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Framework for Global South ELT

Abstract

While in recent years, the burgeoning interest of scholars has challenged the English-only
instructional approach in English Language Teaching (ELT) pedagogies through translanguaging,
the available work largely consists of scattered, researcher-initiated professional development
(PD) initiatives, and a framework that can be exercised in ELT pedagogies of the Global South is
still underdeveloped. Extant research informs isolated PD attempts, with limited efforts toward
comprehensive, transferable models that equip teachers to interrogate monolingual beliefs, engage
with decolonial debates, and enact linguistically inclusive pedagogies. We argue that a solid PD is
a prerequisite to make the isolated practices more systematic in the Global South, which motivates
us to propose a PD framework for southern ELT pedagogy and beyond. Guided by theoretical
foundations laid by teacher cognition, the postmethod pedagogy, the decolonial turn in language
education, language management, translanguaging, and reflective practice, the framework is
conceptualized as an intervention at the cognitive level that enables teachers to revisit entrenched
beliefs and rework existing practices. Its contribution lies in offering a structured and context-
responsive model through which teachers can critically engage with English-only assumptions and
translate this engagement into pedagogical action through language management and
translanguaging. As a conceptual and evidence-informed proposal, the framework is intended to
guide context-sensitive adaptation, piloting, and empirical validation rather than to serve as a

universally applicable model across diverse Global South ELT settings.
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English-only pedagogy; Decolonial Turn.



Situating the Argument: The Missing PD Agenda in Global South ELT

While the burgeoning interest of scholars is seen to challenge the English-only instructional
approach in English Language Teaching (ELT) pedagogies through translanguaging, except for the
scattered presentation of some researcher-initiated professional development (PD) published in
some reputed journals, a framework that can be exercised in ELT pedagogies of the Global South
is seemingly absent. Even when searching with keywords, e.g., translanguaging and professional
development, and decolonization in ELT and professional development, we have not identified
sustained discussions in major applied linguistics journals that focus explicitly on preparing ELT
teachers for translanguaging-informed pedagogies through structured PD frameworks. In fact, no
published article stands out to inform how to prepare teachers to decolonize the current ELT, which
is currently inclined to Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)-plus-English-only.
Nevertheless, Teaching and Teacher Education becomes reflective of such publications, with two
studies reporting the PD attempts to develop English-as-an-Additional-Language (EAL) teachers’
language awareness and prepare them to embrace linguistic and cultural diversity in multilingual
EAL classrooms in Oceanian and Northern European regions. However, the researchers from the
Global South left no stone unturned to vocalize the dire need for embracing bi- and multilingual
practices in the ELT pedagogies and present how bi- and multilingual practices were put into
practice in the ELT pedagogies and material development, as mirrored in the ample publications.
We argue that a solid PD is a prerequisite to make the isolated practices ubiquitous in the Global
South, triggering us to craft a PD framework that can serve the southern ELT pedagogy and
elsewhere. To better frame the PD, we draw on the debates revolving around the rise of English-
Only pedagogy in the southern ELT pedagogy and its legacies to the Global-North. We extended
our argument to illustrate the role of postmethod pedagogy, the decolonial Turn, and

translanguaging-informed pedagogy as a savior. After that, we put forward the conceptual



grounding for a language Management and translanguaging-focused PD agenda in the Global
South and beyond. Next, we conceptualize teacher cognition and PD in ELT by integrating the
decolonial turn in language education, postmethod Pedagogy, language management, and

translanguaging, which caters to the foundation to propose our PD Framework.

Introducing Global-North Legacies and the Rise of English-Only Pedagogy in the Southern
ELT and Emerging Debates

We begin this section by first discussing how English-only pedagogy is positioned in the Southern
ELT through formal education, where the episteme is driven by the dominance of the Global North.
We also shed light on how the policy on Medium of Instruction perpetuates the institutionalization
of the English-only norm in Southern pedagogies. These processes extend beyond pedagogical
preferences; they are embedded in colonial and racialized ELT structures that privilege foreign
identities, languages, and epistemologies over local ones across policy, institutional, and
pedagogical domains (Bonilla-Medina & Finardi, 2022). These dynamics are intensified in settings
where English is framed as economic and symbolic capital within neoliberal education systems,
linking language use to employability, competitiveness, and global mobility (Rahman & Hu,
2025). In this regard, the section traces how these dynamics unfold across an interconnected
spectrum, from pedagogical knowledge circulated in teacher education to institutional and policy
arrangements and, ultimately, to classroom practices, reflecting the structuring of language
teaching across micro-, meso-, and macro-level contexts (Bonilla-Medina & Finardi, 2022; De
Costa & Kim, 2026). A major site through which these hierarchies become pedagogically durable
is teacher education, where knowledge about teaching methods is circulated, legitimized, and

sedimented into professional common sense.



Across many contexts in Asia, widely used textbooks utilized to disseminate knowledge in
preservice teacher education programs, including BA and MA programs in ELT, TESOL, and
ESOL, for English as a second or foreign language teachers, are Approaches and Methods in
Language Teaching, Techniques and Principles in Language Teaching, The Practice of English
Language Teaching, Language Teaching Methodology, A Course in Language Teaching, and
earlier works on Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) that continue to shape how ELT is
understood. These texts, largely produced in the Global North, remain central to courses on
methods, approaches, and techniques for ESL/EFL teaching. Their prominence reflects a longer
history in which ELT knowledge has been shaped by center-based methodologies and circulated
internationally as pedagogical orthodoxy, often with limited attention to local sociolinguistic
realities (Holliday, 2013; Kumaravadivelu, 2006, 2012). In this sense, their influence is not only
curricular but also ideological, as they contribute to shaping what counts as legitimate pedagogy
within broader sociocultural and institutional frameworks (De Costa & Kim, 2026). These
textbooks foreground communicative competence as a central goal of English language education
and emphasize meaningful interaction, where fluency-oriented communication is prioritized in
classroom practice and accuracy is addressed through supportive or subsequent focus on form
(Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011; Richards, 2006; Richards & Rodgers, 2014). Within this
tradition, classroom practice has often been interpreted as favoring extensive use of the target
language (Cook, 2001; Hall & Cook, 2012; Littlewood & Yu, 2011), supported by the belief that
English-only instruction enhances communicative ability and authenticity (Harmer, 2015;

Richards & Rodgers, 2014).

These pedagogical positions are further reinforced through theoretical perspectives in

second language acquisition that problematize learners’ first language. From a theoretical lens, the



above texts see ESL/EFL learners’ first language (L1) as a potential barrier, conceptualizing it as
interference or negative transfer, which may hinder ESL/EFL learning. This is a belief that has
long been reinforced in second language acquisition discourse and instilled in second language
teacher education programs (Ellis, 1994; Fontiveros-Malana, 2018; Mirzayev, 2024; Tran, 2024).
The treatment of L1 remains linked to its temporal or remedial use by the teachers and students,
and teachers are suggested to minimize L1’s access instead of legitimizing it as a pedagogical
resource (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011; Ur, 1996). From a decolonial perspective, such
assumptions are not neutral, as they contribute to the privileging of dominant linguistic norms
while marginalizing local languages and epistemologies in ELT (Bonilla-Medina & Finardi, 2022).
Such knowledge has contributed to the entrenchment of English-only orientations in Southern ELT,
defining successful teaching as commensurate with exclusive use of the target language and where
bilingual or multilingual practices are viewed as signs of deficiency rather than professional
expertise (Canagarajah, 1999; Holliday, 2013). These assumptions resonate with broader policy
discourses that equate English proficiency with forms of capital and professional legitimacy in
higher education (Rahman & Hu, 2025). English-only modelled language classes have gained
increased prominence, particularly within pedagogical approaches that emphasize task-based
instruction and academic language use (Ellis, 2003; Long, 2015) and English for Academic or
Specific Purposes (EAP/ESP), which provide a strong foundation for English to function in
lessons, tasks, materials, and assessments. The nexus of theoretical aspects, in conjunction with
their implications in ELT pedagogy, foregrounds a methodological framework for pre- and in-
service teachers to conceive effective ELT pedagogy as informed by CLT-plus-English-only
approaches, leaving little courage for the teacher trainers/educators and language teachers to

employ local languages or culturally responsive practices that reflect the Global South’s



multilingual classrooms. At the classroom level, such English-only orientations can be understood
as the micro-level manifestation of broader ideological and institutional structures that shape what
is perceived as legitimate pedagogical practice (Bonilla-Medina & Finardi, 2022; De Costa & Kim,
2026). In local ELT contexts, such orientations are sometimes articulated by teachers in ways that
reveal how English-only norms are enacted at the classroom level. The following excerpts illustrate

how these norms may be performed in everyday classroom practice.

Teacher 1: I act so robustly in creating an English-only atmosphere in my classes that my
students take it for granted that ‘the teacher does not know Bangla’.

Teacher 2: Even when I am asked anything in Bangla, I also come up with a facial
expression that I tend to forget Bangla in my classes. I do not allow a single word in Bangla
(proudly articulated by him with a facial expression of achievement).

These excerpts are illustrative, not evidentiary in themselves; they demonstrate how broader
ideological and institutional formations are enacted at the micro level, positioning English as the
legitimate language of classroom authority (Bonilla-Medina & Finardi, 2022; De Costa & Kim,
2026). More specifically, they reflect a teacher cognition shaped by the normalization of target-
language exclusivity, where professional legitimacy becomes associated with suppressing local-
language resources rather than managing them pedagogically (Borg, 2003; Canagarajah, 1999;
Holliday, 2013). Read in this way, the anecdotes also point to the role of teachers’ underlying
beliefs, their apprenticeship of observation, and the institutional meanings attached to English-
only practice in shaping classroom enactment (Borg, 2003; Lortie, 1975; Farrell, 2019). This
enactment is further reinforced in contexts where English is increasingly commodified and
associated with mobility and professional value in the Global South (De Costa & Kim, 2026). This
practice carries important pedagogical consequences. Relying solely on resorting to English in
pedagogical practices may compromise effective teaching and learning when English-dominated

practices limit accessibility in multilingual classrooms (Sarkar et al., 2021). Instruction delivered



exclusively in English may require additional processing time and create barriers related to limited
vocabulary and learner confidence (Chaiyasat & Intakaew, 2023). The issue does not concern the
use of English itself; it concerns teachers’ engagement with language management and
translanguaging, which shapes their ability to mediate between English and other linguistic

resources to support comprehension (Nekvapil, 2006; Wei, 2018).

The monolingual bias associated with CLT-oriented pedagogy can be epistemically narrow
and pedagogically limiting, particularly in multilingual contexts where it contributes to uneven
participation and learning opportunities (Sultana, 2014; Garcia & Wei, 2014; Wei, 2018). This bias
is sustained across multiple levels. It becomes discernible through policy and institutional
ideologies at the macro level, educational practices at the meso level, and classroom interaction at
the micro level (Bonilla-Medina & Finardi, 2022). These conditions acquire greater force in
English Medium Instruction (EMI) settings, where English is positioned as the primary medium
for teaching academic subjects, often in tension with learners’ multilingual realities (Macaro, 2022;
Rahman & Hu, 2025; Rose et al., 2022; Tai, 2022). EMI has expanded rapidly in higher education,
where English is increasingly linked to internationalization and academic mobility (Macaro, 2022).
These developments have generated long-held debate in ELT and EMI scholarship, particularly
around the tensions between monolingual pedagogical traditions and multilingual realities, the
reproduction of linguistic inequality, and the role of translanguaging as a resource for more
inclusive and context-sensitive language education (Garcia & Wei, 2014; Kubota, 2023; Tai,

2022).

In the current form of ELT pedagogies, specially in institutions that are shaped by
discourses of globalization, mobility, and employability, and that resort to EMI, the top-down

policy directives officialize English to teach not only the English language but also other subjects



and tailor little space for teachers, particularly those involved in ELT, to decide English-only while
ensuring successful teaching or learning, or English while acknowledging and employing the full
linguistic and semiotic repertoires (Author; Macaro, 2022; Rahman et al., 2020; Rahman & Singh,
2020; Sah & Fang, 2025). This policy direction reflects neoliberal discourses in which English is
constructed as a form of linguistic capital associated with opportunity and advancement (Rahman
& Hu, 2025). In such contexts, EMI operates not only as a pedagogical choice but as a policy-
driven framework that can reinforce linguistic hierarchies and constrain the use of learners’ full
linguistic repertoires (Macaro, 2022; Kubota, 2023). This aligns with broader critiques that EMI
may reproduce linguistic inequality and reinforce existing hierarchies between English and other
languages in education systems (Phillipson, 2010; Kubota, 2023). Such hierarchies are not only
pedagogical but also socioeconomically consequential, as EMI may limit access for students
educated in local-language systems and contribute to broader patterns of educational inequality

(Rahman & Hu, 2025).

While the dividends of EMI are embraced and the potential pedagogical challenges are
often discussed, what remains uninformed or less known is the (re)conceptualization of EMI. The
definition of EMI, as articulated by Akincioglu (2024), seems to be democratic as it bolsters the
space for other languages in EMI classes by mentioning “EMI can be defined as the use of English
(for example, sole use, partial use, code switching and so on) both by students and content teachers
to learn/teach academic subjects (other than English itself) within EMI settings regardless of their
locale” (p. 142). Akincioglu’s definition does not discount English-only in ELT classes but
generates a soft signal that English in EMI classes can accommodate other languages. This
perspective, however, continues to generate debate. Kubota (2023) argues that although the

implementation of EMI is celebrated, favoring its potential to improve English language education,



and resorting to teaching via it is also alarming because it seals power to play an unequal role
among English and local languages, and their users. Sah (2025) advances the argument, stating
that English-only in ELT classes is not a realistic endeavor, but rather a risky maneuver. EMI has
little to offer in English language proficiency (ELP) development unless it is aided by dedicated
language instruction driven by supporting elements, like translanguaging, and individual

investment, such as attending PD (Sah, 2025).

Postmethod Pedagogy, the Decolonial Turn, and Translanguaging-Informed Pedagogy as
Savior

In response to the limitations of monolingual pedagogies and English-only orientations discussed
in the previous section, several strands of scholarship have sought to reconfigure language teaching
in more context-sensitive and inclusive ways. Within this shift, postmethod pedagogy challenges
one-size-fits-all instructional models and promotes teachers’ empowerment in decision-making
according to the pedagogical needs. Rejecting the imported teaching styles, it advocates for
teachers to theorize their own practices by legitimizing context-sensitive bilingual and multimodal
strategies (Kumaravadivelu, 2001, 2016; Pennycook, 1998). This line of argument also intersects
with the decolonial turn in language education, which draws attention to how knowledge,
language, and pedagogy have been historically shaped by unequal power relations (Maldonado-
Torres, 2007). In accommodating learning-oriented teaching in English language classes, Wei
(2018) argues against the exclusion of other languages, illustrating that human minds do not
compartmentalize or run a separate existence of languages; hence, multilinguals can employ the
features of their known languages as a unitary linguistic repertoire that can be fluidly applied to
facilitating teaching and learning. From this perspective, multilingual practices are not treated as
deviations from an idealized monolingual norm; instead, they are understood as integral to

meaning-making in language classrooms (Garcia & Wei, 2014). In this regard, space emerges for



pedagogical translanguaging, enabling teachers and students to draw on their full linguistic
repertoires to facilitate meaning-making in EMI classrooms (Wei, 2011). Despite these theoretical
possibilities, teachers often operate under institutional constraints, including limited decision-
making authority, the risk of institutional repercussions, and deeply internalized target-language-
only beliefs shaped by Global-North-oriented pedagogical traditions. Under such conditions, they
may maintain English-only practices while perceiving the use of other languages as risky

maneuvers (Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rafi & Morgan, 2024a; Sarkar et al., 2021).

While we have to be critical of uncritically imposed/legislated policy directives or Western
prescriptions for ELT pedagogy, we have to accept the contextual realities that the teachers embark
on. This emphasis on context-sensitive practice has long been central to postmethod discussions,
where pedagogy is understood as emerging from situated realities rather than being transferred
across contexts in a uniform manner (Kumaravadivelu, 2001, 2016; Pennycook, 1998). In this
context, challenging the Westernized TESOL by taking particularity, practicality, and possibility
into account is apparently onerous if teachers are not empowered with sufficient knowledge to
question the long-standing pedagogical beliefs and practices, and envision a decolonial turn in
language education (Kumaravadivelu, 2001, 2016; Maldonado-Torres, 2007; Pennycook, 1998).
In such conditions, we hold the view that the role of PD becomes important in enabling teachers
to re-examine deep-rooted beliefs and institutionally legitimized pedagogical practices and to
apply critical perspectives to their instructional decisions (Kirsten, 2020; TTF & UNESCO, 2023).
In this vein, Maldonado-Torres (2007) calls for “intervention at the level of power, knowledge” to
be applied “through varied actions of decolonization” (p. 262). In this sense, intervention at the
level of knowledge may involve engaging teachers with postmethod pedagogy and the

decolonization of language education, enabling them to rethink language dynamics in pedagogy,



revisit the ‘E’ in EMI, and acknowledge linguistic hybridity through pedagogical translanguaging
(Fang et al., 2022; Sah & Fang, 2025).

Conceptual Grounding for a Language Management and Translanguaging-Oriented
Professional Development Agenda in the Global South

Language management, which is well-versed in facilitating conversations among the interlocutors,
triggers our thoughts to consider its relevance to English-only pedagogy. Nekvapil and Sherman
(2015) expound that an individual notes that his or her communication partner suffers from limited
understanding and comprehensibility and decides to speak slowly or switch to a standard variety
of a local language or English upon realizing or profiling the interlocutor. In light of English-only
classes, students often suffer from academic language-related challenges that minimize their
comprehension of the teachers’ lectures (Sorug et al., 2021). To serve communication purposes, a
student or the teacher may decide to switch to English or a standard variety of a local language, or
to use their full linguistic and semiotic repertoires to convey the intended knowledge. Similarly,
translanguaging is well-exercised, as interlocutors of diverse language backgrounds frequently
apply it in serving their interactional purposes, although it is a new entity in the pedagogy
(Bonacina-Pugh et al., 2021). Garcia and Wei (2014) termed it a “new linguistic reality” (p. 29),
while Nagashima and Lawrence (2022) recognized it as “an emerging concept” in the field of
English language education (p. 736). In this vein, Sah and Fang (2025) call for researchers and
practitioners from the Global South to contribute to empowering pedagogy through
translanguaging and challenge the colonial mindset to dismantle its existence. Planned
translanguaging can be better served by understanding the language management in English-only

pedagogies. According to Nekvapil and Sherman (2015), language management entails any sort of



activity that involves language or communication, or language as a system, as well as language

use. These activities can be part of individual or institutional initiatives (Nekvapil, 2016).

Premised upon the Western-TESOL-driven backdrops and embracing the scholarly appeals
outlined so far, we, as the English language teachers and emerging researchers from the Global
South, must attempt to empower our teachers by disseminating knowledge through planning
focused PD that would enable English teachers to gain insights about the postmethod pedagogy,
decolonization in ELT pedagogy, in addition to notifying them of how the contemporary ELT may
benefit from the decolonial turn. In line with this, our proposed PD program emphasizes building
teachers’ mastery of language management and translanguaging so that they can grapple with the
current ELT pedagogy that falls under the provision of ‘soft EMI’ (Macaro, 2022). In their recent
systematic review, Lu et al. (2025) illuminate that the pedagogical potential of translanguaging
should be disseminated through planned PD to produce translanguaging-competent teachers.
Inducting the PD initiative that does not ignore local realities and systematic barriers while
positioning teachers’ empowerment at the forefront to ensure effective English language teaching
and learning is a dire need in the current precarious English-only pedagogy (Kao, 2023; Sah & Li,
2022).

Conceptualizing Teacher Cognition, and Professional Development in ELT by Integrating

Decolonial Turn in Language Education, Postmethod Pedagogy, Language Management,
and Translanguaging: A Route to Transformative Pedagogy

In his conceptualization of teacher cognition, Borg (2003) propagates that teacher cognition is
rooted in their thoughts, beliefs, knowledge, and assumptions, and how these internal constructs
contribute to shaping their classroom practices. While casting light on teacher beliefs, Borg
emphasizes that their beliefs are constructed by their prior and prolonged learning experiences,

and personal histories as learners, framing what they conceive as legitimate practice. In this regard,



PD acts as a key mechanism to make often tacit cognitions open to scrutiny and available for
transformation. PD in ELT is not a mere intervention/arrangement for updating teaching
techniques; rather, it tailors generative intellectual space through which teachers critically examine
their beliefs and re-evaluate their existing beliefs-driven classroom practices, while also
discovering their roles (Kabilan et al., 2025). It is expected that, by encountering new knowledge
in PD, teachers will articulate and critically evaluate their long-standing beliefs and perceived
roles, engage in restructuring beliefs and roles, and demonstrate their new learning and restructured
beliefs and roles in instructional practices (Author; Borg, 2003). Nevertheless, Borg (2003) warns
us that the change in teacher belief is not automatic, and an instantaneous reflection of it may not
be visible in their practices. However, a designed PD that incorporates ongoing interactions
between new ideas or knowledge, existing beliefs, and contextual realities, such as pedagogical or
institutional norms and classroom constraints, may appear to be conducive to the changing course
of teacher beliefs (Borg, 2003; Authors). These interactions are better continued by drawing upon
the contemporary understandings of PD that emphasize teacher learning as a reflective, dialogic
and situated process, stretching the focus beyond technical training to a deeper professional inquiry
so that one questions his/her long-held beliefs and classroom practices in the process of
multilayered reflections in a dialogic environment (Avalos, 2011; Farrell, 2020; Kabilan, 2007;
Kabilan et al., 2025; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). It underscores that an effective PD in applied
linguistics is deemed to enable teachers to be knowledge-producers and interpreters of relevant
theories and practices introduced in PD through the lens of local realities, while not treating them
as passive recipients of the prescribed methods to be blindly followed without questioning or
doubting their suitability after the PD (Borg, 2015). Studies also corroborate that PD programs

measurably fail in bringing change in teacher cognition and pedagogical practices when teachers



are dosed with western prescriptions concerning ELT and given no chance to diagnose or debate
their appropriacy in teaching and learning in polities that observed the limited success of UK- and
USA-based donor-funded western-thought-driven PD for teachers (Authors; Hamid & Erling,
2016; Rahman & Pandian, 2018; Riddell & Nifio-Zarazua, 2016; Rizvi & Khamis, 2020; Puett,
2016). Therefore, we contend that within southern ELT contexts, PD should ensure diverse forms
of epistemic access that enable teachers to critically engage with imported TESOL orthodoxies.
Such engagement is necessary if teachers are to navigate these influences and reclaim greater

control over pedagogical decision-making.

Now the question remains pertaining to the type and the extent of knowledge dissemination
in PD. While our intention is to equip teachers with the knowledge that we assume will result in a
shift in teachers’ beliefs about English-only in their instructional practices in ELT pedagogies,
reinforcing the discussion of postmethod pedagogy and decolonial turn in language education
should be of paramount interest in the PD (Kumaravadivelu, 2001). We caution that in the journey
of epistemic enrichment, the intention must not be to denounce the ELT/TESOL scholarships
stemming from the Global North, but to familiarize them with the debates revolving around the
Euro-American centric monolithic supremacy linked to applied linguistics. In recent discussions
of English Medium Instruction (EMI), scholars have increasingly examined translanguaging and
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) in relation to broader calls for the decolonization of
language education. In these accounts, English is not treated in isolation; instead, attention is given
to how linguistic and semiotic resources can be mobilized to support pedagogy and challenge
monolingual assumptions. PD framework, hence, must not strive to deviate from the inseparable
connection between English language pedagogy, the colonial histories and power structures that

have shaped it (Pennycook, 1998; Motha, 2020). Instead, it should attempt to introduce how



TESOL discourses, underpinned by the Western pedagogical models, marginalize local
epistemologies and multilingual realities, and how cultivating a sense of particularity, practicality,
and possibility may act as instrumental in framing teachers as context-sensitive theorists of their
instructional practices and agents of change in the pedagogy by shifting their deep-rooted beliefs
grown through their apprenticeship of observation (Canagarajah, 1999; Kumaravadivelu, 2001;

Kumaravadivelu, 2016; Lortie, 1975).

An introduction to postmethod pedagogy as an inevitable content of PD could pave an
avenue for the teachers to resist English-only dogma, as it advocates reimagining pedagogy by
considering local knowledge and lived realities, in addition to acknowledging teachers as decision-
makers to adjust their instructional practices by integrating the decolonial components, like
language management and translanguaging which are supportive in new linguistic reality in
language teaching and learning, and fitting these in the dominant scholarship in TESOL/ELT
practices (Fang et al., 2022; Garcia & Wei, 2014; Kumaravadivelu, 2001; Maldonado-Torres,
2007; Nekvapil & Sherman, 2015; Rafi, 2025; Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Sah & Fang, 2025; Tai, 2022,
2025a). We deduce that postmethod and decolonial perspectives articulate the ideological and
epistemic stance that underpins the PD initiative. Language management and translanguaging, in
turn, function as its operational dimensions, providing the mechanisms through which these
stances are enacted in classroom discourse, including teachers’ identification of comprehension-
related difficulties, design of context-sensitive adjustments, and use of multilingual and

multimodal resources to support meaning-making.

Kaplan and Baldauf (2005) conceive language management as comprising strategies to be
implemented for problem identification and problem solution. Intending to pedagogically equip

teachers in PD, we draw on simple language management. “The ordinary use of language in



concrete interactions” is terminologically known as simple or micro-level language management
(Nekvapil & Sherman, 2015, p. 7). Nekvapil (2006) and Nekvapil & Sherman (2015) describe a
five-step process of how language management unfolds, especially at the micro level. In the initial
phase, an individual notes something in his or her communication partner’s utterances; in other
words, s/he notes a language phenomenon that is commonly seen as a deviation from a norm
(Marriott & Nekvapil, 2012; Nekvapil, 2016). To illustrate, in English-only pedagogies, teachers
can note the challenges that the students encounter in understanding instructions or receiving
knowledge. For instance, they can note by answering questions: Do the students face problems in
understanding the critical concepts, comprehending teachers’ interpretations, or participating in
the discussion? Do the students opt for teachers to present the bookish language shown in the slides
in simplified language? Are the students daunted by the disciplinary registers that are seemingly
difficult to comprehend? Based on such questions, the teachers can take notes in EMI classes.
Nekvapil (2016) suggests that the language management process can cease at this moment or enter
a next phase called ‘evaluation’. In this stage, an individual evaluates the phenomenon (if my
sentence was too complex, or “if my pronunciation was unclear) (Marriott & Nekvapil, 2012),
which leads to adjustment design through which an individual may strategize communication by
rewording (replacing one word or form with another) their utterances (Nekvapil, 2016; Nekvapil
& Sherman, 2015). Adjustment design in English-only classes is important to optimize students’
involvement in the learning process, considering the scenario that a monolingual medium of
instruction leaves the students everywhere and nowhere. In this phase, the teachers can think
critically about the effective measures to take to promote communication and foster learning
(Maclntyre et al., 2020). This phase may open the door for the interlocutors or teachers to enter

another phase that enables them to implement the suggested adjustment design in a target-



language-only pedagogy (Nekvapil, 2016). The conversants act to change language behavior,
apply code-switching, use gestures, etc. In the ‘Feedback or Retrospective Evaluation’ phase, the
participants (or interlocutors) reflect on whether the adjustment worked; this may lead to further
management. They can note the implemented adjustment design to further evaluate it so that the
conversation may continue (Nekvapil, 2016). That is how simple management performs in a
cyclical manner (Nekvapil, 2009), a process that can be translated into PD activities where teachers
work with classroom scenarios, identify language-related barriers to comprehension, design
adjustments, and reflect on their pedagogical effectiveness. In planning the adjustment design in
simple or micro-level language management, pedagogical translanguaging can function as a

catalyst.

Translanguaging is viewed as a post-structuralist theory that acknowledges bilingual
speakers’ linguistic resources, which they capitalize on in communication and meaning-making
processes (Han, 2022). Han has highlighted translanguaging as a languaging system that
challenges the prolonged hegemony engendered by multilingualism. While a tendency is observed
to overlap translanguaging and code-switching or use them as interchangeable terms (Rahman &
Singh, 2022), some scholars have shown how translanguaging is a distinct concept. For example,

Garcia and Wei (2014) clarified that translanguaging:

refers to not simply a shift or a shuttle between two languages, but to the speakers’
construction and use of original and complex interrelated discursive practices that cannot
be easily assigned to one or another traditional definition of a language, but that make up
the speakers’ complete language repertoire (p. 22).

Adhering to how Garcia and Wei (2014) theorized translanguaging, the practitioners, individuals,
and interlocutors go beyond the boundaries set by the named/ dominant language(s) (Cenoz, 2017)

and protect their rights to take the full advantage of their linguistic resources to make sense of and



perform their multilingual worlds (Garcia, 2009). Wei (2018) defined the prefix trans for
languaging, stating that frans refers to “the fluid practices that go beyond, i.e., transcend, socially
constructed language system and structures to engage diverse multiple meaning-making systems
and subjectivities [...]” (p. 27). To illustrate, translanguaging gives access to transcend “the
boundaries between named languages, language varieties, and language and other semiotic
systems” (Wei, 2018, p. 9). Garcia and Wei (2014) identified “education or classroom” as a space
to incorporate translanguaging, “where teachers and students shift between and beyond socially
constructed language and education system, frameworks, and practices” only to ease the meaning-
making process (p. 24). Rafi (2025) augments that the inclusion of translanguaging scholarship
through the reformation of ELT will uphold the dynamics of teaching and learning by ensuring the
employment of full linguistic and multimodal repertoires, resulting in the creation of an inclusive
linguistic atmosphere where students and teachers would not feel discouraged to actively
participate in the lessons and experience the positive learning outcomes. Drawing upon Rafi
(2025), we position teacher PD as central to translanguaging-concentrated ELT reformation to
leverage support for teachers to facilitate bi- and multilingual learners. Bacon (2020) also
illuminates that pedagogical marginalization of emergent bilinguals primarily results from
insufficient teacher preparation, while imparting knowledge through PD triggers a shift in teachers’

beliefs, which leads to improved practice.

Reporting on translanguaging and PD-focused studies, although not adequate in number,
scholars present positive outcomes. For instance, Garcia (2018) shared the translanguaging
strategies of an English teacher who was the subject of analysis in Garcia and Colleagues’ (2017)
study and who received professional development where the concept of translanguaging was

clearly stated. Consequently, he was prepared to transcend the boundaries of the named languages.



Although he was an ESL teacher, he co-taught with the Math teacher and supported his students
in learning geometry in conjunction with developing ELP by allowing the students to apply their
full linguistic repertoires to learn geometry and English. Similarly, the essence of PD was also
present in Cenoz and Santos’s (2020) study, informing that the teacher allowed students to use
Basque and Spanish in English language classes and observed the positive learning outcomes after
the PD. Likewise, Tai (2025a) conducted a one-hour PD session and familiarized the participant
math teacher with translanguaging to improve pupils’ motivation in learning math and English in
an EMI-programmed secondary school. Analyzing the classroom conversations in the
translanguaging space, the teacher’s reflections on her classroom practices, and students’
reflections on their teacher’s instructional practices and classroom interactions, the study shows a
positive impact of this initiative on learners’ language learning motivation. The researcher dubbed
it a ‘new EMI reality’, where the prior PD stimulates the teacher’s translanguaging, and
translanguaging advances the pedagogy. In a first-author-led translanguaging-oriented PD, Liu et
al. (2025) showed how 12 PSTs of a 15-week-long ELT curriculum and materials design course in
a Bachelor of Arts in English Language Education program were given input on multilingualism,
translanguaging and communicative repertoire and encouraged to drive knowledge from germane
literature. They succeeded in growing their awareness of the linguistic and semiotic resources that
are relevant in today’s interactive societies and gained an enhanced understanding of how ELT can
be accommodative of multilingual and multimodal repertoires. The growing awareness enabled
them to bring innovation and meaning-making sense in material development and demonstrate the

presence of multimodal and multilingual resources in their designed materials.

The PD initiative to navigate the translanguaging pedagogy is seen to be voluntarily

undertaken by the scholars, informing how they disseminated knowledge among the participants



to translanguage in the classroom and material design. However, we remain unsure whether the
recipients of PD continue to put translanguaging into practice. In an intervention study led by the
first-named author, Rafi and Morgan (2024a) reported the reaction of the regular teacher of the
English reading comprehension development course, who acted as a non-participant observer of
the researcher-conducted translanguaging-programmed class, stating “These practices are not
strategically utilized nor consciously acknowledged as a pedagogical approach” (p. 11), although
the researchers found the prevalence of natural translanguaging in the focal classroom. The regular
teacher did not guarantee the integration of this practice to aid students, possibly due to institutional
policy or instructional norms. Noting a phenomenon like this, which may be ubiquitous in ELT
classes in educational contexts, we became cautious in expecting its continuity in the pedagogy,
especially in higher education institutions. These empirical illustrations point to a tension between
the pedagogical potential of translanguaging-oriented professional development and the
challenges of sustaining such practices within institutional contexts. While they do not constitute
a unified or validated model, they indicate that such approaches, alongside reflective engagement
and classroom-oriented enactment, are pedagogically feasible and underscore the need for more

sustained and context-sensitive structuring of these efforts.

PD Framework: Responding to an Acute Need

In response to the tension between the pedagogical potential of translanguaging-oriented
professional development and the challenges of sustaining such practices within institutional
contexts, this section conceptualizes a professional development (PD) framework that offers a
more sustained and systematically structured approach, bringing together four interrelated
dimensions that are postmethod pedagogy, reflective practice, teacher cognition, and the

decolonial turn. These perspectives are operationalized through language management and



translanguaging-informed pedagogical practices. The framework is designed as a sustained model
in which a local mentor is integrated as a continuous component, supporting concept clarification,
reflective engagement, and pedagogical enactment. Operationally, it is organized across three
phases of knowledge dissemination, each accompanied by iterative cycles of reflecting on
reflections (RoR), through which teachers move from critical re-examination of English-only
beliefs to pedagogical enactment informed by language management and translanguaging. The
framework is delivered through guided reading, guided discussion, collaborative reflective
writing, peer engagement, demonstration-based lesson planning, and feedback, through which
teachers engage in analyzing classroom episodes, designing context-sensitive language
adjustments, and rehearsing translanguaging-informed pedagogical strategies. Such an
operationalization reflects broader understandings of effective professional development as
sustained, content-focused, collaborative, and reflective in nature (Desimone, 2009; Darling-

Hammond et al., 2017).

In conceptualizing this model, we frame PD as a cognitive and ideological intervention and
conceive it as an initiative to build a kind of teacher enterprise that capacitates teachers cognitively
and critically to interrogate, refine and reconstruct beliefs, knowledge, and instructional practices,
and eventually, PD appears to be an empowering tool to construct their instructional decision-
making capacity (Borg, 2003). The systematic, reflective and dialogic features of PD make these
often tacit constructs surface. Within this framework, reflection constitutes the principal means
through which teachers surface and interrogate their tacit beliefs and reconstruct knowledge.
According to Farrell (2019), reflective practice enables teachers to critically examine and
problematize their beliefs underpinned by their own apprenticeship of observation and to

interrogate dominant global pedagogical knowledge. Farrell and Kennedy (2019) postulate that



the reflective practice in TESOL pedagogy should be systematic and guided, and understood as
the “active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in
the light of the grounds that support it” (Dewey, 1933, p. 16). Besides, Farrell (2020) supports
reflective practice to perpetuate PD in English-only pedagogy for sewing ability in teachers to
bring to light the suitable instructional practices at the tertiary level. In their designed PD, Guarda
and Helm (2017) showed that teachers’ reflections, derived from seminar discussions and group
work, cemented their understanding to mobilize student-centered pedagogy by resorting their
lectures to L1 and multimodality to level up students’ understanding. Accepting what the scholars
echoed, we postulate that in-depth reflections contribute to developing more sense concerning the
element of focus in the reflective practice (Flynn, 2019). Building on the tradition of reflective
practice, the framework deepens teacher inquiry through the model of reflecting on reflections,
which extends single-layer reflection into dialogic, collaborative criticality and serves as the
principal mechanism through which teachers engage in iterative reflective inquiry. Emanating
critical understanding through thought-provoking reflections, this reflective cycle is found
effective (Authors; Kabilan, 2007; Kabilan et al., 2025). Akbari (2007) argues that “it is good to
reflect, but reflection itself also requires reflection” (p. 2005). Hence, we applied this form of
reflective engagement, a supportive PD tool, which is collaborative, dialogic, thought-provoking,
idea-generative, and conducive to deeming a transformative pedagogy (see Kabilan, 2007; Kabilan
et al.,, 2025). This multilayered process operationalizes reflection not as an individual or
retrospective act but as a socially mediated and iterative dialogue, addressing the limitations of

conventional reflection.

RoR is a response to the central critique of conventional reflection (reflection-in/on-

action), encompassing its tendency to become retrospective, perfunctory, or grade-oriented, thus



yielding limited critical insight or professional understanding (Authorl, Year; Freeman, 2016;
Kabilan et al., 2025). This reflective practice is devised as a deeper, dialogic alternative that
confronts these limitations by forcing scrutiny of the reflective act itself and situating it in collegial,
interactive inquiry revolving around the elements of focus employed in the reflective practice
(Kabilan, 2007; Kabilan et al., 2025). On a theoretical level, this process embeds multilayered
reflections, whereby the teachers involved in the PD write their first round of reflections on an
element of focus and share these with their peers. After that, everyone writes reflections on others’
reflections on the focused concern. Then, they read each other’s reflections along with self-
reflections and seek criticality, new aspects, knowledge and understanding, leading to the second
round of reflections. This is the phase that integrates this reflective form. In this stage, the critical,
eye-opening, thought-provoking, and self-questioning insights emerge, which aid one to advance
his/her critical lens concerning the first-round self-reflections on the focused element. The final
stage of this form of reflective practice engages teachers in writing their reflections after RoR. To
illustrate it further, Kabilan et al. (2025) involved nine preservice teachers (PSTs) (PST1...PST9)
in RoR in pursuit of PD, with critical incidents being the element of focus, whereby PST1 narrated
the critical incidents she faced in the classroom and wrote her reflection enveloping her initial
response/reaction to the incident, how she handled it and what could be the other way to deal with
it, and what she would do in future to deal with similar critical incidents. Once she shared her
reflection, the remaining eight (PS2...PS9) shared their reflections, blended by
critique/appreciation/questioning her reflections and generation of suggestions for her future
practices. After that, PS1 read others’ reflections and self-reflection, and reflected on reflections,
engendering her room for PD. Kabilan et al. (2025) note that reflecting on reflections can be

applied in TESOL education with any element of focus to support the pedagogy. Informed by these



reflective mechanisms, the proposed model also integrates targeted knowledge dissemination to

reinforce teachers’ ideological, pedagogical, and linguistic awareness.

We conceptualize PD as a knowledge dissemination and reinforcement source related to
the postmethod pedagogy that advocates English language teachers’ autonomous power, which
drives their thoughts of context-sensitive particularity, practicality and possibility, and empowers
them to be independent decision-makers of their instructional practices (Kumaravadivelu, 2001).
We also view that the dominance of English in the southern pedagogy, colonial exercises, specially
with regard to the selection of the instructional language that sidelines local languages and
monopolizes ways of knowing, and the call for a decolonial turn should constitute the knowledge
to be spread in the PD (Sah & Fang, 2025). In addition, the knowledge construction for English
teachers, who are de facto followers of CLT favoring the English-only that does not reflect the
classroom realities in the Global South, should include how enhanced interaction, comprehension
and meaning-making can be complemented by pedagogical translanguaging that allows the
flexible use of teachers’ and students’ full linguistic repertoires, slowly but surely leading to
advancing communicative teaching agenda and resulting in a decolonial turn (East & Wang, 2024;
Sah & Fang, 2025). However, in designing PD, we are also aware that target-language-only
pedagogies are also provisioned under the institutional adoption of EMI, which may pose a
secondary challenge in shifting from monolingual bias to the decolonization of ELT. Hence, PD
should inform that ‘E’ in EMI is not a neutral linguistic code (Kuteeva, 2020), and EMI cannot be
reduced to a language policy; there is space for translanguaging “practiced intentionally and
purposefully as opposed to randomly — for pedagogical reasons and educational purposes” (Han,
2022, p. 20). The mentioned section of knowledge dissemination should be supported by Language

Management Theory (LMT) that guides micro-level pedagogical practice, shifting attention from



prescriptive pedagogical language to the dynamic, interactional processes through which teachers
and learners manage language use in contexts (Nekvapil, 2006; Nekvapil & Sherman, 2015;
Sherman & Nekvapil, 2019). Rather than treating language behavior as something to be externally
regulated, LMT situates agency within everyday communicative encounters, emphasizing how
individuals negotiate meaning and respond to emergent linguistic realities. Besides, the knowledge
dissemination should strengthened by teachers’ self-understanding of translanguaging space and
translanguaging instinct, and dynamic bi- and multilingual pedagogies aided by full linguistic
repertoires, which interplay with trans-semiotizing to mediate and co-construct meaning, in other
words, to continue the dynamic flow of meaning-making, through applying embodied features
(e.g., gestures, postures, tone) and multimodal resources (e.g., various visuals, including
PowerPoint slides, videos, images, and so on) (Blackledge & Creese, 2017; Canagarajah, 2018;
Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Lin, 2015; Lin, 2019; Wei, 2018; Wu & Lin, 2019). Last but not least,
the theoretical understanding of pedagogical translanguaging should be enhanced in PD by
illustrating how transliteration, bilingual glossing, strategic shifts between languages, the inclusion
of lexical items from other languages, and the use of gestures, visuals, and multimodal resources
can be practiced, evaluated, and refined as part of teachers’ instructional decision-making
(Anderson, 2024; An & Zheng, 2024; Rafi & Morgan, 2023; Rafi & Morgan, 2024a; Rafi &
Morgan, 2024b; Tai & Wong, 2023; Turnbull, 2019). In achieving a comprehensive understanding
of the knowledge imparted in the PD, a local mentor, whose scholarly works and pedagogical
practices concern the ‘know-how’ of bilingual and multilingual forms of knowledge dissemination
in English-only pedagogies, should be recruited to support teachers in knowledge acquisition and
concept clarification, and monitor their reflective practice. The mentor will assign reading

activities, monitor their reflections and engagement in reflecting on reflections, perform scholarly



intervention, observe the demo lessons that incorporate translanguaging practices driven by
language-management strategies, and suggest constructive feedback, thereby supporting the
translation of reflective insights into pedagogical enactment. For teachers performing their
instructional practices following the English-only policy, PD spans a continuum of formats—from
a three-hour seminar or three-day conference to a three-week workshop or a three-year degree—
aimed at enhancing teaching knowledge, skills, and effectiveness (Lasagabaster, 2022). However,
considering teachers’ overwhelming engagement in administrative and other official work, in
addition to their involvement in teaching-related activities, we argue that 2-3-month PD should be
contrived (Lorenz et al., 2021). Moreover, in-service teachers in the Southern region seldom have
their leaves granted to participate in PD programs. Even if it is arranged by English teaching
departments or institutions, the teachers are asked to participate in the PD, workshops, or training

while also conducting their classes and carrying out other assigned responsibilities.

In addition, the framework calls for a clear evaluative orientation that attends to teachers’
engagement with reflective activities, the development of conceptual and pedagogical
understanding, and the ways in which such understandings are articulated and refined through
reflective writing and reflecting on reflections. Evaluation may also consider how these developing
insights are translated into pedagogical decision-making and enacted in lesson planning and
demonstration practices. In this regard, the framework may be viewed across multiple levels,
including teachers’ responses to the PD, their learning, and the extent to which this learning is
carried into instructional practice (Guskey, 2000; Desimone, 2009). Evidence for such evaluation
may be drawn from reflective writings, entries generated through this reflective cycle, mentor
observations, feedback records, revised lesson plans, and follow-up reflections on pedagogical

implementation.



Building on the preceding conceptual and pedagogical considerations, Figure 1 presents
the operational stages of the proposed framework. It outlines the sequencing of the three phases,
the recursive role of RoR, mentor-supported engagement, and the pedagogical trajectory through

which teachers move from critical reflection to pedagogical readiness.

Figure 1

PD framework to decolonize ELT pedagogy in the Global South
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Understanding the Why and How: The Framework’s Response to English-Only Pedagogy
and Decolonial Imperatives

In some TESOL- and ELT-focused preservice teacher education programs, sociolinguistics
remains an elective course, resulting in graduates’ limited knowledge construction regarding
linguistic imperialism, linguistic rights, equity, justice, and inclusivity. As such, target-language-
only belief is ingrained in their cognition, which remains unquestioned and unchallenged, and
maintained in their pedagogical instructional practices (Borg, 2003). Our attempt to disseminate
knowledge in Phase 1 in PD concerns creating space for participant teachers and empowering them
with scholarly voices to question/critically examine their deeply rooted beliefs and Global-North-
driven knowledge gained during preservice teacher education (Kabilan et al., 2025). The
knowledge we proposed to infuse in the reflective, dialogic PD, which draws on a deeper
professional inquiry so that one questions their long-held beliefs and classroom practices in the
process of multilayered reflections, is expected to enable them to articulate and critically evaluate
their long-standing beliefs, engage in restructuring beliefs and demonstrate their new learning and
restructured beliefs in instructional practices (Avalos, 2011; Authors; Borg, 2003; Darling-
Hammond et al., 2017; Farrell, 2020; Kabilan, 2007; Kabilan et al., 2025). An individual’s initial
reflection, others’ follow-up reflections on his/her reflection and his/her final reflection by
reflecting on reflections would dare the long-standing beliefs, knowledge and instructional
practice, and create their readiness to embark on inclusivity, equity, and linguistic rights to be
inclined to and imperialism of English-only to be minimized in their existing instructional practice
in the fashionable target-language-only pedagogy. For capacitating teachers to do it with a strong
spirit and consolidate their rationale, we called for familiarizing teachers with the postmethod
pedagogy, English and ELP debates, reconceptualization of EMI, and translanguaging and Task-

Based CLT, which differed from the demonstrated PD initiatives demonstrated in Garcia and



Colleagues (2017), Cenoz and Santos (2020), Tai (2025a), and Liu et al. (2025). Our endeavor
acknowledges the fact that the PD should not elude efforts to challenge or re-evaluate the
participants’ previously aggregated knowledge, formed beliefs and designed practices; rather,
focused and relevant knowledge should be delivered to apply wisdom to do justice in re-examining
their existing beliefs and practices. Multilayered reflections on the given prompts act as a catalyst
in the process (Kabilan, 2007; Kabilan et al., 2025). To illustrate, a teacher’s initial reflective
writing will include the key understanding that provoked his/her thoughts and compelled them to
question/reimagine/challenge English-only as the instructional language in ELT classes and
rethink the English-only pedagogy. The first-round reflection invites others to reflect on the
individual’s reflection, leading the person to reflect on self-reflection and reflections of others and
resulting in gaining the fine-tuned insights of what they are reflecting on (i.e., English-only in ELT
classes). Phase 1 illustrates a trajectory to question English-only beliefs, while Phase 2
demonstrates how teachers can operationalize postmethod and decolonial principles through
language management and planned translanguaging. Phase 2 extends the work of Phase 1 by
shifting from critical inquiry to pedagogical enactment.

We integrated Phase 2 to respond to the ‘so what’ resulting from Phase 1. To analyze it
further, when teachers become knowledgeable about the postmethod pedagogy and the call for a
decolonial turn in English language education by getting familiarized with the debates revolving
around English-only and ELP development, they would need to proceed further with pedagogical
action to break the Westernized shackles in ELT pedagogies. Hence, knowledge dissemination in
this segment entails components, including language management and translanguaging, which
would equip teachers to embrace decolonization in their instructional practices. We felt the need

to inform them about the language management since the processes involved in simple/micro-level



language management may guide them to see the relevance of translanguaging in the pedagogy.
In particular, the adjustment design, as part of the simple language management, may gain
operational support from translanguaging. Moreover, for an enhanced support to be garnered, we
suggested to instill the knowledge of pedagogical translanguaging. We brought simple language
management within the remit of teachers’ knowledge construction because planned
translanguaging may be the outcome of the five steps discussed under the micro-level language
management. Besides, in both phases, reflective practice (RoR, in this framework) is integrated,
where teachers’ initial reflections subsume their interpretation of language management,
translanguaging, and pedagogical translanguaging in light of the pedagogy they serve; the
employment of RoR does not let any participant’s reflections go unquestioned or be blindly
accepted (Borg, 2015). Adopting this model of reflective practice, this PD framework
acknowledges participant teachers as knowledge producers and interpreters of relevant theories

and practices (Borg, 2015).

Toward Transformative ELT Futures: Contributions and Pedagogical Implications of the
Proposed PD Framework

The PD framework proposed in this paper is a timely initiative from us, as the researchers and
practitioners in the southern ELT pedagogy, where the dominance of English-only continues to
grow. More specifically, the framework advances a sequenced model of professional development
that makes explicit the knowledge domains to be engaged, the organization of reflective and
dialogic inquiry through RoR, the mechanisms through which pedagogical enactment is supported,
and the ways in which teacher learning may be traced across phases. This model would advance
ongoing professional development initiatives for in-service English language teachers, as it

encompasses the attempt to disseminate knowledge under the mentorship of knowledgeable



educator(s). The knowledge that enables teachers to re-examine their long-rooted beliefs and
prolonged practices is proposed to be instilled in the PD program. We assume that the strength of
this PD is connected to addressing teacher cognition, which consists of their beliefs, thoughts,
knowledge, and experiences as learners, by reinforcing and introducing focused knowledge. The
inclusion of reflective practice, the linked conceptualization of postmethod pedagogy and
decolonial turn, along with language management and translanguaging, would steer the PD
participants to revisit their existing beliefs and foster their becoming as autonomous decision-
makers. While researchers, who are advocates of decolonialization in ELT, can incorporate this PD
proposition, induct their participant teachers to undergo this PD and further their investigation into
participants’ classroom practices, we argue that English teaching departments or modules can also
keep it at the fore to equip their teachers for creating a linguistic environment that is inclusive of
multilingual and multimodal resources. Higher education institutions adopt it or adapt it to their
internally designed PD, which is usually offered to the teachers immediately after their
appointment. In this regard, the framework may also serve as a guiding structure for ministries of
education and national teacher development bodies seeking to design more sustained and context-
responsive professional learning initiatives. We necessitate PD adhering to such a framework
because we have seen that while a country’s biggest conference on transformative pedagogy in
ELT was going on, English language teachers, who are deeply connected to the organization of the
conference, exhibited inhibitions to cross the English-only bounded system in terms of
instructional practices in ELT classes. At the same time, such efforts may encounter constraints
related to institutional norms, limited time for sustained engagement, and teachers’ concerns about
aligning alternative practices with established expectations of professional legitimacy. Thus,

enjoining teachers in such PD as a form of intervention and inviting them to participate in the



scholarly talk and workshops on ‘decolonizing the English language education’, alongside their
participation in scholarly discussions and workshops on decolonizing English language education,
can deliver the actual spirit of the teachers to shape a transformative pedagogy. Besides, preservice
TESOL- and ELT-focused teacher education may benefit from it by sharing the knowledge that
this PD is going to transpire. Conceptually, the framework brings together knowledge
dissemination, reflective engagement through RoR, mentor-supported dialogue, and pedagogical
enactment, linking teacher learning to classroom-oriented practice. It is intended to support gradual
shifts in teachers’ beliefs and pedagogical reasoning, particularly in their ability to identify

language-related challenges and respond through more context-sensitive instructional practices.

At the same time, the framework should not be understood as universally transferable
across all Global South ELT contexts. Educational systems differ in terms of language policy,
institutional arrangements, and sociolinguistic conditions, institutional constraints, teacher
preparation, and sociolinguistic realities, which may shape how the framework is interpreted and
enacted. For this reason, the framework is better viewed as a context-responsive model that
requires adaptation, piloting, and empirical validation in specific teacher education and

professional development settings.
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