 up with ;I highly pl;~nned [?rocluct. and to take a few 

0' risks ivith ;I couple o f  prc>cnt;~tions. 

08 JOE Because the highly planned product brings you 

09 tenseness, whereas 3 well-prepared improvisation 

10 gives you tension? 
11 BILL Yes! Yes. I've got to. I started to say this earlier and I 

12 somehow got sidetr.icked. hut, in terms of 

13 preparation. I have ncvcr bcrn able to say-Right, this 

14 presentation is an hour. I'nl going to rehearse this. 

15 I'm going to put a clock doivn and give this 
16 presentation to nobody.- I just can't do that.hnd 

17 there are, there are other things: I can do snippets, I 
18 can read. I can voice things.There are other forms of 

19 warning-up that I think. that I feel more comfortable 
20 with. 

It seems fair to describe what happened in this session in the fol- 
lowing terms. Bill articulated important personal preferences in 
terms of his own style of communicati\-c action and also identi- 
fied other people's expectations-and his need to live up to 
them-as getting in his way He discovered a way of expressing 
this contrast that allowed him to enluate his preferred style 
highly enough to validate goals and actions based on it. In these 
necessarily brief extracts, I have tried to present the essential data 
of this process. 

As well as the developmental progrc-ss achieved here by the 
Speaker, there were other outcomes. The planning/preparation 
distinction, capturing as it does tn.o important dimensions of how 
we work, has become a part of our ever!.tia!. discourse in the Lan- 
guage Studies Unit. Lucy commented. "T1.1i.s /XIS definitely sharp- 
ened my thinking aboutprepc~ring talks, nllcl has had a real de- 
veloplnental efJect for me." 

For me, this session also provided an example of how Under- 
standers must be willing to be changed if they are to be Open 
enough to Understand. I state my general position on planning 
and flexibility in chapter 8 (p. 117) .  Faced with the prospect of 
giving a talk at a conference, my preferred strategy involves Pro- 
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ducing a full written text of an appropriate length, which I then 
read onto a tape. I listen to the tape a couple of times and make 
headline notes from it. On the way to the conference, I listen to 
the tape while reading my text. Before my talk, I listen to the tape 
while looking at my notes. When I get up to speak, I am not only 
prepared-I amplanned! I do not find this constraining. I find the 
procedure lengthy and arduous but eventually liberating. I find 
that InjI best chance of communication lies in the clarity that I be- 
lieve I produce with this kind of planning.This is how I am best 
prepared. 

But there are occasions when I cannot achieve this kind of 
planned preparation, and I have found that reflection on the dis- 
tinction between planning and preparation, which had not been 
explicitly available to me before this session, has proved enor- 
mously helpful to me in avoiding the kind of tenseness that can 
interfere with anyone's performance. I see more clearly now that 
a planned message without personal preparation may not com- 
municate well at all, whereas if I am prepared in myself to com- 
municate, then I am likely to have things to say that will be mean- 
ingful to my audience.To give a specific instance, I recently ran a 
weekend workshop for participants in our distance-learning 
MSc. inTESOL program. In the time available to me, I reduced the 
period I might have spent planning content and prepared myself 
by rereading the participants' background files. The workshop 
went well. 

We have looked at the way in which Bill used his personal ex- 
perience and analogical thinking to bring individual preferences 
to bear on professional difficulties and goals. In the next session, 
we deal directly with contending personal and professional de- 
mands, although that's not where we begin. 

Sara as Speaker 

During 1998, our MSc. in TESOL teaching team organized a series 
of mutually supported periods of study leave. In May 1998, Sara 
was coming toward the end of her ten-week sabbatical period, in 
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{\-hi& she had been n-orking o n  her  Ph.l). She n-as concerned 

about n-hat n-as going to happen  hen bhr returned t o  filll-time 

work. This concern is what  she chose t o  Speak about. 

Extract 9.7 
. . .and that led me to think that perhaps a 
reasonably fruitful topic of discussion for today 
would be if I. we. tried to talk about how I'm going 
to carry on with it once I've tinished this wonderful 
experience of a sabbatical. 
Okay, so you. you're staying with the topic that 
you've headlined for us before.-working (Sara:Yes) 
on the Ph.D.--not in the sense of there being any 
specific problem you want to work on. but with a 
focus on how you're going to handle that when 
you're back at n-orli. 
Yeah. I think so, yeah. 
Can I also c l a w  something. that that comment at 
the end, this"wonderful' period of a sabbatical. was 
that significant (Sara: Oh. yes!) in the sense that, that 
you have, you know. you have doubts about what's 
coming up . . . 
Oh. yes! (laughs) 
Yeah. right, Okay. thank you. 
Yes, definitely. The reason is, I mean, it's obvious. but 
the sabbatical has made a tremendous difference 
because. from an academic point of view. the Ph.D. is 
all I've been concentrating on.\Vihen I return to 
work in just m o  and a half Lveeks' time, that won't 
be the case anymore. and especially now that I'm 
nearing the end of the project. and therefore have to 

hold it aII in my mind, whatever bit I'm working on 
(Harry:Yeah).The idea of doing that when also doing 
all the other things I'm supposed to be doing is very, 
well, it's worrying in two senses: in one sense it's 
worrying because, erm, I think it will be much 
harder to do the Ph.D. that way, and it's also 
worrying because I think that in my attempts to do 
that I risk, not doing other things quite so well as I 
might, so it worries me two ways. 
So, you're concerned that going back to work is 
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going to "get in the way" of continuing with the 
Ph.D.. . . 

SARA Yes! (laughs) 

JOE . . . and balancing that is this concern that your 
determination to get the Ph.D. done and finished 
now it's entering its final stages might get in the way 
of your doing the job as well as you want to-(Sara: 
Yes)-both those. 

By the end of these introductory exchanges, Sara's topic has been 
clearly stated. After her opening (01-05), Reflections by Joe (06-1 1) 
and Harry (13-17) have helped her deepen her original formula- 
tion by bringing out the importance of the timing of her return to 
full-time work in terms of her completing her doctorate (20-30) 
and have separated out the two-way difficulty she feels she will have 
when trying to make a good job of doctorate and teaching (30-35). 

Shortly afterward, however, as we see in Extract 9.8, the pic- 
ture changes significantly. 

Extract 9.8 
We work here flexidays rather than flexi-hours (Sara: 
Yeah). What kind of a time scale do you think in-in 
terms of weeks, or days, or hours, when you see 
these conflicting interests? 
Days, days. 
And you don't think that you have in fact got control 
over your days, after coming off sabbatical? 
Well, I think I have very limited control over them. I 
mean, that this is in my, this is further compli-, since 
I've had Adam, this is an extra factor that complicates 
things for me (Paul: Ah), erm, inasmuch as I, that you 
know, I've got days that are days that I spend with 
him and that I wouldn't want to break into. 
[Sara talks here about earlier periods before Adam 
was born of working on her research for long, 
uninterrupted stretches.] 
It's as if, because, because, Okay, you know, a person 
has their home life, their social life, but among 
adults, you know, say in marriage, there's ;ilwdys 
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1 - ~x)wibilit\ for 11cgoti;itio11 ( 1 3 i l l .  l lmm) hilt I don't 

1 S think. you kno\v. \ ~ I I C . I I  ~~~~~~~~~rs :ire involved it's not 

19 like th;lt. Er~n. I \\.ouliin'r \\.ant . . . 

20 LUCY Especi;llly if you're around in the house and they 
2 1 know you ;ire. 
72 SARA yeall, er. I \vouldn't \v;int to an).way. I don't think it's 

2 3 filir on. on Adam. so. So. it's ;is if. it's ;IS if balancing a 
7; job and ;i Ph.D. might h;ive hccn :I bit difficult but it 

2 S was perfectly possible: man;tping a job, Ph.D. and a 
26 toddler (lor: l l n ~ m )  really seems to me like the limits 
77 - ,  (Luc!.: h i m )  of \\hat is hurn;inly possible. 

I should perhaps explain Paul's use of the expression "tlexi-days" 
(01) here.As most of our teaching is through a distance-learning 
program, it is possible for us to mo1.e our n.ok around, to chunk 
it in different ways, to work from home and go into the university 
more in order to meet with people than to teach. In this later ex- 
tract from the session. Paul asks his question about time scale in 
order-as he commented later-to help him get a better view of 
how Sara saw the demands on her time. In explaining her per- 
spective further, however. Sara introtluces into the equation the 
presence of her young son ant1 of her cictcrnnination to safeguard 
extensive periods of time with him (09- 13). :it this point, there- 
fore. the two conflicting pulls on her timc that she originally iden- 
tified as the nub of her problem h;i\-c. hecomc three (25-17). 

Another point to note hcrc i h  I.i~c!-'h intcn-ention (20-211, 
\vllich is not really legitinlate in term5 of our rules of procedure. 
What Lucy is doing here is introducing an  element of her own ex- 
perience and attitudes, based o n  an c ~ x l ~ ~ a t i o n  of the practicality 
of getting work done when a toddler is in the 11ouse.The sympa- 
thy expressed is undeniable, but as an attempt t o  express empa- 
thy it fails (22) because it is not in fact bascd on an understand- 
ing of what Sara is saying; Sard does not xaut to act in this way. 

Sometime later, Sara is again exploring her attitudes toward 
various aspects of her work and has just talked about a feeling of 
having lost touch with course participants as individuals during 
her time away. She continues: 
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Extract 9.9 
01 SARA I suspect that another reason is because, as I say, 
02 with Ph.D., job and toddler, you know, things are just 

03 getting so squeezed and that womes me because I'd 
04 rather, erm, be able to, you know, have a level of 
05 emotional investment with the participants I'm 
06 working with that I'm comfortable about. So again, 
07 it's that, I'm sort of feeling gosh I must I really must 
08 make space again for those people. I mustn't see 
09 them as getting . . .you know . . . 
10 HARRY Getting in the way, yeah? 
1 1  SARA When I receive a query from a participant I must 
12 not see this as getting in the way of my Ph.D.! 
13 (Harry: [laughs] Yeah) I mean, you know, I just (Bill: 
14 Mmrn), it's supposed to be job first and people first 
15 (Harry: Yeah) (Lucy: Mrnm). 
16 HARRY So what you're saying, if I understand you correctly 
17 is there's a big psychological weight, as well as the 
18 purely practical weight of having to complete the 
19 Ph.D. 
20  SARA I suppose there is, yeah. 
21  HARRY And that's, that's . . . 
22  SARA I suppose there is, yeah. 

What Harry picks up in his Reflection (16-18) is that Sara is strug- 
gling with more than a question of how to schedule a certain 
number of tasks into a given amount of time-that she also has a 
set of expectations regarding emotional investment and her own 
attitudes with which she needs to find a sense of comfort or well- 
being.The moment of insight that Sara achieves here is caught in 
her thoughtful, repeated acknowledgment (20,22) that something 
important is happening here and in the fact that Harry, recogniz- 
ing this, does not go on (21) to spell out the importance that he 
sees in this. 

When we moved into the Resonances phase of the session, 
Paul set out to say that for him it had been interesting to hear an 
apparently familiar situation described from a perspective so dif- 
ferent from his own. 
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27 
28 
29 
30  
3 1 
32 PAUL 
33 SARA 

34 
35 
36 

' l ' t l~ point hchinS th.11 !our .itui~tion i. not ti)r nle,it's 
for m!- daughter .inJ rn! ci.~ughter-in-l;~\v. They're 
both in identicill situation.. one h ;~s  got ;III h1BA to 
finish and one h;ls p)t a P(;(:E (teiiching 
quillitication) to tinish iinci they've got kids, little 
ones. hnd they ;ire t~o th  in cs:~c'tl!. this kind of bind, 
but \vithout a sat>b;~tic.iil. And, cr. \vr. h;lvc ;I solution, 
and that i> that m!- wiic ~ 0 ~ 4  ;1nd t;~kes over. to let 
those piece3 of \vork c.olltinile ; I I I ~ .  er, be finished. 
hnd I was just d\\-clling on  the enormoils impact of 
that, it simply malies possible \vhiit \vould othenvise 
be impossible (Si1r.i: .\lrnm). But it's not so much the 
circum-, my p r iv~ te  circumstances. but the fact that 
I'm in a different contest (Harn :  Yeah) (SarxYes). So 
I hear it with different eiirs (loe: \ l n ~ n ~ ) .  
Yes. but what you say still gives me an angle on the 
nature of the thing. inasmuch as. I think if I wanted 
to, well, I think unquestion-. i~nquestionably, if I 
wanted to gct more help n i th  childcare I could. But 
I don't (Paul: Jlrnm). I don't \\.ant to. 
Oh, er, a gr~ndmother  looking after the child is not 
the same as . . . 
No, but I mean I have thiit . . . 

. . . "childcare." 
It is to me! I mean. m). mum I(x)ks after Adam 
sometimes when I'm at \vork and, and I'm very 
happy with the arr-ngement. hut I \vouldn't want to 
extend it any. 1 mean. there's a certain amount of 
time when I \vant to be the one \vho is looking after 
Adam, and it doesn't matter if it's Ted, if my mum, it's 
me, I want it to be me. 
It's a totally different ball game. 
Yes (laughs) (Paul laughs). It's. but what you said is 
helpful to me, because it helps me to, it concretizes 
for me that in that sense my problem is not a 
practical one. 

While Paul is thinking about the experience (and the  difficult^) of 
what he calls,"hearing with different earsn-a very ~nderstander- 
related experience (01 - 1 'j)-San chooses to relate his situation 
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more directly to hers and to evaluate Paul's family's response in 
terms of her own preferences (16-20). We are on the borderline of 
our procedural agreements here, but I believe that we stay inside 
them in terms of Paul's Resonance being neither intended nor re- 
ceived as a suggestion as such. Where we almost short circuit is 
with Sara's use of the expression "childcare" (19) and Paul's feeling 
that he, in turn, has not been well Understood (21-22,24). Sara's 
definition of this concept for herself(25-31) seems to mark out an- 
other highly significant incident in this session, in that it becomes 
very clear to Sara that her problem is "not a practical one"(33-36). 

At the opening of the GD session, Sara identified her topic as 
a pr~gmatic problem of how to fit in her teaching and her doc- 
toral study. By the end, she sees it rather differently, as a complex 
situation involving her family relationships, her levels of emo- 
tional investment with course participants, and the psychological 
weight that her definitions and expectations create for her. 

This is how the session closed: 

Is there anything you want to say to round up? 
About how the topic, or responses to it-anything 
you want to say? 
Mmm. Just that the way I've experienced the session 
has been looking in much more detail and from 
many more angles about the, at the, situation, or 
problem, or situation that has been problematized 
for the purposes of this session aoe laughs) and that 
has been interesting and I think I have a fuller sense 
of it than I did when I walked in. I think I probably 
have more of a sense of why it was getting to me, 
actually, inasmuch as it's in a sense been shown as 
more of a problem than I would have said it was! 
But that's good, because otherwise you're aware on a 
subconscious level that it's a problem. If you haven't 
made it conscious it can bother you more actually 
(lucy: Mmm), you know, it can get to you more. Enn, 
I don't feel particularly at the moment moved 
forward in terms of possible solutions, but I 
wouldn't expect to and . . .I'm quite happy to just 

t Extract 9.11 
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2 1 now go to sleep on the train on the way home and 
7 7 - a just see what happens (Harry:Yeah).Yeah.And that's, 

23 that's all I have to s;ly. 

In the earlier chapter on Reflecting (chap. 5, p. 68), I use a quota- 
tion about how the Understander can sometimes be frustrated by 
the feeling of not having helped enough. I suggest then that this is 
one of the hard parts of learning to be an Understander-that mak- 
ing suggestions is a lot easier than creating an opportunity for self- 
development. The quote that I use came, in fact. from feedback on 
this session. I introduce it again here. now in its proper context. 

Lucy: 
My feeling wns one of ft-~u-trntion as LTnderstander-I un- 
derstood her problems so zi1ell I didn't neecl or want to sim- 
ply reflect (having been througl~ sinzilar conflicLs myself). I 
intelpreted her speaking on this CIS ( I  CI-i de coeur and des- 
perately wanted to take ail actirle role as sjl~npathizer and a 
suggester of solutioizs. We did discuss these things in a sepa- 
rate chat Inter 071, btlt sonzehouq it ri9as not the same. Maybe, 
having acted ns Speaker, she bad got it off I~er chest publicly 
aizd ulas slowly coming to her ozcln solutions. Hope so- 
thoz~gh I can't be sure. 

Sara: 
That session really did help me to clear injl thinking on the 
point I discussed and it has helped me shape my  priorities 
and feel less conflict afterwards. D9is I J?nd interesting be- 
cause I don't think it zuas a session ulbere "outcomes" were 
partictllarly salient at the time. 

Sara completed her doctorate on schedule, now has a second 
child, and has changed her employment pattern for the medium 
term by entering a job-share arrangement with another colleague 
on a fifty-fifty basis. None of us would claim that all this flowed 
from our one-hour GD session! But neither would we dismiss the 
significance of such sessions to the facilitation of an individual's 
developmental decision making and the building of a collegiality 
in which such development can flourish. 
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Bill as Speaker (Main) 

Why Bill again? Why not Paul, Harry, Joe, or Lucy this time? Might 
it be that Bill is a person who gets more out of this son of work 
than the others? Well yes, it might.That is how things work out; 
nothing is equally good for everyone. On the other hand,feedback 
from the group suggests that all members have benefited signifi- 
cantly from their work as Speaker and Understander, as well as 
from the new collegiality that I discuss further below. Harry is on 
record as saying that one of his sessions as Speaker "ultimately 
changed my way of zilorking." Paul's session on the coordination 
of our research efforts not only enabled him to discover strengths 
in his work that he had not been aware of (see Data 9.19) but also 
took us all very meaningfully into areas of common ground and 
differences between and among us, as the Resonances show. 

So why Bill again? Because I need to select data that seems to 
me most coherently extractable in terms of communicating with 
my readers.The issue is not whether development took place but 
whether it can be shown to be tahng place in the explicit record 
of a few snippets of data. Here again, in February 1999, I think that 
this is quite demonstrably the case. 

When I took on the role in the unit of special responsibility for 
our professional development, Bill took on a similar responsibility 
for what we refer to as the pastoral care of our course participants. 
Generally speaking, this refers to the ways in which an institution 
looks after its students outside the purely academic demands of its 
courses. As our MSc. in TESOL is a distance-learning program taken 
by mature people (usually in the 25-45 age range) living in coun- 
tries all around the world, the issues to be dealt with that fall out- 
side purely academic ones constituted little less than life itself. 
What can pastoral care mean under these circumstances, either as 
a concept or in terms of  our actions? This was what Bill wanted to 
work on. 

In his opening statement, of whicll only the last, summarizing 
sentence is given here (Extract 9.12), Bill emphasizes the issue of 
interaction. Let me highlight again the early Reflection. In this in- 
stance, we might suggest that Bill's explicit summarizing of his 
goals (01 -03) can be seen as a signal to the Understander that this 
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would be an appropriate time to come in, that this is the end of 
his opening statement and that it should be checked. Notice how 
Joe's Reflection (04-07) presents pastoral care and interaction as 
m7o topics to bring together. Hearing the image in the Reflection 
("when you say that") allows Bill to recognize and move on from 
this separation (08- 1 1): 

Bill then Speaks about the various forms of interaction that take 
place between our participants and ourselves.As he does so, he 
warms to his insight regarding the inseparability of pastoral care 
and interaction (Extract 9.13,Ol-03). Joe attempts a Challenge in 
terms of Bill's earlier statement (04-05), but Bill's exploration has 
brought him to a discovery ("I've realized") that is important to 
him, as is clearly signaled (13-14) by the comment,"I've never un- 
derstood as clearly as I do today." 

Extract 9.13 
01 BILL Yes, interaction in all those senses because I think 
02 that that is what pastoral care is, it's almost 
03 synonymous with the idea of interaction. 
04 JOE So it's not . . . is that a change? Have you just 
05 changed what you mean by interaction? 
06 BILL NO, I think what I've done is I've realized that when 
07 I talk about pastoral care, I've thought about pastoral 

Extract 9.12 

01 BILL So, they're my goals. I suppose, to try to get this, to 
02 develop this sense of where we're going with 

03 pastoral care, but also tie in this idea of interaction. 
04 JOE So, pastoral care. but specifically interaction (Bill: 
05 Hmm) is the, is the, that's what you want to bring 
06 together: pastoral care and hoxv we interact with our 
07 participants, that's what you want to explore. 
08 BILL Yeah, and when you say that. I wonder if there is 
09 actually anything else? Is there an!-thing else in the 
10 field of pastoral care that isn't interaction in some 
11 way? 



Group Development 153 

care-it's one of those words which, which I've 
been living with for a long time . . . 
[Here Bill gives some autobiographical details.] 
. . . and I think I've always thought of it as a system, 
and now I'm thinking of it more as interaction, and I 
think it's a difference in emphasis.And maybe the 
two things . . . I've never understood as clearly as I 
do today that really there is nothing else except 
interaction, as long as you include any printed 
matter that we might send, or any future websites 
that we might put together. 

Bill continues to explore the possibilities of what interaction-as- 
pastoral-care might mean, and one of the group Reflects back a 
problem-solving scenario as an example to check whether or not 
he has Understood. In Extract 9.14, Bill confirms the accuracy of 
the Reflection (01) and also uses it ("hearing you talk about that 
has made it clearer") as the basis for a new discovery (02-07). Paul 
Challenges Bill with regard to his current and previous definitions 
of interactive (08-lo), and Bill, after a significant pause to think 
(1 I), uses this Challenge to c l a r e  the relationship that he sees be- 
tween the two definitions (1 1-15). When Paul Reflects this rela- 
tionship (16-17), Bill takes a further step to establish a three-part 
characterization of pastoral care in terms of interaction (18-20). 
He refers to this as a genuine discovery in GD terms ("a real sense 
of outcomen).The unusually long pauses here also mark signifi- 
cant moments when Bill is doing a Speaker's work in Under- 
stander-supported silence (1 1, 18). 

J3ctract 9.14 
01 BILL Yeah, I think so. I also think, and hearing you talk 
02 about that has made it clearer, that one of our duties 
03 is not just to respond to problems, as a pastoral role, 
04 our duty, or part of that role, is to anticipate what 
05 these problems are going to be and be well ahead of 
06 them, and that might mean looking at trends and 

I O7 trying to see what's going to happen. 
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08 PALII. H:we ~ O L I  I I I O V ~ C I  over the I:lst 11:ilf an hour, a little 
09 bit, from the purely interxctive to the more 
1 0 pro:lctive? 
1 1  BILI. (five-second pause) Yes. I think so. I think that's true. 
12 That interaction feeds from that sense of being 
13 proactive and trying to anticipiite what the problems 
14 are and then we think. well, how can we best, how 
15 can we best work with this possible problem? 
16 PAUL Does that mean a dual relationship between pro- and 
1 7  inter-? 
18 BILL (three-second pause)Yes.Yeah. I like that distinction, 
19 and then we have, we have. reactive,proactive and 
20 interactive 
21 PAUL Reactive being the "fire fighting"? 
22 BILL Yeah. 
23 LUCY So, our first telephone call would be proactive . . . 
24 BILL I think you might have given me a nice title there, 
2 5 Paul! I like it! Yeah, I think that's a really good 
26 distinction for me.That maybe we've been living in 
27 reactive worlds with our pastoral care. I think that's 
28 a real sense of outcome for me. that distinction. 

29 Thanks. 

Bill's use of "given" (24) and "Thanks" (29) draws a response from 
Paul at the Resonances stage of the session. Paul expresses his Res- 
onance in terms of the process we are involved in (Extract 9.15, 
01-1 I), which draws in Bill, Joe, and Lucy in a celebration of what 
has happened. 

Extract 9.15 
01 PAUL This is a part of the joint discovery that we've 
02 commented on before uoe: Mmm).Yes, exactly.And 

03 this is looking at the process, and Bill imagining that 
04 I had actually given him something! Which I didn't! 
05 That's an entirely wrong way of looking at it, 
06 because I wasn't aware, yeah? I didn't have anything 
07 up my sleeve at all.They were just little pieces that 
08 came together in the way that you were Speaking 
09 and it seemed to me, you know, in what you were 
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saying, those pieces were there rather than I was 
telling you anything. 
I think so. 
They just came out. 
Mmm. 
Definitely, that was my sense. But I think there's a 
sense of "being given" something by the very clever 
pulling out of two things. 
Again, it's the power of Reflection, isn't it? 
Yeah, I think that's a really good example. Because I 
said both those things, proactive and interactive . . . 
. . . and reactive . . . 
. . . but I wouldn't have seen that relationship if you 
hadn't reflected that back. 

Finally, when the Speaker role returns to Bill (Extract 9.16), he 
confirms his sense of a discovery that can form the basis of pro- 
fessional action.Where he had previously been concerned that his 
vagueness was at fault, he now feels that there is real complexity 
to deal with, and he has the confidence to employ the framework 
that he has worked out in order to move forward with his special 
responsibility for pastoral care. 

Extract 9.16 
01 BILL I've probably had the same feeling that most of you 
02 have that really quite a lot of issues were raised 
03 today and I think that I'd started off with a feeling 
04 that if I'd been more organized about this, there'd 
05 have been a clearer sense, but the more we talk 
06 about it, the more this pastoral sense of it gluing 
07 together all the things that we do, and all these 
08 different interactions, there are so many things 
09 involved in pastoral care, that talking them through 
10 today and hearing some of your Reflections and 
11 Resonances. has kind of given me the confidence that 
12 those things are multifarious (Joe: Mmm) and that if I 
13 start with that perception, then I can work with this 
14 model thing, I can start to look for these interactions 
15 and present choices to you, and we can decide what 
16 we as a group, collectively, think is best. 

- 
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Once again, it is tempting to detail the work that has arisen from 
the discoveries and goals signaled here. but that is not my specific 
focus, and space is limited. It will have to suffice to say that we feel 
that we now have proactive, interactive, and reactive systems for 
taking care of our course participants with which we and they are 
well satisfied, even if there is always room for improvement. 

I have repeatedly stated the importance to us of the reflexive 
relationship between individual and group development. Having 
concentrated so far on individuals, let us now turn to a group 
perspective. 

A New Collegiality 

In this section, I draw on responses to a brief questionnaire that I 
e-mailed to GD colleagues.The questionnaire itself is reproduced 
at the end of the chapter. As I have already emphasized, we began 
our group development work in a positive, collegial atmosphere. 
This was already the kind of place where, if you needed a helping 
hand, you would not often have to ask two people. So that is 
where I was starting from.Another important way of describing 
our situation would be to acknowledge explicitly again the level 
of commitment that leads a group of professionals to take the 
time out of their busy schedules in order to meet for an hour most 
weeks and work together in this wa):\Ve tried a few scheduling 
tricks (none of them successfi~l) in order to enable ourselves to 
clear a few minutes' space before our meetings. but in the end we 
had to admit that life was too hectic. As one colleague put it: 

Thot~gh I do know it wozrld be tnore productive and re- 
warding not to go into a GD session feeling, "Oh ****! I still 
haven't . . . ," it always happens. If otzl), I were better orga- 
nized, I'd do 5 mins Tai Chi before each session! 

Once we were in a GD meeting, it also took some time for us 
to come together in terms of what we were trying to do, rather 
than just going through the motions. It took a while for the out- 
side world to slip away or for us to slip away from it. 
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TheJrstJve minutes are always spent feeling pressures fall 
ofl The immediate question is always, "Can I aflord the 
time?"when the real question is, "Can we afford not to?" 

We took that time on the initial premise that we would be 
using it in specific ways in order to further individual professional 
development. One of our earliest formulations of this was made in 
comparison to the time that we spend in our regular unit meet- 
ings, at which we exchange opinions, argue, make suggestions, 
and behave in all those socially sanctioned ways that one expects 
to behave at meetings. In the unit meetings, we said, the individ- 
ual works for the good of the group. In the GD meetings, we 
wanted to create a situation in which the group worked for the 
good of its individuals. In the ways that I have sketched above, I 
believe that we have had some success in this. The following piece 
of feedback came in response to the first question on the E-mail 
questionnaire, in which colleagues were asked to recall one par- 
ticular moment from the sessions so far: 

The thing that comes back to me most vividly is the mem- 
ory of telling eveq1o?ze in the resonancesphase of Sara's last 
session that I rarelji s q :  "I knoz~l just how you feel . . ." but 
that I thought I corild make an exception in this case, only 
to hear her say ill her response tbat my description bore no 
relation to the u f r ~ j l  she felt. Two tbings learned: 

In future, KI:I~ER t l~ink I know how someone feels. 
Being a n  Under-stander in tbe way we're trying to be 
Understanrler-s at least ?ni?zimizes the chance of com- 
ing away zi1itl. self-satisfled illusions about the extent 
to which ule'r~e really rinderstood: the aim of these 
sessions is to help tbe Speakel; not to come away inz- 
pressed zi~ith orlr O Z L ~ I Z  powers of insight. 

However, it is precisely in this new style of focusing on the in- 
dividual that what I am calling our new collegiality is based. Sus- 
tenance of the individual is a social phenomenon; we did not 
work to promote the individual as separate from the group, but as 
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a nlrmber of it. ln an important sense, this type of individual is im- 
possible without the group; such an individual is in the group, of 
the group, and for the group: 

For me, zi~hatever else this r n q l  be, it's a iireekly demonstra- 
tioil that as colleagt~es zlle , ~ a l ! ) ~  do bnrje time for one an- 
other and respect for one anothe~: To ktzozu that at some 
point )tql colleagi~es are going to gir1eJfirle hours a week of 
their corlzbined time to sol)zethitlg I t l~ink is important 
enorrgb to tell them abo~rtfllls r)lcj ~c~i th  n sense of wondel; 
s~~rprise,  gratitude, and, most oj-all, faith in what we can do 
togetbe): It's a ~i1eekZy affii,.))~ntion oj' oil,' sense of shared re- 
spo~zsibility and comnzit)ne)zt. 

So our focus on individual development has led toward a 
growth of collegiality that had not been foreseen, even if it should 
not have been surprising. In other words. we knew that the origi- 
nal form of CD pairwork has clear outcomes for Speaker and Un- 
derstander, not only in terms of specific goals achieved and in 
terms of more general communicative attitudes and abilities but 
also in terms of relationship. Similarly. our group development 
work added a layer of outcome in terms of enhanced collegiality 
that we all felt and commented on. 

I'm not going to try to weigh that and count it out for you. I 
don't know what the units would be. Instead. I'm going to look at 
some of the ideas that arose in our feedback sessions and, as we 
go along, try to tie them into this concept of collegiality. 

The Whole Person and Multiple Identities 

A great deal of work that has been done in TESOL over the last 
twenty-five years has turned around the idea of language learning 
being a whole-person process, as distinct from simply an intellec- 
tual one. All the materials and techniques, now commonplace, that 
invite students to invest their opinions, emotions, and experiences 
in their language learning are based on this fundamental prin- 
ciple. At the same time, a great deal of postmodern writing in dif- 
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ferent fields has emphasized the idea of each one of us having dif- 
ferent identities at different times. Sometimes I speak as a mo- 
torist, sometimes as a cyclist; sometimes I argue against censor- 
ship of any kind, and sometimes I argue as the father of a teenage 
daughter.As we have already seen in this chapter, a person might 
sit down with a self-image of two competing identities, that of 
teacher and that of student, and discover that it is a third identity, 
that of mother, which is at least as important. 

As the Reflecting, Thematizing, and Challenging moves inter- 
wove over the months, we also talked about how these two 
views-of wholeness and multiplicity-are two ways of looking 
at the same phenomenon, of the whole person not as an undif- 
ferentiated whole but as the meeting place of different roles and 
identities.W~at we all seek is awareness and coherence. As each 
one of us in the group came to insights that helped us think about 
our own individual coherence, we came as a group to have a 
much clearer picture of how we fitted together and to have more 
acceptance of those aspects of others that might perhaps have 
otherwise been unappreciated or even found annoying. We saw 
how one person might find linear thought liberating and another 
might be constrained by it, how one person might use hyperbole 
without intending to express anything more extreme than what 
another would express through understatement, how one person 
might move their ideas fomard via constantly shifting analogies 
while another might find this process disorienting.These propo- 
sitions are perhaps conlmonplace as abstractions, but it is a rich 
and binding experience to have them unfold in personal terms 
within a group of colleagues. 

Being involved in the GD interaction helped us all work on 
ourselves as colleagues, as well as working on ourselves as indi- 
viduals.To clarify this, here are two more items of feedback from 
the questionnaire that well represent, I think, the depth of com- 
mitment that was made. Once more, in response to the first 
question: 

Q1: Does any  o n e  moment from the  GD sessions come 
back to  you particularly? 
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I rec-rrll not orle ~rzoI)lerlt, b ~ i t  olle kind of moment. A com- 
birzntion oj: 

(a) an awareness that thepersolln into which I had de- 
veloped, for reasolls I consider ~latt~rnl, meant that 
tn~sch of mny past ~indersta~ldirz bad been in terms 
of situations and problems, ~ntber than people, and 
the expectation, zilbnt rilrrs ~ual! J ?  rclanted, was that I 
would deliver, ratber than U~zderstand in the GD 
sense.W3ich called for n ??lore sensitiz~e output mon- 
itor than I had so far der doped. 

and 

(h) an awareness of tbe nonbot)zogeneily of the grotip 
with regard to that ge~zerosi[~~ of spirit, or the expe- 
rience which breeds it, to CTnderstand sympatheti- 
calb rather than siletzt!lr bridle. 

This kind of moment was occasio?zal!j~ uncomfortable. 

And then, after colleagues had been asked to respond to a 
number of lexical prompts that I had chosen: 

Q7: Is there a different key word or phrase that you 
would have put in that list? 

PersonaliQ An odd one, but it keeps cropping up in my 
thinking. Do I need to become in sonze sense a dzferentper- 
son in order to be an Understander? I'd like to think not, but 
I have a growing feeling that in some respects I do. It's easy 
for me to be nonjudgmental because tbat's the way I've al- 
zuays been, more or less, bzit I can't easily hold back on the 
philosophical, and I wonder whether sometimes I manage 
to convince myself utterly that what I'm doing really is no 
more than Reflecting, when in fact . . . The same applies to 
other colleagues in dzrerent ways, I think. Perhaps the 
bimest challenge is to remain yourself and be a genuine 
Understander 
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Differentiated Understanding 

We have already talked (chap. 5, p. 65) about the inevitability of 
some element of difference between what the Speaker says and 
what the Understander re-cognizes and then re-articulates as a Re- 
flection.This slippage between the two is the dialogic strength of 
the Speaker/Understander engagement-it is what makes the dif- 
ference between the Understander and a tape recorder or a diary. 
When we have more than one Understander involved, however, 
this dialogic strength risks becoming a problem. 

When Understanders who know relatively less ask for clarifi- 
cation, this should present no difficulty, as both the Speaker and a 
better-informed Understander can use this as an opportunity to 
check common ground and enhance empathy. But when an Un- 
derstander who shares with the Speaker a higher level of knowl- 
edge about a given topic asks for clarification of a point, this may 
appear to be a mystification to the other Understanders. It may ap- 
pear that this Understander is looking to contribute to a discus- 
sion or to lead the Speaker. In Extract 9.17, the Speaker is work- 
ing on her ideas regarding the identification of lexical chunks and 
their use as teaching material. 

Extract 9.17 
In other words, a chunk might have slots in the 
middle, or they might come at the end, that can be 
changed, but the basic frame of the chunk itself is 
static. 
Are you referring to changes of tense, or the use of 
pronouns, that might change, but it's still the same 
chunk? 
Yes, very often they're grammatical choices. 
It's "tweakable." Grammatically tweakable. 
Yes, er, sometimes they're grammatically tweakable, 
sometimes they're not. Sometimes they have a kind 
of . . .  
Does that correspond . . . 
. . . an environment that's favored, like "set eyes on:' 
which is almost always present perfect and almost 
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16 alw;~ys on "her" or "him " So there are favored 

17 gr;ln~rnatical environments 
18 PAUL You mentioned DeC;lrrico [Nattinger and 
19 DeCarricoJ, does this correspond with their 
20 canonical and noncnnonical contrast? 
21 LUCY Yeah, roughly . . er, no. sorry it doesn't. Because 
2 2 they . . . 

In lines 01-12, the Understander is checking that his Under- 
standing is true to the idea that the Speaker wants to develop. 
From line 13, however, the Understander wants to introduce the 
Nattinger Sz DeCarrico comparison. Between himself and the 
Speaker, based on their shared specialist knowledge, this seems 
to be a legitimate move; indeed, it does help the Speaker to clar- 
ify her position further. For the perspective of the other Under- 
standers present, however, the significance of this comparison 
was only partially accessible. 

It is from this kind of experience that we formulated the term 
dzfseel-entinted Understnndi~~g. It is a feature of GD, but it need 
not necessarily be seen as a problem.To the extent that it proves 
to be one, I know of no straightforward solution, other than what 
we might call ongoing sincerit?. checks b!. the specialist Under- 
stander as to the nature of the interventions. In the above extract, 
for example, the issue for Paul at line 13. and more particularly at 
line 18, is to be very sure that he needs to introduce this distinc- 
tion in order to Understand what the Speaker is saying. If so, he 
should. Any other motivation would be dubious. What quality of 
attention was available to the Speaker during lines 14-17? You 
cannot read this from the data, but this is what counts. 

Nonspecialist Understanders must assume sincerity and can 
choose to ask for further clarrfication if they wish. Occasional 
retrospective discussions of these interventions on the basis of 
taped extracts proved extremely helpful to us. In retrospect, 
moreover, we also see that it is in identifying and negotiating a 
response to this phenomenon that our collegiality has been fur- 
ther enhanced. 
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Choice of Topic and Focus 

There is another strdnd of our weave to pull in here. Apart from 
differences of content, are there fundamental differences of kind 
between the topic brought to the group by Sara (Extracts 
9.7-9.1 1) and this last one, brought by Lucy (Extract 9.17)? Be- 
tween what we might call the personal and the academic sides of 
the professional? For me, there is no easy answer, but it was the 
concept of differentiated Understanding that helped us clarrfy the 
issue somewhat. 

In one way, it seems clear that the pedagogic use of lexical 
chunks is a topic about which one can claim to have, or not to 
have, specialist knowledge (of concepts, of terminology, of the lit- 
erature) and experience (via corpus linguistics, materials writing, 
classroom teaching). Balancing the demands of one's personal and 
professional lives, on the other hand, is a challenge that we all face 
on a regular basis. It is essential to remember, however, that we are 
not talking about a discussion here. 

In the terms of group development, it is in both cases the 
Speaker who is the knower, and it is from this knowledge base 
that we want to proceed. Although it is the academic/professional 
topic that throws differentiation into greater relief, Understanding 
is always differentiated. and it is always up to each Understander 
to negotiate an Understanding that is useful to the Speaker with- 
out disassociating the Speaker from the other Understanders 
present. While we all have experience of balancing personal and 
professional demands, none of us has inside knowledge of Sara's 
experience of those demands. and it is to achieve empathy with 
her experience that we all have to work.Throug11 the Resonance 
provided by Paul, we get an insight into the differentiation that he 
has been working to escape in his Understanding. Furthermore, it 
is in the differing definitions of childcare, as a technical term, that 
some part of the differentiated Understandings is made clear and 
through which the Speaker moves toward her own discoveries. 

Another important lesson that we learned through the per- 
sonal/academic contrast relates to the way in which the Speaker 
initially presents his or her topic. With a more academically ori- 
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ented topic, there is a temptation for the Speaker to slip into the 
more F~nliliar senlinar-presentation mode of talking, in which the 
Speaker sets the scene, explains the background and history of 
the topic, and c;lrefiilly moves toward the issue of concern. If the 
Speaker takes up this stance, the Understanders risk being re- 
duced to the role of 1isteners.The Speaker needs to work as soon 
as possible at the cutting, or crumbling, edge of their thinking; this 
is where Understanders can be of most help, and if they need 
background, they will ask for it. 

This whole issue of topic and focus is not simple, nor am I try- 
ing to present it as such. It may be that a Speaker wants to ap- 
proach a session with only a hazy idea of :I topic area to explore 
(see Bill's pastoral care session, Extracts 9.12-9.16), in order to see 
what discoveries might arise. It may be the Speaker's purpose to 
explore the history of a project. perhaps in the search for alterna- 
tive avenues that might have been taken or in order to identrfy 
mistakes that were made, in which case it is this history that is the 
focus of the initial exploration.%%at the Speaker needs to avoid, 
however, is the type of scene-setting introduction so necessary- 
or at least usual-in other kinds of discourse that one associates 
with serious professional, academic. or research-oriented topics. If 
the Speaker does have an academic issue to deal with, then, as 
Lucy put it, the Speaker must look for a way of: 

starting slap in the middle, aclrzd tl~etz uclrz folding outzilards, 
petal 6j1petal, mther than b~lildi~zg up to it cbronological~. 

To sum up then, we found different dynamics and different 
learning opportunities associated with different choices of topic 
and with different Speaker stances in relation to their topics. Fun- 
damentally, however, I find that any topic chosen by a Speaker has 
more in common with other Speaker topics than it has differ- 
ences from them. Furthermore, it is from the common respect for 
all Speaker choices that another element of our enriched colle- 
giality is woven. 
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Individually Owned Coconstructions 

While it is the Speaker's responsibility to bring a topic on which 
to work, we have seen that a specific Focus may arise unexpect- 
edly in the interaction between Speaker and Understanders. And 
if the Speaker's exploration leads to an overt discovery, whose is 
it, this concept, this plan, this analysis, this technique? 

If what we are saying about the value of re-cognizing-and 
the value of this approach as a whole-is true, then what we have 
is a coconstruction in which a group of people has been involved. 
We have seen a striking example of this in Paul's Reflection to Bill 
during the pastoral care scssion (Extracts 9.14, 9.15). We have a 
more borderline case when Paul himself is Speaker (Extract 9.18). 

Paul has special responsibility in the unit for coordinating our 
individual research efforts into what might pass for a coherent 
profile. He has been Speaking about his plans to do this, outlining 
a framework constructed by sets of rules organized hierarchically. 
As the Speaker makes the rules and their relationships clear, Harry 
Reflects this in a way that Paul accepts. After a few further com- 
ments from Paul, Harry says: 

Extract 9.18 

01 HARRY So it's also a heuristic among ourselves for clarifying 
02 decisions about our research? 
03 PAUL (laughs) I hope you're clarifying my thoughts, 
04 because I didn't know I'd had that one! 
05 (genenl laughter) 

This was a discovery, and a very useful one, but whose? The Un- 
derstander had no doubt that he was Reflecting what he Under- 
stood the Speaker to have told him and that this was the best way 
of checking that Understanding. The Speaker recognized the dis- 
covery as arising from his work, although the term heuristic was 
not one that he had used, any more than he had intended to de- 
velop the idea of a heuristic at this time. 

In the sense that the discovery was even more than usual one 



166 Continuing Cooperative Development 

that arose unbidden from the discourse and that it was made pos- 
sible only by our interaction as colleagues, it seemed to develop 
our collegiality further. It also made us think more deeply about 
the matter of ownership of the ideas produced in our GD sessions. 

Such a discovery may lead to other things.There may be fi- 
nancial implications arising from a talk, an article, even a book. 
Our suggestion is that the ethics of the approach lead to a dis- 
tinction between involvement in construction and ownership. 
When the people of the neighborhood come together to help me 
put the roof on my new barn, we have built two things: a barn and 
a community. The barn alone is mine. The community and the 
building of both barn and community belong to all of us. Similarly, 
the Speaker's discovery, coconstructed with the help of Under- 
standers, belongs indisputability to the Speaker. One might expect 
due acknowledgment to be made of the others' involvement if 
this intellectual property were invested further. The collegiality 
and the process of discovery belong to us all. 

A different situation arises if an Understander has taken an 
idea from a session and then done his or her own work with that 
idea.There must come a point at which the former Understander 
earns the right to claim the idea that he or she has in the mean- 
time developed.The ethics of this situation suggest to us that it 
is the Understander's responsibility to keep the Speaker closely in 
touch with such developments and the Speaker's responsibility to 
be prepared to acknowledge a point at which an idea has left his 
or her domain of development and is flourishing elsewhere. At 
best, this might lead to a more orthodox form of collaboration be- 
tween the two or more people concerned. outside the Speaker/ 
Understander relationship. 

Resonances 

When I first suggested this stage of the GD procedure, I was 
mostly motivated by the prediction that maintaining a Speaker/ 
Understanders relationship over a whole hour would not be 
optimally profitable, especially when the majority of the group 
had no experience of it. I wanted to make sure that everyone in 
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the group had the chance to express something for and of them- 
selves in each session without compromising the discipline of the 
discourse. 

However, things turned out better than we had the right to ex- 
pect, and the Resonance stage of the sessions turned out to have 
its own dynamic and its own interest. During one of our feedback 
sessions, we came to distinguish differently weighted types of 
Resonance, including personal, professional, and procedural ele- 
ments. We have already seen how an essentially personal reso- 
nance of Paul's helped Sara clarlfy aspects of her dilemma (Extract 
9.10) and how his essentially procedural Resonance helped our 
thinking on the issue of ownership (Extract 9.1 5). 

On occasion, the Resonance phase exceeded itself, in the 
sense that one or more of the group took extended turns in terms 
of the development of their own thinking. It was also the case that 
we sometimes slipped into what I would have to call a listening- 
discussion mode, when the intensity of the Understanding ancl 
the desire to develop carried over into what looked like, but did 
not feel like more usual turns in a discussion.The following ex- 
tract (Extract 9.19) begins with Harry's (essentially professional) 
resonance following Bill's Speaking in what we came to refer to 
as the preparation/planning session (Extracts 9.2-9.6). Harry's 
Resonance has less to do with preparation or planning itself and 
more to do with how and when he feels that he achieves his best 
communication (01 -07): when "something goes wrong." 

Joe's Reflection (08) leads Harry to articulate his idea furtl~er 
(09-12), but he is explicitly dissatisfied with what he has said 
(12- 13). Joe, however, has shifted enthusiastically into Resonance, 
rather than Understander. mode and wants to articulate his own, 
very different, view of when he himself is at his communicative 
best as public speaker (14- 18). 

In a way that will continue for much of the exchange, Harry 
insists that their two views are compatible (19-22).While Lucy's 
Reflection (23-24) helps Harry articulate his position further 
(25-34), this only senres to reconfirm Joe in his sense of differ- 
ence (35-36). Surprised. in fact somewhat taken aback, Harry in- 
vites Joe to explain (37). 
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Extract 9.19 
0 1  HARRY 
02 

03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 JOE 
09 HARRY 
10 
11 
12 

13 
14 JOE 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 HARRY 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 LUCY 
24 
25 HARRY 
26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
3 1 
32 
33 
34 
35 JOE 

36 
37 HARRY 

What excites me is th;~t 1 am never completely sure, 
when I stand up and I start talking, whether people 
are listening to me or the message, and whether 
we're really connecting.hd ~vhen  something goes 
wrong, all of a sudden 1 get that feeling that there's 
me and the people out there, and there isn't, there 
isn't anything . . . 
There's no message getting in the way? 
Yeah . . .There's no precorlceirqed message getting in 
the way, there's no what-they-expect-to-get, or what-I 
expected getting in the w;iy of my direct contact 
and my direct delivery of this message now. It's very 
difficult to put this . . . Okay. Let me start again . . . 
No, no, that's tremendous for me! That's now made 
me think . . . oh  . . .when 1 engage. there is really 
only the message (Lucy: hlmm) (Harn:Yeah) It's not 
really them and me at all . . . it's being involved in the 
message . . . 
That's it! That's what 1 mean. I put it the other way 
round. It's not me and my preconceptions or them 
and their preconceptions. it's just the two of us and 
therefore the message. 
But the message is like it is because of them, and 
how they react to you. 
Yeah, mmm, well. I guess I'm trying to do it here! 
The image I have is of something between me and 
my audience, and when something goes wrong, it 
shatters that, and there's just me and them, and we 
can wing it together from then on and I feel really 
close and the messages that come out then seem to 
me to be genuine, and it's not comected with the 
title of the talk, or the theme of the seminar-it's 
just what I'm putting across right now in this 
moment. 
Yeah, I think we are talking about very different 
things. 
Yeah? Well that's what I'd like to know. 

In Extract 9.20, we see Joe take up the invitation. He begins with 
a careful Reflection (01-06) of Harry's position that Harry con- 
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firms as correct. Harry's further elaboration (07-08), however, 
leads Joe once again to differentiate between their two statements 
(09- 10).At the same time, Joe realizes that he is acting outside the 
agreed GD framework and tries to withdraw (10). Harry encour- 
ages him to go on (1 1) and the two go once again through an ex- 
change of Reflection and confirmation (1 1-15). 

We then see Joe struggling to articulate a position that is 
clearly new to him and one with which he seems uncomfortable, 
a position that has "very little to do with people" (16-24). When 
Harry once more insists that their two statements are alternative 
expressions of the same position (25-30), Joe finally distinguishes 
the two in terms of the way he feels about what he is saying (31). 
At this point, and once again genuinely surprised, Harry concedes 
the difference and the tension is released in laughter (32). 

Joe is left quite alienated from the image of his current posi- 
tion that he has come to create, but this represents a potential 
growth point for his own future Speaking. After a long pause (32) 
that acknowledges the difficulty that Joe is in, Harry affirms the 
different mode that the discourse has moved into and asks to 
maintain it (33-34) while he expands on a type of communicative 
experience that gives him a particular kind of satisfaction 
(35-47). In effect, this functions as a more orthodox statement of 
a Resonance, and soon afterwards the group returns to Bill for his 
rounding-up statement. 

Extract 9.20 

For me, what I heard you (Harry) saying was talking 
about those moments when some unforeseen event 
(Harry: Mmm) takes away the expectations, the 
planning, the preparation, the everything else, and 
allows you to get into real, immediate, here-and-now 
contact (Harryyes) with those people. 
Th;~t's what I meant . . . . Uoe:Yes) . . . and getting the 
message across like that. 
Ah, well, it's that last bit that you said there that for 
me is the distinction . . .Oh, I'm sorry . . . 
No, get it! Really! 
Well, because of that interconnectivity, you feel you 
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I 1.; can communic;lte the things you want to 
I t  comn~~~nicate.  
I S  1 -1 . \ 1<1 t~  Exactly! 
16  JOE Yes, and somehow I was feeling, and I'll just have to 

I 17 think a lot more about this because I've never 
18 thought it before, but I was feeling that, when I'm at 

19 my best (four seconds pause). I don't think there's 
20 very much of me. or them. it's . . . it's the message. 
2 1 It's those meanings out there in the world, and it has 

I 7 7 -- very little to do with people . . . (general laughter) . . . 
23 I'm afraid . . . it's nothing to do with getting close to 
24 people, it's . . . phew! Woah! It's t/~is! 
25 HARRY Yes, but the point is that when you get that close, 
26 the this is all there is.You're not conscious of this 
27 being me and that being them. you're just conscious 
28 of a connection.You're talking about a message, 

29 we're talking about a connection, but the thing is the 

30 same, it's . . . 
31 JOE Yeah, but 1 bcite wll;it 1,111 saying! 
32 HARRY Oh, really?! (general laughter) Oh. I love it! (four 

33 seconds pause) I'll tell you what, while we're 

34 opening up like this. can Lve ca rv  on in this mode? 
35 (General: Yeah. >lmni) Because we were talking 

36 about planning and messages. and I kno\v that for 

37 me what's best is when I've got a really simple 
38 message and I actually could say it in one sentence, 

39 but I'm going to take an hour. and at some point that 
40 message is coming across in just the right way and 
4 1 what the hour is about is finding the right moment 
42 that gives me the opportunity, do you see what I 

43 mean? And when that goes across, you know it, and 
41 it only comes through that point of human contact. 
4 5 and you can feel it. it's visceral.And sometimes you 
46 walk away and you haven't felt it, and they've been 
47 Listening to me talk about something, and that's all. 

- 

I am motivated to comment further on what Harry can have 
meant by the expression "in this mode" (34).There is an amount 
of linguistic investigation to be done before anything could be 
said with any level of certainty, but I believe that what is happen- 
ing here is a halfway house between conversation and what we 
had actually aimed to do in the Resonance part of the session. 
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At one level of analysis, Extracts 9.19 and 9.20 together com- 
prise Harry's Resonance and, inside it, Lucy and Joe work to Un- 
derstand him. Running parallel with this Understanding, however, 
Joe is articulating his own Resonance from what Harry has said. 
Joe's Resonance is both intellectually and emotionally dissonant 
with Harry's and, while Harry initially takes it to be in tune with 
his own, it is Joe's affective evaluation (31), rather than an intel- 
lectual clarification that makes Harry realize that it is not. 

What remains consistent throughout these extracts, and what 
I believe Harry is referring to when he talks about carrying on "in 
this mode" is the quality of the attention which is given to each 
person as they speak. People are trying to articulate different 
ideas, but there is a group commitment properly to Understand all 
of them. While the Speaker~Understander role is not clearly main- 
tained, the ability to offer cooperative understanding is massively 
present.This is something that we have added, as a group, to our 
communicative repertoire, and which has, in turn, enhanced our 
collegiality. I believe that I am reporting here on processes and ex- 
periences similar to those that Anne McCabe writes about in 
chapter 11. 

The feedback discussion on this session made a specific point 
of the need truly to live with the frequently asserted observation 
that different people work at their best in very different ways. 

A Kind of Conclusion 

The phase of work I have described in this chapter came to an 
end in the summer of 2000. One member of the group reached re- 
tirement age, and two decided for different reasons to shift to job- 
sharing arrangements, thus bringing in two new team members. 
Also, the work that we had been doing and the obvious satisfac- 
tion that we were getting from it had attracted the attention of 
other colleagues in other sections and departments of our school. 

The work now faces new challenges. Can the group renew it- 
self! Can it grow bigger? How many members would be too 
many? How much explicit training should new members have be- 
fore they try the whole format in real developmental terms? 
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\Voulcl it be better to start new groups with only new membcrs so 
that they can negotiate the finer details of their own inter;ictions, 
;is we did ours?To what extent is it even true that we renewed CD 
in a group format, following guidelines that I suggested? This was 
not R~ul's perspective. 

I do )lot see thitlgs so rlzrrcl.7 ill te).r~ls of Speaker and Un- 
de)-sta)l&~: .\lore a g).o~rp collsciol~srless. Tbe development 
l ~ a s  beell social. I cozrld )lot go to arlotl.?er arbitrary group 
alzd (alorle, ipsissi??zrrs) Speak 0)- LT)~d~~).sta~zCI. I  COIL^^ only 
beco~lle 1l101.e aiilcr).e of tl.1~. clc~g).c.e to li41.)ic13 dtfferent rilles 
operated. 

Responses to these questions take me be!-ond the scale of this 
book. I haven't gotten there !a .  There is one issue that Paul raises, 
however, that has received some kind of a response.The experi- 
ence of our group development sessions was so positive that we 
began to wonder if it might be possible to offer it to others, who 
might indeed be able to come along and Speak and be Under- 
stood. We turn to a brief account of this experience in the next 
chapter. 

To close this chapter, let me make one final and explicitly eval- 
uative comment in the general area of working for a 1iving.This 
period of time, this work, with these people: as far as I know, this 
is as good as it gets. 



The E-Mail Questionnaire 

Hi, 
This i s  t h e  promised (threatened) request for feedback on our 
group development work so far. As you can perhaps guess, I am 
stuck between asking lots of specific questions and none a t  all. 
I have come around t o  what follows. 

Hey, don't do th i s  now if you're feeling frazzled. Excuse my 
temerity, b u t  make an appointment w i th  yourself for when you 
can meet w i th  yourself for a while and do it then. 

When you f ind you want t o  take the time, please type your 
responses i n t o  th i s  message and send the  whole th ing  back t o  
me. I look forward very much t o  hearing from you. I'll then get 
back t o  you w i th  a summary-cum-response o f  my own. 

REFLECTIONS ON LANGUAGE STUDIES UNIT GROUP 
DEVELOPMENT 1998 

1. Does any one moment from the  GD sessions come back t o  
you particularly? Any idea why? 

2. Does our GD work remind you of anything else? Any idea 
why? 

3. What i s  t he  general emotional response you have r ight  now 
as your mind turns back t o  the  GD sessions? 

4. Are there any comments you'd Like t o  make about your 
experience as Speaker, either during your session as Speaker 
or when reflecting on  i t ?  

5. Are there any comments you'd Like t o  make about your 
experience as Understander? 

6. Do any o f  these words faci l i tate any response from you? 

skills, concerns, values, changes, doubts, wishes, Language, 
pressures, reservations, recommendations, requests 

7. I s  there a different key word or phrase t h a t  you would have 
p u t  i n  t h a t  l is t? 

8. I f  I wasn't get t ing i n  your way Like this, what would YOU 
Like t o  say? 

Thanks, 
Julian 
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