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a b s t r a c t

As part of Myanmar's current educational reforms, the EfECT project aimed to improve the competence
of pre-service teacher educators in Education Colleges across the country. Drawing on baseline and exit
measures collected through questionnaires, tests, observations, interviews and written reflections, this
paper examines the impact of the two-year project on 1647 teacher educators' propositional knowledge
of teaching methodology, practical teaching skills, reflective abilities and professional confidence.
Overall, but not exclusively, the outcomes of the project in relation to these issues were positive, and
these results are analysed critically with particular attention to the tools used to measure project impact.
© 2018 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND

license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
1. Introduction

This paper examines the impact of the English for Education
College Trainers Project (EfECT), a large-scale teacher educator
development initiative in Myanmar. We begin by outlining the
educational context for the project before discussing the di-
mensions of professional competence that it addressed. The design,
objectives, implementation and evaluation of the project are then
venia.
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described, followed by an analysis of its key results and a discussion
of the kinds of impact it achieved. Overall, the account we present
has implications for the design and evaluation of teacher and
teacher educator professional development projects more
generally.

1.1. Education in Myanmar

Strategically located between the economic hubs of China, India
and the ASEAN countries, Myanmar is the largest country in
mainland Southeast Asia. In 1948, at the end of the colonial period,
Myanmar's education system was considered superior to many
other neighbouring states, with adult literacy, at close to 60%,
among the highest in the region (UNESCO, 2006). Following the
military coup in 1962, however, the Myanmar education system
went into long-term decline and by the new millennium it
nder the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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languished at the bottom of the league table of ASEAN countries for
educational enrolment, achievement and investment (Ministry of
Education, 2015; UNESCO, 2015). The situation started to change
with the reform process initiated by President Thein Sein, with the
military government realising that improving educational access
and quality was key to regaining domestic legitimacy (Pyoe Pin,
2014). In 2015 there was a smooth transfer of power to Aung San
Suu Kyi's National League for Democracy Party (NLD), which prior
to its election had already made education one of its priorities.
(Myanmar National League for Democracy Party, 2014).

In terms of UNESCO's pillars of learning,4 the Myanmar educa-
tion system focuses heavily on the first pillar, ‘learning to know’

(UNESCO, 2006), with a model of learning that is predominantly
receptive (Carnell & Lodge, 2002), encourages dependency by the
learner on the teacher, and where assessment focuses on the
quantity of knowledge learned. A study of pedagogical practices in
23 primary school lessons by Hardman, Stoff, Elliott, and Ackers
(2010), for instance, found that opportunities for collaborative
learning, critical thinking and problem solving were rarely
observed.

As part of its reforms, Myanmar has committed to child-centred
approaches (CCA) to learning. Several initiatives have been imple-
mented in recent years to promote CCA (an approach to learning
that maximises children's active involvement, is grounded in their
interests and needs, and promotes creativity and problem-solving
skills)5 but, overall, the evidence from evaluations of these pro-
jects does not suggest they have had a major impact on changing
established modes of teaching and learning in the country. For
example, a summative review of the four-year JICA project
‘Strengthening of Child-Centred Approach’ found little positive
change between baseline and end of project in the attitudes of
teachers and students (JICA, 2007). From 2001, UNICEF's Child
Friendly Schools and Early Childhood Care Development projects
focused on school improvement planning and promoting CCA
through in-service training. Again, an evaluation of these projects
found that the interventions had limited impact on the quality of
teaching and learning (Clarke, 2010). The National Education Sector
Plan reached similar conclusions, noting that “the MOE rolled out
child-centred approach trainings across the country and in educa-
tion colleges from 2004 to 2011, yet these were found to have little
impact” (Ministry of Education, 2015). Overall, the evidence sug-
gests that CCA has failed to take root in Myanmar and a range of
factors have been cited to explain this. In particular, logistical issues
which are seen by teachers to hinder interactive and activity-based
child-centred learning “such as high student-teacher ratios, lack of
space, lack of teaching aids and lack of time” (Lall, 2010, p. 2) have
been cited, as well as a “deep incompatibility between CCA … and
the exam system” (Lall, San, San, Myat, & Khaing, 2013, p. 1).

These conclusions suggest that educational reform in Myanmar
has been either over-ambitious and/or contextually inappropriate.
Evidence from elsewhere (Altinyelken, 2011; Song, 2015 in Turkey
and Cambodia respectively) does in fact support the view that re-
forms which assume that pedagogies can be transferred unpro-
blematically across contexts (on cultural resistance to pedagogical
imports, see also Hu, 2002) and seek to replace a deeply-
entrenched educational orthodoxy with a radically different alter-
native are unlikely to succeed. Reflecting on such issues more
generally, Schweisfurth (2011: 425) concludes that “the history of
the implementation of LCE [learner-centred education] is riddled
4 The four original pillars (Delors, 1996) are learning to know, learning to do,
learning to be, and learning to live together, with a fifth pillar - learning to trans-
form oneself and society e added later.

5 See https://www.jica.go.jp/myanmar/english/activities/activity01.html.
with stories of failure grand and small”.

1.2. Initial teacher education in Myanmar

EfECT took place in the context of initial teacher education in
Myanmar, which is delivered primarily through 22 Teacher Edu-
cation Colleges and two Universities of Education (Ministry of
Education, 2015). These institutions prepare teachers for the state
basic education sector which comprises five years of primary ed-
ucation (Kindergarten to Grade 4), four years of lower secondary
and two years of upper secondary education. There are 47,363 basic
education schools inMyanmar reaching approximately 9.26million
students (Ministry of Education, 2016). Each Education College is
led by a principal and has three kinds of teacher educators. Aca-
demic teacher educators teach subject knowledge, Methodology
teacher educators teach pedagogy (including for specific subjects),
while Co-curriculum teacher educators teach agriculture, domestic
science, music, fine arts, industrial arts, technical handicrafts and
physical education. Teacher educators do not necessarily have
teaching experience in schools themselves and most will have not
received any specific pedagogical training.

There has been limited research into teacher educators’ prac-
tices in Myanmar but the evidence available suggests that it reflects
the knowledge-accumulation model described above. For example,
Aung, Hardman, andMyint (2013) conducted observations of initial
teacher education sessions in four Education Colleges, reviewed
curriculum documents and carried out semi-structured interviews
with principals and focus group interviews with teacher educators
and students. Their analysis concluded that in initial teacher edu-
cation in Myanmar there was a dominant emphasis on transmitting
theoretical knowledge about teaching and that student teachers
were lectured to in large groups much of the time.

Overall, then, despite reform efforts, education in Myanmar is
characterised, in both state schools and Education Colleges, by the
continued dominance of a learning paradigm that emphasises
knowledge accumulation, memorisation and reproduction.

2. Teacher competence

The goal of EfECT was to enhance the competence of initial
teacher educators in Myanmar. As noted earlier, though, many of
these individuals had limited or no teaching experience in schools
and had not had opportunities to develop their own core instruc-
tional and more broadly professional skills. Thus while the project
teamwere aware of the literature on teacher educator development
(e.g. Bates, Swennen, & Jones, 2011; Knight et al., 2014; Loughran,
2014; Lunenberg, Dengerink, & Korthagen, 2014), it was felt that,
before more advanced work on teacher educator competences
(such as, for example, how to observe and give feedback on
teaching) would be feasible, it was first necessary to develop the
more fundamental areas of teacher educators’ work e i.e. their
competence as teachers.

Teacher competence is multi-faceted (Campbell, Kyriakides,
Muijs, & Robinson, 2004; Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008) and is defined
through complex interactions among a range of behavioural,
cognitive, metacognitive, interpersonal, attitudinal and affective
attributes. It was therefore necessary to make decisions about
which core aspects of teacher educators' work to target. These
decisions were informed by various sources, both theoretical and
practical. One was the literature on instructional effectiveness (for
example, Coe, Aloisi, Higgins, & Major, 2014; Hattie, 2009) and
various widely-cited frameworks of competences (such as
Danielson Group, 2013; Marzano & Toth, 2013) and standards
(Department for Education, 2011; National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards, 2016) that define what teachers should know

https://www.jica.go.jp/myanmar/english/activities/activity01.html
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and be able to do. Collectively, such sources repeatedly note that
effective teaching is underpinned by sound knowledge and skill in
domains such as planning, classroom management, explanations
and instructions, questioning techniques and assessment for
learning. Extensive needs analysis prior to the project, including
observations of teacher educators’ practices (in 29 classes across 15
Education Colleges), confirmed that a focus on such core instruc-
tional skills and the theoretical knowledge underpinning them
would be beneficial. Both the propositional and practical di-
mensions of teacher knowledge (see Fenstermacher, 1994) were
thus targeted.

Decisions about the specific instructional skills to focus on in the
project were also influenced by evaluations of previous reform ef-
forts in Myanmar, particular those discussed earlier in relation to
the CCA. One explanation for the limited success of such initiatives
was that they sought to radically change educational practices
rather than to build on these in a contextually appropriate manner.
For example, class sizes in Myanmar (in both schools and Education
Colleges) are large and whole-class teaching is common. Hardman,
Stoff, Aung, and Elliott (2016) advocate, therefore, an approach to
educational reform that builds on the traditional model of teaching
inMyanmar by helping teachers broaden the repertoire of practices
used within whole-class teaching. More specifically, the authors
recommend training for teachers around specific classroom prac-
tices such as question and answer routines, open-ended questions;
‘thinking time’, ‘think-pair-share’, effective follow-up to questions,
setting learning outcomes and effective use of plenary sessions.
Thus, while UNESCO argues for the importance of reforming
teacher education through a move away from “a rigid chalk-and-
talk, teacher dominated, lecture-driven and rote-learning peda-
gogy” (UNESCO, 2015, p. 208), an approach which builds on these
existing features of educators' work, and which promotes cultural
continuity (Holliday, 2001), is more likely to be effective than one
which seeks to dismiss existing practices and to replace them with
a wholly new pedagogy.

This approach makes even more sense given recent analyses of
effective teaching which have questioned the rigid dichotomy be-
tween learner-centred and teacher-centred strategies that the CCA
is based on and which support an approach where teachers use a
mix of traditional and reform-oriented practices (Hardman et al.,
2016; UNESCO, 2015). Westbrook et al. (2013), in a review of best
pedagogical practice in the developing world, suggest positive
outcomes are evident where teachers “… used in practice a judi-
cious combination of both student- and teacher-centred pedagog-
ical practices, integrating newer pedagogies with more traditional
ones” (p. 37). This involves

… a performance model, led by the teacher, who remains an
authoritative figure, with strong framing of lessons, visible
pedagogies and collective ways of behaving and standardised
outcomes, but informed by a competence model where stu-
dents' needs are responded to by the teacher. (p. 38)

Even outside developing contexts, though, there is growing
evidence that direct instruction can be more effective than ap-
proaches such as learning through discovery (Gauthier, Demb�el�e,
Bossonnette, & Richard, 2004; Hattie, 2009; Kirschner, Sweller, &
Clark, 2006). For example, Coe et al. (2014: 23) conclude that
“although learners do need to build new understanding on what
they already know, if teachers want them to learn new ideas,
knowledge and methods they need to teach them directly”.

Clearly, then, while instructional skills and teacher knowledge
needed to be a key focus in efforts to improve the competence of
teacher educators in Myanmar, it was also essential that the input
delivered on EfECT provided some continuity with teacher
educators' existing practices. One key objective in the study we
report here was to assess the extent to which such an approach did
in fact increase teacher educators’ practical and theoretical un-
derstanding of the innovative pedagogical strategies introduced
during the project.

Teacher competence, though, is not limited to performance in
the classroom and the knowledge that underpins it. As, Darling-
Hammond (2010) notes, it is also influenced by a range of
broader professional and affective attributes. Two of these e

reflective practice and teacher confidence ewere also addressed in
this project and we consider them below.

Various conceptualisations of reflective practice are available in
the literature (see, for example, Hatton & Smith, 1995) but in its
most basic form, it can be seen as the capacity in teachers to
“analyze, discuss, evaluate and change their own practice, adopting
an analytical approach towards teaching” (Calderhead & Gates,
1993, p. 2). While by no means an uncontested concept (see, for
example, Akbari, 2007), it is, however, widely acknowledged that
reflective practice can contribute positively to teacher competence
and professional development (Sellars, 2017); introducing teacher
educators in Myanmar to reflective practice was thus seen to be a
valuable element in a gradual move towards more critical and
autonomous teacher educator practices. Accounts of attempts to
promote reflective practice in developing contexts (for example,
Minnis,1999; O'Sullivan, 2002; Sangani& Stelma, 2012) do, though,
highlight challenges that often arise as a consequence of conditions
e such as hierarchical educational systems, a lack of teacher au-
tonomy and lack of analytical skills in teachers - that are not
conducive to teacher reflection. Such issues were likely to be
equally pronounced in Myanmar and another objective of this
studywas to evaluate the extent towhich EfECT did foster reflective
practice among the teacher educators in Education Colleges.

Though much less widely discussed, confidence is also recog-
nised in the literature as a vital professional attribute (Nolan &
Molla, 2017) and one that affects teacher behaviour (Murphy,
Neil, & Beggs, 2007). The belief that one can successfully com-
plete a specific activity, often discussed under the heading of self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1997), influences how much effort a teacher in-
vests in teaching (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Teachers are
also more likely to engage in behaviours they feel they can fulfil
competently. For all these reasons, boosting teacher confidence is a
legitimate goal in efforts to enhance teacher competence, although
it must be acknowledged that confidence alone is not an indicator
of competence. For example, a study of primary school teachers in
six African countries found that teachers were confident in their
ability to teach effectively even though this was not reflected in
their observed practices (Akyeampong, Lussier, Pryor,&Westbrook,
2013). How confidence relates to competence remains an inter-
esting empirical issue and the extent to which EfECT did enhance
teacher educators’ confidence as professionals was a further
objective of this study.

In summary, then, EfECT sought to impact on Myanmar Educa-
tion College teacher educators' competence, particularly their
propositional knowledge of teaching methodology, their practical
teaching skills, their reflective abilities and their professional con-
fidence. Decisions about the content of the project were informed
by a range of theoretical and practical concerns, including that
EfECT be congruent with teacher educators’ needs, their prior
knowledge and the prevailing educational culture. We now move
on to describe the project in more detail.

3. The English for Education College Trainers project

In response to a growing awareness of the need for reform at all
levels of education, including in Education Colleges, in 2013 the
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Myanmar Government initiated the Comprehensive Education
Sector Review (CESR). Within the CESR, improving the quality of
teacher educators is a key goal and the EfECT project supported this
goal. It was a two-year initiative co-funded by the British Council
and the UK's Department for International Development (DFID)
and had four objectives:

� to improve the English language proficiency of teacher educa-
tors in Myanmar's state training colleges;

� to develop the classroom teaching skills of Myanmar's teacher
educators;

� to develop the teacher training competence of Myanmar's
teacher educators;

� to give teacher educators in Myanmar greater access to and a
better understanding of how to utilise modern training re-
sources and materials.

Twenty teacher education colleges (ECs) across the country
participated in EfECT, together with the two universities of edu-
cation, the National Centre for English Language and another
teacher training institution under the Ministry of Border Affairs.
The goal of EfECT was to include all teacher educators (TEs) in these
institutions (see Participants below for more details).

Expatriate trainers were recruited by the British Council and
Voluntary Service Overseas (VSO) and two trainers lived and
worked on campus in each participating institution. Trainers varied
in their profiles; those provided by the British Council were expe-
rienced and qualified teachers of English as a foreign language,
several of whom also had some previous experience of training
teachers. The VSO teachers tended to have a broader range of
backgrounds and experience in different education and develop-
ment contexts but were not normally specialists in English lan-
guage teaching. In response to these varying profiles, all trainers
attended induction sessions and three additional trainer training
events (focusing on project content, training methodology and
evaluation) were delivered over the course of the two years.
Trainers were also supported by project cluster managers who
visited every EC several times each year, observed trainers and
provided developmental feedback.

Baseline measures consisted of the English proficiency testing6

of all TEs, observations of all TEs' classes, and surveys of all TEs’
self-reported confidence in both their English and general meth-
odological competence. Low entry levels of English (almost 88%
were at elementary level e a figure that was reduced to just over
40% by the end of Year 1) suggested that it would be desirable to
begin with a focus on English language proficiency before starting
to examine teaching methodology (all components of EfECT were
delivered in English). Thus, in Year 1 TEs received 8 h a week of
English classes, while in Year 2 6 hweekly were devoted to teaching
methodology and 2 h a week to English language classes (each year
of the project provided a total of 240 h of study time). In terms of
materials, a commercial general English coursebook was used for
the English proficiency work, while for the methodology work a
programme of eight modules (called Foundation in Teaching) was
written especially for the project (materials writing consultants
were engaged for this process). Given that TEs taught a range of
disciplines, the following generic themes, informed by the theo-
retical and practical considerations discussed earlier, were covered:

1. Introductory module (an overview of the whole programme)
6 English was assessed using the British Council's Aptis test. This generates scores
for different language skills and an overall score reported as a band on the widely-
used Common European Framework of Reference for Languages.
2. Effective whole class teaching
3. Questioning skills
4. Classroom management
5. Effective interactive teaching
6. Planning and preparation
7. Assessment
8. Critical thinking

In its overall design and implementation EfECT was also influ-
enced by the literature on the characteristics of effective profes-
sional development and which emphasises the value of extended,
ongoing, inquiry-driven, reflective, job-embedded and collabora-
tive strategies for enhancing teachers’ knowledge and practices (for
example, Borko, Jacobs, & Koellner, 2010; Broad & Evans, 2006;
Martin, Kragler, Quatroche, & Bauserman, 2014; Timperley, Wilson,
Barrar, & Fung, 2008; Wei, Darling-Hammond, Andree, Richardson,
& Orphanos, 2009; Zepeda, 2012). Later in the paper we reflect
briefly on the extent towhich EfECTwas successful in incorporating
such features.

4. Methodology

4.1. Research questions

The project was evaluated against a series of key performance
indicators (KPIs - Appendix 1). Drawing on these, this study focused
on the development of teacher competence and our research
questions were as follows: to what extent did EfECT have an impact
on Myanmar teacher educators’: (a) propositional knowledge of
teaching methodology; (b) professional confidence; (c) teaching
skills and (d) reflective skills?

4.2. Participants

The data analysed for this study come from 1647 Myanmar TEs
who engaged consistently with the project over its lifetime. An
analysis of the demographics of these TEs shows that:

� 85.1% were female
� 58.7%were between 40 and 59 years old, with 40.7% between 20
and 39. The average age (N¼ 1640) was 41.2

� For 51.5% the highest qualificationwas a Bachelor's degree while
for 43.6% it was a Master's

� The average length of teaching experience was 15.6 years (range
1e42).

TEs were not given any remission from their normal duties to
take part in EfECT. The 240 h of study required in each year of the
project were, therefore, completed on top of TEs’ normal teaching
workloads and alongside the various other extra-curricular re-
sponsibilities they had on campus, where TEs also resided. All EfECT
participants consented in writing to the use of their data for
monitoring, evaluation and research purposes when they joined
the project.

5. Data collection

In this section we describe the different forms of data that were
collected to evaluate the impact of EfECT (we comment more
critically on some aspects of the data collection tools later in the
paper). As recommended in the literature on assessing the impact
of professional development (for example, Goodall, Day, Lindsay,
Muijs, & Harris, 2005), data collection took place longitudinally
over the life of the project and utilised multiple methods.

TEs’ propositional knowledge of teaching methodology was
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assessed using the Teaching Methodology Questionnaire (TMQ) at
mid-project (before the methodology component started) and end-
project. This instrument was designed by the project team and
consisted of eight sections (one for each module on the Foundations
in Teaching course), and in each section TEs had to match a list of six
concepts to a corresponding list of six statements.

TEs’ confidence in relation to their use of English, teaching
methodology and use of resources was measured (in commonwith
several studies of teacher self-efficacy e see Wyatt, 2014 for a
critical analysis though) using a questionnaire administered at
baseline, mid-project and end of Year 2. The instrument (also
developed by the project team) contained 26 items, divided into
four sections (general English proficiency, English for teaching,
teaching methodology and using resources). Each item described a
target activity directly related to the objectives of EfECT and TEs
responded on a five-point scale where 1¼ not at all confident and
5¼ very confident.

For the assessment of teaching skills and reflective practice, the
instructional practices of EfECT participants (during their regular
teacher education classes with Myanmar student teachers) was
rated using an observation instrument (included as Supplementary
Material) which consisted of thirteen indicators under the six
headings below (again, these reflected the content of the Founda-
tions in Teaching materials):

� Reflective Practice
� Questioning
� Interactive teaching
� Resources
� Planning
� Assessment

TEs were observed by their trainers at the end of Year 1, middle
of Year 2 and end of Year 2, with teaching rated against each item on
a scale of 1e4 where 1 means a behaviour was never observed, 2
rarely, 3 occasionally and 4 consistently. Prior to observations, TEs
discussed their lesson plan with the trainers and were also
encouraged to reflect on the lesson during a post-observation dis-
cussion. While inter-observer variability is difficult to eliminate
entirely (e.g. Ho & Kane, 2013), the project worked to standardise
trainers' ratings. An observation manual specified the performance
required at each level on the rating scale and training using videos
was organised to give trainers practice in using the observation
tool. Additionally, EfECT cluster managers co-observed a number of
TE classes with trainers and the discussion subsequent to these
sessions further helped to moderate trainers’ ratings.

In addition to the quantitative data described so far, supple-
mentary qualitative data were collected through focus group in-
terviews andMost Significant Change (MSC) written accounts. Both
these sources provided further insight into the impact of EfECT on
TEs’ confidence and teaching practices and we discuss them briefly
below.

The focus group interviews (see Newby, 2010) were conducted
by a monitoring and evaluation consultant towards the end of Year
2, lasted on average 40min each, and involved a non-probability
sample of 73 TEs (in groups of around 12 people) from six urban
and rural ECs. Focus group participants were selected by trainers,
who were asked to identify, from the EfECT classes that were
available on the day of the interviews, TEs from a range of disci-
plinary backgrounds who were willing to take part. Conducted in
English with interpreter assistance where required, the interviews
(which took the form of discussions) focused on TEs' perceptions of
the impact of the project on them and they were asked, for
example, to give specific examples of how their teaching had
changed (if it had) during the project. TEs’ responses were captured
through written notes made by the interviewer and from which
recurrent themes were later extracted.

Most Significant Change (MSC) is a participatorymonitoring and
evaluation technique in which individuals write accounts detailing
the learning they experience during a project (see Davies & Dart,
2005 for a detailed description). On EfECT, a simplified form of
MSC was used towards the end of each year and TEs were asked to
write about the one most significant change they had experienced
in that year. In Year 1, 872 accounts written by TEs in 17 ECs were
collected, while in Year 2 there were 1376 written accounts from
23 ECs. These were read, key themes were extracted, and the fre-
quencies of occurrence for each theme calculated.

All three authors of this paper worked on EfECT. The first author
was an external monitoring and evaluation consultant, while the
second and third authors were part of the British Council team in
Myanmar that managed the project.

6. Results

We will now address the research questions in turn by exam-
ining the extent to which EfECT had an impact on the different
areas of teacher competence discussed earlier.

6.1. Teacher knowledge

The Teaching Methodology Questionnaire (TMQ) consisted of
eight sections each containing six items. The maximum possible
score per section was thus six marks and for the whole instrument
the maximum was 48. The results showed that 81.2% of TEs
(N¼ 1565) achieved a better overall score on the TMQ at end-
project compared to baseline. A paired samples t-test (N¼ 1618)
comparing overall TMQ scores at baseline (M¼ 25.0, SD¼ 8.6) and
end-project (M¼ 32.3, SD¼ 8.6) showed a statistically significant
difference (t(1617)¼ 35.6, p¼ .000) with a large effect size (eta
squared¼ 0.44).7

Table 1 presents the results for each TMQ section at baseline and
end-project. This shows statistically significant increases at end-
project on all sections of the TMQ. Effect sizes were large on all
modules except for Module 1 and Module 8. Overall, then, pre- and
post-intervention comparisons of TEs' performance on the TMQ
showed that EfECT did have a significant impact on TEs’ proposi-
tional knowledge of teaching methodology. This does not imply, of
course, that high exit levels of knowledge were displayed across all
modules; at end project, the mean scores (out of 6) on questioning
(2.8) and assessment (2.9) were still relatively low.

6.2. Teacher confidence

As explained earlier, the teacher confidence questionnaire
consisted of 26 items and (on a scale of 1e5) the maximum possible
scorewas 130. The confidence questionnairewas completed at both
baseline and end-project by 936 TEs. The internal reliability of this
instrument was good, with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.94 on both
administrations of the test. A paired samples t-test was conducted
to compare overall confidence scores at baseline (M¼ 81.1,
SD¼ 16.2) and end-project (M¼ 93.5, SD¼ 12.2) and the difference
was statistically significant (t(935)¼ 20.9, p¼ .000) with a large
effect size of 0.32. An analysis of the four sections of the confidence
questionnaire at baseline and end-project is presented in Table 2;
here again the differences are significant in each case.



Table 1
TMQ baseline and end-project.

Module Topic N Baseline Mean End-Project Mean t p Effect size

1 Introduction to Methodology 1590 4.0 4.5 10.2 .000 0.06
2 Direct Instruction 1590 3.0 4.1 20.8 .000 0.21
3 Questioning 1589 1.6 2.8 21.3 .000 0.22
4 Classroom Management 1590 3.2 4.3 22.7 .000 0.24
5 Interactive Learning 1590 4.2 5.0 16.6 .000 0.15
6 Planning and Preparation 1588 3.5 4.4 15.9 .000 0.14
7 Assessment 1586 2.0 2.9 19.6 .000 0.20
8 Critical Thinking 1567 3.9 4.4 9.9 .000 0.06

Table 2
Teacher educator confidence e baseline and end-project scores.

Confidence in Max N Baseline Mean End-Project Mean t p Effect size

1. General English Proficiency 20 988 10.9 13.5 22.8 0.000 0.34
2. Using English for teaching 25 993 11.7 15.3 24.5 0.000 0.38
3. Using interactive teaching methodology 60 987 43.1 46.7 10.6 0.000 0.10
4. Using resources 25 946 15.6 18.0 16.9 0.000 0.23

Table 4
Most significant change in Year 1 (N¼ 872).

Change N %

Improved English speaking 185 21.2
General improvement in English 159 18.2
Improved English writing 130 14.9
Improved confidence in English 114 13.1
Improved English listening 61 7.0
Increased awareness of teaching methodology 50 5.7
Improved motivation to learn English 44 5.0
Improved English reading 36 4.1
Improved ability to use teaching methodology 26 3.0
Improved vocabulary 21 2.4
Improved grammar 17 1.9
Other 16 1.8
Increased confidence in teaching 7 0.8
Improved ability to use English language teaching resources 6 0.7
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The confidence results presented so far indicate that EfECT had a
positive impact on this aspect of teacher competence. However, the
comparison of baseline and exit mean scores for the whole group
does not disclose variations in the extent to which TEs did actually
report increased confidence at the end of the project. Table 3 thus
presents the percentages of TEs, on each of the four areas of con-
fidence measured, whose exit scores were the same, lower or
higher than at baseline. This analysis shows that 76.5% of the TEs
reported a higher global exit confidence score. However, across the
four individual areas of confidence, the proportions of TEs
achieving improved exit scores ranged from 76.3% (using English
for teaching) down to 60.0% (using interactive teaching method-
ology). The proportions of TEs whose reported confidence was
lower at end project than baseline are also insightful: for example,
32.6% said they were less confident about using interactive teach-
ing methods at end project than they were at baseline. We discuss
lower end of project confidence and how it might be interpreted
later in the paper.

As explained earlier, to complement the quantitative data TEs
were also asked to write short accounts (typically some 300 words
in length) about the one most significant change they experienced
during each year of the project (see Appendix 2 for an example
from Year 2). The MSC was conducted as a writing task for the TEs
during an EfECT class. Table 4 summarises the themes evident in
the Year 1 MSCs and these provide further insight into the extent to
which EfECT impacted on TEs’ confidence.

Four changes TEs felt they had experienced in Year 1 stand out
here:

a. improved speaking ability
b. general improvement in English
c. improved English writing
d. improved confidence in English.
Table 3
Teacher educator confidence e changes from baseline to end -project.

Section N Down

1. General English Proficiency 988 185
2. Using English for teaching 993 168
3. Using interactive teaching methodology 987 322
4. Using resources 946 214
Overall 936 199
The emphasis on English language here is not surprising given
that it was the focus of Year 1 of the project.

Table 5 presents the corresponding figures for Year 2. Improved
(perceived) ability to use teaching methodology and improved
confidence to plan coherent lessons account for 37.7% of all the
changes mentioned in the accounts. Only two of the categories of
change related to language (improved confidence in English and
improved motivation to learn English), which is not surprising
given the focus on teaching methodology during Year 2 of the
project.
6.3. Teaching and reflection

The teaching of EfECT participants was assessed using an
observation instrument which consisted of thirteen indicators
organised under six competency headings relating to areas of focus
% Same % Up %

18.7 107 10.8 696 70.4
16.9 67 6.7 758 76.3
32.6 73 7.4 592 60.0
22.6 109 11.5 623 65.9
21.2 21 2.2 716 76.5



Table 5
Most significant change in Year 2 (N¼ 1376).

Benefit N %

Improved ability to use teaching methodology 300 21.8
Improved confidence to plan coherent lessons 219 15.9
Increased awareness of teaching methodology 142 10.3
Increased confidence to use group work and pair work to encourage active participation 135 9.8
Improved ability to use questioning skills 109 7.9
Improved confidence in English 104 7.6
Improved ability to assess learners in class 86 6.3
Increased confidence in setting up activities and giving instructions 82 6.0
Improved critical thinking skills 68 4.9
Increased ability to give effective feedback to learners 37 2.7
Improved ability to include all learners and call on individual learners to answer questions 33 2.4
Improved motivation to learn English 19 1.4

Table 7
End-project compared to baseline observation ratings by competency.

Competency N Lower Same Higher

N % N % N %

1. Reflective Practice 1072 78 7.3 263 24.5 731 68.2
2. Questioning 1284 66 5.1 196 15.3 1022 79.6
3. Interactive Teaching 1203 59 4.9 57 4.7 1087 90.4
4. Resources 1231 80 6.5 170 13.8 981 79.7
5. Planning 1223 50 4.1 101 8.3 1072 87.7
6. Assessment 1282 73 5.7 347 27.1 862 67.2
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on the Foundation in Teaching materials studied in Year 2.
Of 1321 TEs who completed both baseline and end-project ob-

servations, 1278 or 96.7% improved their overall score. A paired
samples t-test was conducted with this group to compare overall
observation scores at baseline (M¼ 24.5, SD¼ 6.8) and end-project
(M¼ 38.9, SD¼ 6.7) and the difference was statistically significant
(t(1320)¼ 71.1, p¼ .000) with a large effect size (eta
squared¼ 0.79).

Table 6 and Table 7 provide further analyses of how TEs per-
formed when baseline and exit measures of their teaching and
reflective skills are compared. Table 6 shows that while 77% of the
TEs achieved a better score at end project on at least four compe-
tencies, only 27.5% improved on all six. Table 7 examines the pro-
portions of TEs who received higher ratings at end project
compared to baseline on each competency and the figures range
from 90.4% for interactive teaching down to 67.2% for assessment.
Again, high figures here reflect improvement but not necessarily
high exit levels of performance; for example, across the five items
for interactive methodology TEs’mean overall rating was 2.94 (on a
scale of 1e4, where 3 means a behaviour was observed occasion-
ally). In terms of reflective practice, as measured through pre-
observation and post-observation discussions between TEs and
their tutors, only 68.2% of obtained an improved score at end-
project compared to baseline.

Additional insight into the impact of EfECT on TEs’ practices
emerged from the focus group interviews conducted towards the
end of Year 2 of the project. When asked about whether their
teaching had changed as a result of the teachingmethodology focus
in Year 2, every TE who attended the focus groups agreed that:

� their teaching had changed as a result of the methodology
course

� they were more effective teachers than they were in the pre-
vious year

� their trainees enjoyed their lessons more.

TEs were asked to give examples of how their teaching had
Table 6
Number of different competencies individual TEs improved on (N¼ 1296).

Competencies
improved on

Number of TEs % of TEs Cumulative %

6 361 27.9 27.9
5 371 28.6 56.5
4 266 20.5 77.0
3 155 12.0 89.0
2 81 6.2 95.2
1 56 4.3 99.5
0 6 0.5 100
changed; to make this more concrete, they were encouraged to talk
in terms of ‘last year I did X’ and ‘this year I am doing Y’. This
allowed them to describe changes in their work more clearly and
Table 8 paraphrases and summarises the range of changes that TEs
said they had made to their work as a result of the Year 2 meth-
odology work.

There is no suggestion here, of course, that any one TE made all
of these changes and no claims can be made about the depth or
quality of change; but collectively this evidence does add to the
quantitative observational data already presented in indicating that
the teaching methodology work on EfECT did have a concrete
impact on TEs’ practices.

TEs were also asked about any challenges they faced in trying to
implement some of the ideas learned during the methodology
course. Recurrent points they made were:

� theywere required to follow a centrally-defined scheme of work
and this limited how much they could innovate

� asking open-ended questions made teaching less predictable
and required them to be more flexible in class.

� group work was sometimes hard to manage with 60e70
students

� the availability of additional resources (i.e. beyond the pre-
scribed textbook) in the ECs was limited

� equipment, such as computers and projectors, was not widely
available (e.g. one projector per EC or 20 computers for a class of
60 students).
7. Discussion

Against the project KPIs (Appendix 1), EfECT was successful in
improving TEs’:

� English proficiency
� overall confidence in their use of English and their teaching
ability

� theoretical knowledge of teaching methodology



Table 8
Reported changes in teacher educators’ practices.

Last Year This Year

� Reliance on textbook � A wider range of resources, adapting textbook where needed
� Mainly lecturing and explaining � A range of activities to help students discuss and understand
� Only teacher-class interaction � More interaction among students and between teacher and students
� Treated all students the same � Cater more for students' needs
� Difficult to maintain student attention � Strategies (e.g. nominating) and activities (e.g. games) to keep students

attentive
� Basic lesson plans, lacking stages � More systematic lesson plans
� Did not check student understanding � Checking student understanding through questions and activities
� Hard to manage large classes � Use group work to manage large classes
� Not all students were involved � Use activities to involve all students
� Did not think about the purpose/objectives of activities during lessons � When planning think about the purpose/objectives of each activity
� Had theoretical knowledge of ideas (e.g. student centred teaching or Bloom's

taxonomy)
� Know how to apply these ideas in practice

� Only used whole-class questioning � Use a variety of questioning techniques
� Students used to listen � Students listen and think
� Taught entirely in Myanmar (translating when texts were in English) � Make greater use of English while teaching
� Only asked lower-order questions � Make use of higher-order questions too
� Did not manage time effectively � Use strategies to manage time during lessons
� More formal/strict relationship with students � More relaxed/friendly relationship with students

Table 9
Facilitative conditions on EfECT.

Area Issue

Scale National coverage
Support Project endorsed by the Ministry of Education

Trainer induction, training and monitoring
Co-operative ECs

Context Project coincided with national democratisation process
Content English only in Year 1

Focus on a set of generic and specific instructional strategies in Year 2
Balance of theoretical and practical knowledge

Design Duration (2 years)
Embedded trainers
Favourable trainer-TE ratios
Building on existing practice of whole-class teaching

Resources Adequately funded
Specially designed methodology modules

Participants Motivated TEs
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� observed classroom competence, overall, and specifically
related to questioning, interactive teaching and using resources.

In contrast, the project did not meet three KPIs related to
improving TEs’:

� confidence in using interactive teaching methodology
� confidence in using teacher and teacher training resources
� ability to reflect on their teaching.

Overall, then, when the project is assessed against its KPIs, EfECT
was largely successful. Table 9 identifies a number of conditions
that contributed to this success and which will be broadly relevant
to the implementation of similar development projects elsewhere.8

In discussing the outcomes of the project, we will now focus on the
domains of teacher competence defined earlier in the research
questions for this paper: propositional knowledge, confidence,
teaching skills and reflective skills.
8 We do not want to ignore the challenges that arose during EfECT, though these
are, we feel, fairly typical for large-scale development projects of this kind e e.g.
heavy workloads for the TEs, low levels of English among TEs and low-resource
working environments. EfECT was designed with an awareness of these challenges.
7.1. Knowledge

EfECT assessed TEs' knowledge of teaching methodology
through the teaching methodology questionnaire (TMQ) and over
81% of the TEs improved their TMQ score at end-project compared
to the start of Year 2. This result, though, should be interpreted
cautiously. The TMQ required TEs to match concepts (for example,
‘assessment for learning’) to explanations. Thus, while teacher
knowledge is recognised as a key element in teacher competence
(Hammerness et al., 2005), it is a complex and multi-faceted phe-
nomenon and several different kinds of propositional and proce-
dural teacher knowledge have been identified (Shulman, 1987;
Verloop, Van Driel, & Meijer, 2001). It must be acknowledged,
then, that the kind being assessed here e receptive factual
knowledge demonstrated through a matching exercise e was
rather basic. Also, given the complex relationships that exist be-
tween propositional and practical teacher knowledge
(Fenstermacher, 1994) and the challenges teachers face in trans-
lating inert knowledge into practical action, it is very likely that TEs
would have required repeated opportunities to make productive
use of these concepts (e.g. in lesson plans or post-lesson reflections)
before deeper levels of understanding could be achieved. Further-
more, because of the range of disciplines that TEs' taught, EfECTwas
not able to promote subject-specific knowledge, including peda-
gogical content knowledge (how to represent specific content to
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students in meaningful ways - Shulman, 1986). These are not crit-
icisms of the project itself, but an acknowledgement of the rather
proscribed notion of teacher knowledge that it was able to promote
and of the boundaries that must be consequently applied to any
interpretation of the improvements TEs' achieved when their
knowledge was measured at the end of the project. Additionally, it
must always be remembered that improvement and proficiency are
distinct measures; thus, while TEs did improve their propositional
knowledge of teaching methodology as measured on the project,
this does not mean that high levels of knowledge were achieved
across the cohort.

7.2. Confidence

On EfECT, teacher confidence was measured via a questionnaire
in which TEs indicated how confident they were in their ability to
perform a range of tasks such as using English for teaching and
applying interactive teaching methodology. At end-project, TEs as a
group reported being more confident than they were at baseline. In
the qualitative data, TEs also consistently reported feeling more
professionally confident. These positive self-ratings occurred
alongside objectively measured improvements in their theoretical
knowledge of teaching and English proficiency and, while we
cannot demonstrate causality in the relationship between confi-
dence and knowledge, evidence is available to suggest that feeling
knowledgeable does influence teacher confidence (Murphy et al.,
2007). We think it is reasonable to conclude that EfECT enhanced
TEs’ confidence by providing sustained opportunities (almost 500 h
of study time over two years) to develop and use their knowledge of
teaching and their English proficiency.

One question that arises in the context of TEs' self-assessed
confidence is the validity of such measures. Akyeampong et al.
(2013), cited earlier, did not find a correlation between reported
confidence and the quality of observed teaching, but otherwise this
is not an issue that has been widely studied in education. Else-
where, though, Davis et al. (2006) did also conclude from a com-
parison of self-ratings and external measures of performance that
health professionals were limited in their ability to self-assess
accurately. Such concerns were highlighted early in EfECT; for
example, at the start of the project, TEs assessed very positively
their knowledge of and ability to use a range of instructional stra-
tegies; but needs analysis work prior to the project, and subsequent
evidence of teachers’ knowledge and actual teaching did not sup-
port these positive self-assessments. Effective self-assessment as-
sumes a level of self-awareness that TEs may not have possessed at
the start of EfECT; in fact, self-assessment will have been an entirely
novel activity for the TEs.

The extent to which a lack of precision in teacher self-
assessment can be tolerated depends to a large degree on the
purposes of the assessment. In high-stakes contexts, where results
have serious consequences for teachers, accuracy is essential and it
has in fact been argued that in such contexts teacher self-
assessment (because it risks being imprecise) should be avoided
(Taut & Sun, 2014). However, where self-assessment by teachers
has a formative purpose e for example, when it is meant to stim-
ulate reflection or enhance teachers’ sense of agency e then, as
discussed by OECD (2013), imprecision in how teachers rate
themselves is less critical. This is even more the case when (as in
EfECT) multiple sources of information about the impact of a pro-
fessional development initiative are available and excessive reli-
ance is not being placed on self-assessments by participants.

Several of the EfECT KPIs targeted improvements in TEs' re-
ported confidence, and most of the KPIs that were not met were
confidence-related. In interpreting this outcome two factors are
particularly relevant. First, high self-confidence ratings at baseline
limited the improvement that could be achieved at end project (for
example, TEs' mean level of confidence in using innovative
instructional strategies at baseline was 3.6 out of 5 e where 5 is
‘very confident’). Second, and perhaps more importantly, though,
the assumption embedded in the KPIs that learning will be
accompanied by improved confidence can be challenged. In fact, it
can be argued that lower confidence is a natural outcome of
increased awareness and knowledge. The awareness that TEs
developed during Year 2 may have led them to feel that there was
still verymuch for them to learn, resulting in perhaps more realistic
assessments of their ability at the end of the project. The same may
have been the case for TEs' confidence in using English generally.
Thus, the process of becoming more confident may be U-shaped
rather than linear, with initial self-efficacy judgements first giving
way to more critical and less positive assessments before, in time
and with continued support, once again steadily increasing. Lower
confidence, then, should not necessarily be seen as a negative
outcome, particularly if it is accompanied by objective measures of
improvement (in knowledge or skill) and implies a more realistic
knowledge of self.

7.3. Teaching and reflection

Earlier in this paper we commented on how projects attempting
to promote child-centred pedagogical approaches had notmet with
much success in Myanmar (e.g. Clarke, 2010) and further afield
(Schweisfurth, 2011). One reason for this failure, we suggested, was
that previous reforms had attempted to supplant deeply embedded
educational practices with radically different alternatives. One
design feature of EfECT was that it sought (as suggested by
Hardman et al., 2016) to build on TEs' existing pedagogical reper-
toires, particularly by helping them to teach large classes of student
teachers in more engaging ways, including through effective ple-
nary sessions. Interactive strategies such as pair work and group
workwere thus introduced as part of the Year 2methodologywork,
but the focus throughout was on specific instructional strategies,
relevant across disciplines, and on how such strategies might be
judiciously incorporated into the existing ways in which TEs
worked with their trainees. There is support for such an approach
in the literature on pedagogical practices in developing contexts
(Westbrook et al., 2013) and we feel it was a factor that contributed
to TEs’ positive reactions to the new pedagogical strategies pro-
moted on the project and facilitated the extent to which TEs were
willing to experiment in their own classes with these strategies.

There is much that was positive about the way TEs' teaching
skills were assessed on EfECT. An observation tool was designed by
the project team and linked very specifically to the content of the
Year 2 methodology course. An attempt was made to define
observation criteria in a descriptive manner, guidelines for using
the tool were written, and, to improve the reliability of their as-
sessments, trainers took part (as suggested by Pianta & Hamre,
2016 in their discussion of effective teacher observations) in
standardisation sessions. Assessments were also moderated by
EfECT managers to minimise any bias that may have stemmed from
the fact that TEs were observed by their own trainers. Observations
were carried out at three points in Year 2, allowing for comparisons
over time and conclusions about the extent towhich TEs' classroom
practices had changed by the end of the project. Additional quali-
tative data from focus groups provided further insights into the
impact EfECT was felt to have on TEs’ practices.

More critically, though, the observation instrument itself was
somewhat imbalanced; for example, areas such as ‘reflection’ and
‘assessment’ were each represented by one indicator, whereas for
‘interactive classroom management and feedback’ there were five.
These variations will have influenced the extent to which change
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might be detected when baseline and end-project assessments
were compared; assessments based on single-item descriptors also
carry with them the risk of being less trustworthy. The choice of a
four-point rating scale for measuring teaching (though common in
somewidely used observational toolse see, for example, Danielson
Group, 2013; Mihaly & Mccaffrey, 2014; Van De Grift, Chun,
Maulana, Lee, & Helms-Lorenz, 2017) also had implications for
the degree of change that could be detected (debates in the
research methodology literature suggest that a seven-point scale
may be best when Likert-scale instruments are being designed,
though it is unclear whether the same argument would apply to
observation tools of this kind - see De Vaus, 2014).

In response to the range of design issues highlighted above,
though, it must be noted that in the context of monitoring and
evaluation on development projects therewill always be a trade-off
between rigour and practicality; for example, while in technical
terms it may have been preferable for trainers not to assess their
own TEs, in practical terms this was not feasible given the
geographical spread of ECs across Myanmar and considerable ef-
forts were made to standardise trainers' ratings. And while a four-
point rating scale may have limited the discriminatory power of
trainers’ observations, it was easier to grasp and use than a system
with a larger number of response categories would have been.
Overall, though, we feel that there is scope for the EfECT observa-
tional tool to be developed further with reference to some of the
design issues we have noted here.

The observational ratings at end-project showed that almost
97% of TEs improved their overall teaching competence compared
to baseline. While this is positive, it does not provide any insight
into the extent to which TEs were adopting new teaching practices
in a consistent manner. The design of the project prioritised input
through formal classes over practice-based learning (see Lieberman
& Miller, 2014 for a discussion of this distinction), and thus while
TEs were able to demonstrate target teaching behaviours when
they were formally observed, their practices at other times
remained undocumented. In the focus group interviews in Year 2,
TEs described many examples of the kinds of changes they were
attempting to implement in their classes; however, therewas a lack
of extended direct evidence of TEs' classroom practices and ques-
tions therefore remain about the quality and sustained nature of
any changes the TEs were making. The realisation that trainers
needed to support more closely TEs’ emerging classroom practices
impacted significantly on the revised project model adopted in the
Extension phases of the EfECT that ran from September 2016 to
August 2017 and in which micro-teaching, teaching practice and
professional portfolios were key elements.

TEs' reflective abilities were also assessed as part of the analysis
of their teaching skills. Reflection has been conceptualised in
various ways, with distinctions commonly made between critical
perspectives, in which reflection is a means of challenging pre-
vailing educational norms (Morgan, 2017), and more technical and
practical perspectives which are concerned with improving in-
struction and explicating the assumptions that underpin it
(Zeichner, 1994). The notion of reflection promoted on EfECT was
(justifiably, given TEs’ prior knowledge) largely technical, with a
focus on the ability to identify strengths, weakness and solutions
after a lesson.

The end-project assessment of reflection showed that just over
68% of TEs achieved an improved rating compared to baseline. This
fell short of the target of 75% defined in the KPIs but this outcome
should not be judged too harshly given the novelty that reflection
comprised for the majority of the TEs and the limited structured
opportunities that EfECT provided for TEs to develop their reflective
skills. In relation to the novelty factor, reflective practice is not a
feature of professional practice in Myanmar, a natural consequence
of the educational paradigm which has been dominant in the
country for many years. Learning is conceived of as the accumu-
lation and reproduction of knowledge; the critical examination of
experience is not part of this equation. At the start of EfECT, then,
TEs' will have generally lacked awareness of the concept, and in
Year 2 they were introduced to it together with strategies through
which they could reflect on their teaching. Opportunities to apply
those strategies in a scaffolded context were, however, limited. The
project model meant the bulk of study time was dedicated to
formal classes (English language and teaching methodology), and,
although there were regular opportunities for two-way reflective
discussions between trainers and TEs about the changes the latter
weremaking in their classrooms, trainers were not able to visit TEs’
classes and to support in amore structuredway the development of
their reflective skills. Given the project model, the prevailing
pedagogical tradition which mitigated against reflection and the
historical and political context inwhich the project was set, it could
be argued that more reflective behaviour at end-project in 68.2% of
the TEs compared to baseline is a considerable achievement.

8. Conclusion

In concluding this paper, we do want to reiterate (despite the
robust critique we have offered in places here) that EfECT was a
successful project and very positively regarded by all stakeholders.
Relative to their position at baseline, TEs across Myanmar made
measurable and visible progress in their English proficiency,
knowledge of teaching methodology, confidence, teaching skills
and basic reflective competence. Their entry levels of English were
particularly modest, and the fact that they performed as well as
they did over the two years on a programme taught entirely in
English is further evidence of EfECT's achievements. And although
this was not, unfortunately, captured in the way the project was
evaluated, EfECT did create a very strong sense of positivity, moti-
vation and appreciation in ECs across Myanmar. At the end of Year
2, all stakeholders expressed a strong desire to continue supporting
the professional development of TEs, leading to a one-year project
extension which, in response to many of the issues highlighted in
this paper, adopted a substantially different project model.

For example, earlier in this paper we noted that the literature
identifies various characteristics of teacher professional develop-
ment that works (Martin, Kragler, Quatroche, & Bauserman, 2014;
Wei et al., 2009; Zepeda, 2012). Our assessment of EfECT is that
while in some respects it did successfully incorporate these facili-
tative factors, in others it was less successful. Thus, on the positive
side, EfECT provided extended professional learning, fostered
collaborative learning groups, was embedded in TEs' workplace,
encouraged reflection, modelled effective pedagogy (in the way
EfECT trainers worked), had a practical orientation, focused on
specific instructional strategies, and was context-sensitive. How-
ever, the project was largely input-based, provided modest struc-
tured opportunities for TEs to gain mastery experiences of the
instructional strategies they were learning and did not scaffold in a
substantial manner the development of TEs’ capacity for reflection
and inquiry. In response to such concerns the model adopted in the
project extension placed much greater emphasis on regular men-
tored teaching practice for TEs.

Our analysis has highlighted factors which facilitated the posi-
tive impact of the project. We believe there are insights here which
readers involved in the design and delivery (in English or other
languages) of similar large-scale development projects with
teachers or teacher educators can benefit from. The various positive
outcomes of the project suggest that promoting teaching which
combines direct instruction and specific interactive classroom
practices can effectively and sensitively bring about change whilst



S. Borg et al. / Teaching and Teacher Education 72 (2018) 75e86 85
building on a local pedagogical culture of whole-class teaching.
Similarly, our frank analysis of some of the design limitations of the
evaluation tools used on the project is also more broadly instruc-
tive. One of the most significant learning points for us is that, while
having a set of quantifiable KPIs provided a concrete focus for
project evaluation, the lack of qualitative measures meant that we
were not able to provide fine-grained, contextualised narrative
accounts of TEs’ experiences, especially during the early stages of
the project. Qualitative data were collected, but the resource im-
plications of analysing a large volume of written texts were
somewhat underestimated, making it less likely that they would be
a prominent part of the project. The learning point here, for de-
livery agencies and donors alike, is that, while qualitative data can
undoubtedly provide added insights into the impact of a change
project, they need to be fully integrated into the evaluation
framework and it must be ensured that the expertise and capacity
to analyze these data exist. In future projects, we would argue very
strongly for the importance of ensuring a more optimal balance of
quantitative and qualitative measures of success, and from this
perspective recent work on qualitative approaches to project
monitoring and evaluation (e.g. Bell & Aggleton, 2016) is particu-
larly relevant.

Finally, we also want to acknowledge that while development
projects such as EfECT will always have a fixed duration (often
determined by the funding available), sustained educational
change on a national scale can only be achieved over several years;
EfECT's achievements over two years, therefore, should be seen as a
strong basis for changing pre-service teacher education in
Myanmar on which future projects will need to build.
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Appendix 1. EfECT KPIs

When end-project and baseline results are compared, 75% of TEs
will improve their:

� English score by one CEFR level
� Overall confidence
� Confidence using English generally
� Confidence using English for teaching
� Confidence in using interactive teaching methodologies
� Confidence in using teacher training/teaching resources
� Theoretical knowledge of teaching methodology
� Observation score on four of six competency indicators
� Observation score on reflecting on their teaching
� Observation score on questioning skills
� Observation score on interactive teaching
� Observation score on using resources
Appendix 2. Sample MSC account

My name is XXXXX. I teach Agriculture subject at XXXXX Edu-
cation College. I have been teaching for 8 years. I got a big chance
that is to attend as a participant in EfECT project in September 2015.
My most significant change is questioning to develop my students’
thinking skills.
Before the project began, I didn't know how to ask questions to

develop HOT [higher order thinking] skills. I was disappointed
because my students didn't get a chance to think critically and to
expand their answers.

During the EfECT project I have thought about questioning. I
started pre-preparing questions which are LOTS [lower-order
thinking skills] and HOTS [higher-order thinking skills] including
thinking time and planned which activities I should use. For
example, think-pair-share is good for HOTS students can think
individually without other dominance and in pair-work, they can
check their answers with their partner. Then they can consider
when they share their answers.

As a result of this, I have improved my questioning. Now I can
ask questions them to develop their HOT skills. For example, in my
last observation, I asked the whole class for closed recall questions
and for open questions. I give thinking time to discuss answers in
pairs and nominating individual students to answer. I am really
satisfied that I have been able to improve my questioning.
References

Akbari, R. (2007). Reflections on reflection: A critical appraisal of reflective practices
in L2 teacher education. System, 35(2), 192e207.

Akyeampong, K., Lussier, K., Pryor, J., & Westbrook, J. (2013). Improving teaching
and learning of basic maths and reading in Africa: Does teacher preparation
count? International Journal of Educational Development, 33(3), 272e282.

Altinyelken, H. K. (2011). Student-centred pedagogy in Turkey: Conceptualisations,
interpretations and practices. Journal of Education Policy, 26(2), 137e160.

Aung, W., Hardman, F., & Myint, A. A. (2013). Development of a teacher education
strategy framework linked to pre- and in-service teacher training in Myanmar.
Yangon, Myanmar: UNICEF.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman.
Bates, T., Swennen, A., & Jones, K. (Eds.). (2011). The professional development of

teacher educators. London, England: Routledge.
Bell, S., & Aggleton, P. (Eds.). (2016). Monitoring and evaluation in health and social

development: Interpretive and ethnographic perspectives. London, England:
Routledge.

Borko, H., Jacobs, J., & Koellner, K. (2010). Contemporary approaches to teacher
professional development. In P. Peterson, E. Baker, & B. McGaw (Eds.), Inter-
national encyclopedia of education (3rd ed., pp. 548e556). Oxford, England:
Elsevier.

Broad, K., & Evans, M. (2006). A review of literature on professional development
content and delivery modes for experienced teachers. Toronto, Canada: Canadian
Ministry of Education.

Calderhead, J., & Gates, P. (1993). Introduction. In J. Calderhead, & P. Gates (Eds.),
Conceptualizing reflection in teacher development (pp. 1e10). London, England:
The Falmer Press.

Campbell, J., Kyriakides, L., Muijs, D., & Robinson, W. (2004). Assessing teacher
effectiveness: Developing a differentiated model. London, England: Routledge.

Carnell, E., & Lodge, C. (2002). Supporting effective learning. London, England: Paul
Chapman.

Clarke, D. J. (2010). Independent evaluation of UNICEF education programme.
Improving access to quality basic education in Myanmar (2006-2010). Final
report,. Yangon, Myanmar: UNICEF.

Coe, R., Aloisi, C., Higgins, S., & Major, L. E. (2014). What makes great teaching? Re-
view of the underpinning research. Retrieved from http://www.suttontrust.com/
researcharchive/great-teaching/.

Danielson Group. (2013). Framework for teaching. Retrieved from http://www.
danielsongroup.org/framework/.

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). Evaluating teacher effectiveness: How teacher perfor-
mance assessments can measure and improve teaching. Washington, DC: Center
for American Progress.

Davies, R., & Dart, J. (2005). The ‘most significant change’(MSC) technique. A guide to
its use. Retrieved from http://www.mande.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2005/
MSCGuide.pdf.

Davis, D. A., Mazmanian, P. E., Fordis, M., Van Harrison, R., Thorpe, K. E., & Perrier, L.
(2006). Accuracy of physician self-assessment compared with observed mea-
sures of competence: A systematic review. Journal of the American Medical As-
sociation, 296(9), 1094e1102.

De Vaus, D. (2014). Surveys in social research (6th ed.). London, England: Routledge.
Delors, J. (1996). Learning: The treasure within. Paris, France: UNESCO.
Department for Education. (2011). Teachers' standards. Retrieved from https://www.

gov.uk/government/publications/teachers-standards.
Fenstermacher, G. D. (1994). The knower and the known: The nature of knowledge

in research on teaching. Review of Research in Education, 20, 1e54.
Gauthier, C., Demb�el�e, M., Bossonnette, S., & Richard, M. (2004). Quality of teaching

and quality of education: A review of research findings. Paris, France: UNESCO.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.02.010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref13
http://www.suttontrust.com/researcharchive/great-teaching/
http://www.suttontrust.com/researcharchive/great-teaching/
http://www.danielsongroup.org/framework/
http://www.danielsongroup.org/framework/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref16
http://www.mande.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2005/MSCGuide.pdf
http://www.mande.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2005/MSCGuide.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref20
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/teachers-standards
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/teachers-standards
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref23


S. Borg et al. / Teaching and Teacher Education 72 (2018) 75e8686
Goe, L., Bell, C., & Little, O. (2008). Approaches to evaluating teacher effectiveness: A
research synthesis. Washington, DC: National Comprehensive Center for Teacher
Quality.

Goodall, J., Day, C., Lindsay, G., Muijs, D., & Harris, A. (2005). Evaluating the impact of
continuing professional development (CPD). London, England: Department for
Education and Skills.

Hammerness, K., Darling-Hammond, L., Bransford, J., Berliner, D., Cochran-
Smith, M., Mcdonald, M., et al. (2005). How teachers learn and develop. In
L. Darling-Hammond, & J. Bransford (Eds.), Preparing teachers for a changing
world (pp. 358e389). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Hardman, F., Stoff, C., Aung, W., & Elliott, L. (2016). Developing pedagogical practices
in Myanmar primary schools: Possibilities and constraints. Asia Pacific Journal of
Education, 36, 98e118.

Hardman, F., Stoff, C., Elliott, L., & Ackers, I. (2010). Child-centred approaches and
teaching and learning practices in selected primary schools in child-friendly school
focused townships in Myanmar. Yangon: UNICEF.

Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to
achievement. London, England: Routledge.

Hatton, N., & Smith, D. (1995). Reflection in teacher education: Towards definition
and implementation. Teaching and Teacher Education, 11(1), 33e49.

Ho, A. D., & Kane, T. J. (2013). The reliability of classroom observations by school
personnel. Research paper. Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. Measures of
Effective Teaching Project.

Holliday, A. (2001). Achieving cultural continuity in curriculum innovation: Dealing
with dominant discourses. In D. Hall, & A. Hewings (Eds.), Innovation in English
language teaching: A reader (pp. 169e176). London: Routledge.

Hu, G. (2002). Potential cultural resistance to pedagogical imports: The case of
communicative language teaching in China. Language Culture and Curriculum,
15(2), 93e105.

JICA. (2007). Summary of terminal evaluation. Yangon, Myanmar: JICA.
Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., & Clark, R. E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during

instruction does not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery,
problem-based, experiential, and inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychol-
ogist, 41(2), 75e86.

Knight, S. L., Lloyd, G. M., Arbaugh, F., Gamson, D., Mcdonald, S. P., & Nolan, J., Jr.
(2014). Professional development and practices of teacher educators. Journal of
Teacher Education, 65(4), 268e270.

Lall, M. (2010). Child centred learning and teaching approaches in Myanmar. Pyoe Pin.
Lall, M., San, T. S., San, N. N., Myat, T. T., & Khaing, L. T. T. (2013). Teachers' voice, what

education reforms does Myanmar need?. Retrieved from http://marielall.com/
wp/wp-content/uploads/Myanmar-teachers-voice-report-FINAL.pdf.

Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (2014). Teachers as professionals: Evolving definitions of
staff development. In L. E. Martin, S. Kragler, D. J. Quatroche, & K. L. Bauserman
(Eds.), Handbook of professional development in education: Successful models and
practices, prek-12 (pp. 3e21). New York: The Guildford Press.

Loughran, J. (2014). Professionally developing as a teacher educator. Journal of
Teacher Education, 65(4), 271e283.

Lunenberg, M., Dengerink, J., & Korthagen, F. (2014). The professional teacher
educator: Roles, behaviour, and professional development of teacher educators.
Rotterdam, Amsterdam: Sense Publishers.

Martin, L. E., Kragler, S., Quatroche, D. J., & Bauserman, K. L. (Eds.). (2014). Handbook
of professional development in education: Successful models and practices, prek-12.
New York: The Guildford Press.

Marzano, R. J., & Toth, M. (2013). Teacher evaluation that makes a difference: A new
model for teacher growth and student achievement. Alexandria, VI: ASCD.

Mihaly, K., & Mccaffrey, D. F. (2014). Grade-level variation in observational measures
of teacher effectiveness. In T. Kane, K. A. Kerr, & R. C. Pianta (Eds.), Designing
teacher evaluation systems: New guidance from the measures of effective teaching
project (pp. 9e49). San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons.

Ministry of Education. (2015). Update on drafting the national education strategic
plan (NESP) 2016-2021. Yangon, Myanmar.

Ministry of Education. (2016). National education strategic plan (NESP) draft. Yangon,
Myanmar.

Minnis, J. R. (1999). Malay-islamic values? Some thoughts on teacher education in
Brunei Darussalam. Australian Journal of Education, 43(2), 72e85.

Morgan, A. (2017). Cultivating critical reflection: Educators making sense and
meaning of professional identity and relational dynamics in complex practice.
Teaching Education, 28(1), 41e55.

Murphy, C., Neil, P., & Beggs, J. (2007). Primary science teacher confidence revisited:
Ten years on. Educational Research, 49(4), 415e430.

Myanmar National League for Democracy Party. (2014). Pre election manifesto.
Yangon, Myanmar: NLD.
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. (2016). What teachers should

know and be able to do. Retrieved from http://accomplishedteacher.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/12/NBPTS-What-Teachers-Should-Know-and-Be-Able-
to-Do-.pdf.

Newby, P. (2010). Research methods for education. Harlow: Pearson Education
Limited.

Nolan, A., & Molla, T. (2017). Teacher confidence and professional capital. Teaching
and Teacher Education, 62, 10e18.

O'Sullivan, M. C. (2002). Action research and the transfer of reflective approaches to
in-service education and training (INSET) for unqualified and underqualified
primary teachers in Namibia. Teaching and Teacher Education, 18(5), 523e539.

OECD. (2013). Teachers for the 21st century: Using evaluation to improve teaching.
Paris, France: OECD Publishing.

Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS survival manual : A step by step guide to data analysis using ibm
SPSS (5th ed.). Maidenhead, England: McGraw Hill.

Pianta, R. C., & Hamre, B. K. (2016). Implementing rigorous observation of teachers:
Synchronizing theory with systems for implementation and support. In
J. A. Grissom, & P. Youngs (Eds.), Improving teacher evaluation systems: Making
the most of multiple measures (pp. 22e36). New York: Teachers College Press.

Pyoe Pin. (2014). The political economy of basic education in Myanmar. Yangon,
Myanmar: Pyoe Pin.

Sangani, H. R., & Stelma, J. (2012). Reflective practice in developing world contexts:
A general review of literature and a specific consideration of an Iranian expe-
rience. Professional Development in Education, 38(1), 113e129.

Schweisfurth, M. (2011). Learner-centred education in developing country contexts:
From solution to problem? International Journal of Educational Development,
31(5), 425e432.

Sellars, M. (2017). Reflective practice for teachers. London, England: Sage.
Shulman, L. S. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching.

Educational Researcher, 15(2), 4e14.
Shulman, L. S. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the new reform.

Harvard Educational Review, 57(1), 1e22.
Song, S. (2015). Cambodian teachers' responses to child-centered instructional

policies: A mismatch between beliefs and practices. Teaching and Teacher Ed-
ucation, 50, 36e45.

Taut, S., & Sun, Y. (2014). The development and implementation of a national,
standards-based, multi-method teacher performance assessment system in
Chile. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 22(71). Retrieved from http://epaa.asu.
edu/ojs/article/view/1468/1313.

Timperley, H., Wilson, A., Barrar, H., & Fung, I. (2008). Teacher professional learning
and development: Best evidence synthesis iteration (BES). Wellington, New Zea-
land: Ministry of Education.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), 783e805.

UNESCO. (2006). Literacy for life. Paris: UNESCO.
UNESCO. (2015). Education for all 2000-2015: Achievements and challenges Paris.

UNESCO.
Van De Grift, W. J. C. M., Chun, S., Maulana, R., Lee, O., & Helms-Lorenz, M. (2017).

Measuring teaching quality and student engagement in South Korea and The
Netherlands. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 28(3), 337e349.

Verloop, N., Van Driel, J., & Meijer, P. C. (2001). Teacher knowledge and the
knowledge base of teaching. International Journal of Educational Research, 35(5),
441e461.

Wei, R. C., Darling-Hammond, L., Andree, A., Richardson, N., & Orphanos, S. (2009).
Professional learning in the learning profession: A status report on teacher devel-
opment in the United States and abroad. Dallas, TX: National Staff Development
Council.

Westbrook, J., Durrani, N., Brown, R., Orr, D., Pryor, J., Boddy, J., et al. (2013). Peda-
gogy, curriculum, teaching practices and teacher education in developing countries.
London, England: Department for International Development.

Wyatt, M. (2014). Towards a re-conceptualization of teachers' self-efficacy beliefs:
Tackling enduring problems with the quantitative research and moving on.
International Journal of Research and Method in Education, 37(2), 166e189.

Zeichner, K. M. (1994). Research on teacher thinking and different views of
reflective practice in teaching and teacher education. In I. Carlgren, S. Vaage, &
G. Handal (Eds.), Teachers' minds and actions: Research on teachers' thinking and
practice (pp. 9e27). London, England: The Falmer Press.

Zepeda, S. J. (2012). Professional development: What works (2nd ed.). New York:
Routledge.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref36
http://marielall.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/Myanmar-teachers-voice-report-FINAL.pdf
http://marielall.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/Myanmar-teachers-voice-report-FINAL.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref49
http://accomplishedteacher.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/NBPTS-What-Teachers-Should-Know-and-Be-Able-to-Do-.pdf
http://accomplishedteacher.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/NBPTS-What-Teachers-Should-Know-and-Be-Able-to-Do-.pdf
http://accomplishedteacher.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/NBPTS-What-Teachers-Should-Know-and-Be-Able-to-Do-.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref63
http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1468/1313
http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1468/1313
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(17)31045-4/sref75

	Having an EfECT: Professional development for teacher educators in Myanmar
	1. Introduction
	1.1. Education in Myanmar
	1.2. Initial teacher education in Myanmar

	2. Teacher competence
	3. The English for Education College Trainers project
	4. Methodology
	4.1. Research questions
	4.2. Participants

	5. Data collection
	6. Results
	6.1. Teacher knowledge
	6.2. Teacher confidence
	6.3. Teaching and reflection

	7. Discussion
	7.1. Knowledge
	7.2. Confidence
	7.3. Teaching and reflection

	8. Conclusion
	Funding
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	Appendix 1. EfECT KPIs
	Appendix 2. Sample MSC account
	References


