Balanced reflection as a means of practitioner development in the post-compulsory education and training sector
Reflective practice is held to be a means of practitioner development; however the range of models of reflection do not seem to suit practitioners working in the Post-Compulsory Education and Training (PCET) sector. Current models ignore the contextuality and specificality of PCET practice and do not consider its unique practitioner-student and intra-practitioner dynamic. Accordingly, I have sought to address some of the issues regarding reflection in the PCET sector. This was done by reviewing what a model of reflection in PCET needs to address and through analysing the reflections of 12 further education practitioners. The results suggest that reflection in PCET is not balanced and that practitioners mainly focus on the cognitive and psychomotor aspects of practice. A model of reflection is proposed that seeks to offer a more proportionate and balanced system of reflection that embraces the cognitive, psychomotor, affective and conative aspects of practice. 
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Introduction

Reflective practice purports to be one of the goals of educational practice where the ‘effective practitioner attempts to understand the heart of their practice’ (Bolton, 2010:20). Practitioners in post-compulsory education and training (PCET) are encouraged to become ‘reflective practitioners’ however specific ideas about reflection seem to differ: Trelfa & Feaviour (2004) offer a framework of five dimensions to reflection; Larrivee (2000) suggests that critical reflection is a indispensable aspect of practice and offers ‘essential practices’ (p.296) that might support its development; Russell (2005) suggests that reflection can be developed through explicit questioning strategies; Wallace (2002) suggests that reflective diaries can reveal practitioners’ preconceptions, and DeMolder & Rigsby (2003) recommend that reflection can be developed through reflective writing.

There has been much written on the act of reflection in education. The literature in this field is broad and often rooted in the work of Donald Schön and John Dewey - much of it dealing with reflective journals, diaries and conversations; however, these methodologies are typically cumbersome and reliant on recording and reviewing written accounts. Here, I propose a model of reflection that addresses pragmatic issues in regards to the PCET sector and hopes to illustrate how practitioners might reflect in a broad, balanced and meaningful way. Hillier (2002:25) claims that reflection on personal practice can be ‘a truly emancipatory process’ and in this discussion I develop this concept to consider the ways in which a model of reflection should not be one that is constrained by context or access to resources.

Reflective practice is driven by principles of self-awareness, self-regard and self-improvement; where the dynamics of intrapersonal examination lead to a modification in one’s actions, thoughts and feelings. Through reflection it is hoped that practitioners develop through active engagement with their experiences; however Ecclestone (1996) discusses the mantric nature of the discourse on reflection and warns that there is a danger that reflection might be thought of as a goal in itself rather than as a means to practitioner development.
Reflection is not necessarily easy, Moran & Dallat (1995:22) describe it as ‘a complex and intellectually challenging activity’ and Brookfield (1994) highlights the possibility that reflection might lead to practitioners feeling uncomfortable with aspects of practice and with the outcomes of their reflection. Reflection can also be affected by the willingness to embrace change (Hussein, 2007) and by factors beyond the control of the practitioner (Cole, 1997). In a meta-analysis of the relationship between what is said in research and what is done in practice, Marcos, Miguel and Tillema (2009) found that, whilst models of reflection are intended to enhance future practice, reflection typically led to the justification of current practice. 
In this article I wish to consider reflection within the context of the PCET sector; examine the difficulties that are inherent in many reflective methodologies and, further, suggest a model of reflection that is specific to this field. This model focuses on practitioner development though the contemplation of domains of practice and encourages practitioners to consider how they might work to improve in a practical sense. This model, Vitruvian Reflection, seeks to use individual practitioner reflection as a means to develop practice by considering practitioner-student and intra-practitioner relationships. (I have used the terms ‘practitioner’ and ‘student’ for simplicity of language and recognise that colleagues may wish to translate these into terms such as ‘teacher’, ‘lecturer’ and ‘learner’). I have developed this model through analysing issues in the literature regarding reflection in the PCET sector and through analysing the reflections of 12 further education practitioners. This model is most applicable to the PCET sector where it is felt that the practitioner-student and intra-practitioner relationships could be addressed through a model of reflection that embraces not just the cognitive but also the affective, psychomotor and conative aspects of practice. 

Some issues regarding reflection in the PCET sector
There are inherent issues with any model of reflection; practitioners may find it hard to look back over their practice in an analytical manner and when asked to reflect upon and analyse their practice may take differing approaches. Johnson (2002) helps highlight this situation in suggesting that practitioners’ accounts are not fixed and that they reflect from different perspectives. Clinton (1998) addresses issues with reflective practice such as consciousness of practice, imperfect representation, reflexivity and the idea that inner dialogue can lead to multiple interpretations of events, which suggests that, when questioned, practitioners may give false accounts based on their false reflections. The ‘gap’ between what has actually occurred and what is perceived to have occurred might be further exaggerated in the post-compulsory learning environment where practitioners are likely to be drawn from a number of specialist environments. Practitioners in compulsory education tend to have followed a more structured route into teaching and schools themselves tend to be a little more ordered (through the direction given by the National Curriculum; through long-established teacher-training methods, and through the perpetuation of existing frames of reference) but colleagues working in PCET work in ways that seem constantly under flux through new (internal and external) guidance, funding and governmental priorities.  

Much of the literature on PCET is focused on curriculum development (Elliott, 1996); on educational objectives and outcomes (Child, 2009), and on the rise in managerialism (Orr, 2008) rather than an engagement with practitioner perspectives. Professional identities develop in relation to organisational contexts (van den Berg, 2002) and the place of practice has an intense impact upon how practitioners construct their identities and are then able to reflect upon them in a useful manner. Colleagues in PCET work in fragmented environments with various unconnected disciplines and qualifications all coming together in one umbrella organisation (Blair, 2009) therefore intra-practitioner aspects of reflection must occur at the environmental level and at the policy-practice interface. 

The scale of PCET also means that there is no clear understanding of professional identity (Briggs, 2007) and no clear model of practice; with colleagues working in environments such as lecture rooms, workshops, sports halls, surgeries, kitchens and care homes. Practitioners in PCET work with different examination structures and different expectations of success. Their classes are made up of different individuals with different goals and this divided model of practice can make reflection very specific to the individual practitioner. The way that someone who teaches Beauty Therapy ‘thinks’ may be very different to the way someone who teacher Motor Vehicle Studies ‘thinks’ – and these thought processes may, in turn, differ from colleagues teaching First Aid, Adult Literacy and Child Care. How then can practitioners in PCET develop anything but personalised perspectives drawn from personal reflection on personal experience? Any model of reflection must therefore account for the reflexivity, contextuality and specificality of practitioners in PCET. 
The need for a new model

One of the purposes of reflection might be to improve the learning experience for practitioners and their students however literature on reflection tends to focus on the practitioner and fails to embrace the practitioner-student dynamic. The post-compulsory learning community is polymorphous, creative and alive and any model of reflection must take this dynamic into regard. Birmingham (2004:314) suggests that ‘the key criticism of previous conceptions of reflection is that they are incomplete, representing elements of reflection without encompassing the whole’ therefore any model of reflection in PCET needs to embrace ‘informal reflection’ (Shoffner, 2008) in being a flexible system built around practitioners’ practical experiences, tacit theories, emotions and teaching context.
Consequently, when considering the qualities to comprise a model for reflective practice in the PCET sector three core characteristics need to be addressed: the unique practitioner-student relationship; the range of teaching environments, and the need for something ‘steady’ in relation to the usual flux of the sector. 
The unique practitioner-student relationship 

Practitioner-student relationships are unique to their context (Bullock & Wikeley, 2008). In primary and secondary education there is a different dynamic: the primary school tends to consist of one teacher per class per year, allowing unique and insightful understanding. The secondary school’s subject-led structure creates a divided yet specific relationship where students are drawn to seek guidance from those practitioners that they feel share some of their values/ideals (Blair, 2010). Relationships in PCET tend to lean towards understanding curriculum relevance whilst developing a more social focus on personal relations (Attwood, Croll & Hamilton, 2004) and Russell (2004) highlights the importance of developing interpersonal skills. With the growth in personal tutor type roles, many practitioners in PCET see themselves as both ‘traditional’ subject specialists initiating their students into a specific field of practice (Spenceley, 2007) and as facilitators of students’ personal development (Garner & Harper, 2003). When mixed with the timetabling of classes in the post-compulsory sector, this tension between passing on curriculum knowledge and building practitioner-student relationships means that relationships in PCET are not addressed with the day-to-day regard of primary and secondary schools and that reflection upon this relationship can be fuzzy and disjointed. Current models of reflection do not embrace this specific dynamic, leaving the PCET practitioner-student relationship unexamined.
The range of teaching environments

The process and substance of reflection are critical (Jamissen & Phelps, 2006) yet current models of reflective practice tend to be unwieldy and their requirements for action beyond the immediacy of the learning environment are likely to lead practitioners to reject them as being of more effort than they are worth. If practitioners in PCET are to reflect in a meaningful way then it is important that the model for doing so be portable and that it can cope with the durability of the Motor Vehicle bodyshop as easily as it can cope with the dynamism of the NVQ Travel & Tourism classroom. Wallace (2002:81) reports how, despite the keeping of a diary being a course requirement for some trainee lecturers, such diaries range from ‘reflective jottings in a small spiral-bound notebook’ to ‘formally presented, word-processed’ folders. Here we see the individualisation of reflection. Post-compulsory education and training is a diverse context drawing practitioners from a range of subject areas and with a broad scope of experience. Such heterogeneity is always likely to lead to heterogeneous approaches to reflection and when asked to perform a written task, different subject areas will have different ideas about what it is to ‘write’ or to ‘take notes’. Zeicher (1983) highlights the need to consider the teaching context and Loughran (2002:42) reports that ‘[e]ffective reflective practice is drawn from the ability to frame and reframe the practice setting’. Different practice settings will have different levels of access to writing equipment; those working in more formal classrooms should have easy access but those in workshops, salons and kitchens may find that, in order to write their reflections, they need to wait until after the event. Such written reflection leads to further fragmentation as some practitioners are able to record their reflections in-action and on-action (Schön, 1987) whilst others can only record their reflections after the fact (on-action). Therefore, any model of reflection that requires practitioners in PCET to record their reflections is flawed from the start (if it is thought to be important to offer parity to all practitioners).

The need for something ‘steady’ in relation to the usual flux of the sector 

Much is asked of the post-compulsory education and training profession: practitioners are busy people working in an ‘cognitively and perceptually dense’ environment (Waite, 1995:119) where new policies, frameworks and guidelines seem to be appearing at an unprecedented rate (Levin, 1998; Collinson et al, 2009); therefore, any new model of reflection is only likely to be useful if it is straightforward, memorable, pragmatic and time-friendly. Practitioners in PCET are used to change. New governments, bodies, processes, funding streams and foci have meant that the sector has seen much change in the last 20 years. Practitioners in PCET are also likely to have experienced more life change events than their colleagues in other education sectors. The requirements for practitioners in compulsory education still favour an ‘academic’ route into teaching through degree study followed by teacher training. Those who find themselves working in PCET are likely to have had less organised routes into practice. Depending on their subject area they may have started off in industry before developing their role (possibly alongside professional qualifications) to a stage where they could assess, mentor and guide the next generation in their area of specialism. It is often at this stage that PCET practitioners begin to formalise their teaching role and consider gaining PGCE/Cert Ed or equivalent awards. This route leaves many in PCET firmly rooted in their subject but less firmly rooted in ‘education’ per se. These tectonic plates of subject knowledge and pedagogy move against each other and leave PCET practitioners less able to label themselves as ‘teachers’ than colleagues in other sectors. There is also flux in the make-up of students driven by the needs of industry, funding and government demand and not all PCET courses are steady in their student numbers. In all, the PCET sector seems to be a little more fluid than other education sectors therefore any model of reflection that hopes to offer guidance must be stable and flexible as well as being straight-forward and useful.

What a model of reflection in PCET has to address                     
Masui & De Corte (2005) report that reflecting in a constructive manner may be best facilitated through the consideration of a range of domains of practice and Russell (2004) highlights the significance of the affective domain in maintaining balance in the PCET teaching environment. Therefore any model of reflection in the PCET sector needs to be reflexive and contextual. It should also acknowledge the scope of PCET and the range of practices and practitioners whilst simultaneously considering practitioner-student and intra-practitioner relationships. Such a model also needs to be transferable, logical, balanced, easy to recall and easy to use.

Merryfield (1993) highlights the benefits of a systematic model of reflection and Jamissen & Phelps (2006) suggest that reflection should be scaffolded; therefore a pragmatic model of reflection in PCET should also guide its user so as to aid their reflective process. In developing such a model I have drawn on the four domains of learning developed through the work of Benjamin Bloom and his colleagues (Bloom et al, 1956, Krathwohl et al, 1964) and from others who had based their work upon this (see Harrow, 1972; Dave, 1975; Kolbe, 1990; Snow et al, 1996). Here there are four aspects of learning: the cognitive, the affective, the psychomotor and the conative. These domains have clear and identifiable links to practice: they focus on cognitive skills (what is thought, known and learned); affective skills (the emotions, feelings and beliefs that underpin the educational drive of all those involved in the learning environment); psychomotor skills (the physical acts undertaken within the learning environment), and conative skills (the endeavour of learning and teaching).

Research Methodology
As well as the issues highlighted in the literature it is necessary to engage with practitioner perspectives and analyse their reflective processes. Data was gathered from 12 further education (FE) lecturers working in a large FE college in the south of England. There were seven women and five men whose ages ranged from 24 to 54. All the participants were qualified to teach in PCET and either held a PGCE or Cert Ed. They taught over a range of subjects specialisms and had varied backgrounds and teaching experiences (ranging from 2-14 years). Some had only taught in formal settings such as the FE college and others had previously held roles as mentors or trainers in industry. All 12 participants took part in individual semi-structured interviews that lasted around five minutes. They were then split into two focus groups and the focus group discussions lasted around 15 minutes each. 
The interviews and discussions were recorded on dictaphone, transcribed and coded using template coding (King, 1994). This process involved a priori codes being applied to the transcribed data in order to highlight conceptually similar statements. In developing a researcher-imposed template it was important that the codes would be specific to this piece of research and could offer a framework that would be useful for analysis. From this premise a coding template (see Table 1) was developed that was able to highlight participants’ perceptions regarding the four domains of learning.
	CODE
	    DEFINITION

	 COG 
	    relating to cognitive domain

	 AFF 
	    relating to affective domain

	 PSY 
	    relating to psychomotor domain

	 CON 
	    relating to conative domain


Table 1, Codes applied to transcribed data

Results

During the interviews, participants were asked to reflect upon strengths and weaknesses of their practice and during the focus groups participants were asked to discuss how they worked to develop the practitioner-student relationship. Figure 2 shows the number of instances in which participants made reference to each of the four domains. Such a table is a rather crude expression but the inference here is that the more often a term is coded the more significant it is.
	
	Individual Interviews
	Focus Groups
	TOTAL

	COG
	21
	34
	55

	AFF
	18
	16
	34

	PSY
	23
	29
	52

	CON
	  1
	12
	13


Table 2, Instances of coded data

Table 2 highlights the unevenness in participants’ reflections and suggests that participants saw a balance between the cognitive and psychomotor aspects of their practice but that the affective and conative aspects of practice were less significant. The 55 codings for COG imply that participants considered learning and understanding of their subject to be key. The needs of the curriculum, course criteria and standards were all highlighted as important in supporting the cognitive aspects of learning. The physical practicalities of teaching (PSY) were also highlighted and responses given by participants showed their teaching to be based on the nuts and bolts of practice. The 34 codings for AFF illustrate consideration of relationships with, and between, learners and participants’ discussions on the need for affinity, interaction, attention and a positive personality. There were only 13 instances coded as relating to the conative domain and this seems surprising as the effort involved in teaching and learning are plain to see. Perhaps the lack of passages coded as CON suggests a lack of consideration of this area or an oversight – either way this emphasizes the need for a model of reflection that offers a more balanced means of examination and that hopes to limit the omission of potentially important areas of practice. 
Discussion

The participants focused on cognition and activity yet they were still aware of learners’ needs, desires and levels of engagement. Some participants discussed learners’ needs in terms of learning styles; some spoke of learners’ emotional requirements; others considered their relationship with the learners, and one spoke of supporting specific learning difficulties such as helping a dyslexic student. 
Practitioner G: at the very beginning we ask them to do a questionnaire and we try and identify their learning styles ... by identifying their learning styles you identify if they are audio, visual, linguistic or kinaesthetic. So by that you can understand that by - well you just don’t want to stand there and talk to them all day because they’re just not going to take it all in

Practitioner D: the most important thing for me when I’m teaching is that if I’ve got the rapport with the learners 
Practitioner M: you can’t be a good teacher without having a good background knowledge of your subject can you?

Here we see a model of practice that is led by a practitioner performing the physical act of teaching; being informed by their practitioner knowledge and fine-tuning their practice through reviewing the learners’ needs. Participants considered teaching to be about the day-to-day process of developing understanding with some regard for building positive relationships and little consideration given to the effort involved in doing so. Where, above, I have highlighted the significance of reflection, we can now see that there is surprisingly little reflection on the effort involved in teaching and participants discussed the act of teaching in a rather matter-of-fact or blasé manner:
Practitioner E: you just do it - you have very limited time and you have to cover so many things

Practitioner H: I try to just make sure I’ve got a lot of variety of teaching in there so that I’m keeping everybody’s attention
Practitioner J: I think teaching is an act of communication
Practitioner F: I don’t like to move on unless everybody really understands what they’re doing 

Participants mainly focused on practice as a thinking and doing activity rather than an emotional and exertive one and the experiences participants discussed were led by consideration of cognitive and psychomotor processes. Tyler (1969) suggests that this focus on learning processes and learning outcomes is a key principle in attaining educational objectives but also concedes that ‘the teacher must have some understanding of the kinds of interests and background the students have’ (p.64).
Participants may have been guided by their institution or curriculum to reflect on knowledge and process as these would be the areas in which their learners would be tested. Many of the participants taught ‘practical’ subjects (Motor Vehicle Studies, Bricklaying, Sports Massage, Computer Programming etc.) where the assessment of their learners tended to be a mixture of the cognitive and the psychomotor; therefore, their curriculum and their teaching context may have influenced their discussions.
Practitioner L: the structure of the lessons is pretty rigid - they’re laid down in a laid out format. So the way we would go about it would be - we would have these set objectives, a scheme of work and the lesson plans but they are very much open to flexibility 

Practitioner J: I think the more experienced you are the greater depth of knowledge and that leads to confidence

Practitioner C: when you’re standing up there in front of a class you suddenly become aware of what you’re doing and you think I’ve asked this question but I’m getting no reaction, so I change tack 

Practitioner B: I think was probably doing it all unconsciously in the first place and it’s just a matter of sudden consciousness
Both the interviews and the focus groups suggested that some aspects of practice were easier to recall but very few instances of indentifying positive steps in developing practice or developing relationships were found. Instead, in analysing participant data I could see there was evidence of this reflective exercise leading to pedagogical entrenchment and, like Hatton & Smith (1994), found that participants’ conceptions of their own teaching proved to be considerable barriers to their engagement with methods to improve. 

In analysing the data it became clear that the lack of a consistent scope of reflection meant that efforts to encourage the participants to reflectively analyse their perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of their practice were somewhat naïve and rather too vague and not having a stable model for reflection meant that their accounts lacked consistency. This is not to say that the accounts were not valid (they may have been faithful representations of the participants’ thoughts) but, instead, to suggest that participants had individual ideas of what ‘reflection’ might entail and different areas of focus when reflecting.

Most participants could explain what their students were doing and could offer them developmental critique but few could assess themselves in this way. They could identify negatives in their practice and could cite examples of when relationships broke down but very few were able to share examples of positive relationship building. I soon discovered that a number of themes regarding the teaching environment and the relationship between practitioners and students came up and I hypothesised that these could be drawn together into a more accessible model for reflection. Through analysing the transcripts I began to notice the gaps in participant responses when it came to addressing the nuances of practice and identified the benefits of creating a broad-realm practitioner-friendly model for reflection.
A suggested model: Vitruvian Reflection

Pedro (2005) asks if ‘reflective practice can be taught in a more articulated fashion’ (p.63) – in answer to this I have outlined what I consider to be a clearly articulated model for reflection that addresses the four domains. I have called this model ‘Vitruvian Reflection’ drawing inspiration from Leonardo da Vinci’s image Vitruvian Man (1492, Venice, Gallerie dell’ Accademia). This image (see Fig. 1) represents the proportions of the human body and how they relate to each other - you can see that the distance from the top of the head to the bottom of the foot is equal to the distance from the tip of one outstretched hand to the tip of another. da Vinci meant this image as a tool for understanding the relationship of the parts of the body to each other and named it after the Roman architect Marcus Vitruvius Pollio whose major work, De Architectura (circa 15BC), defined Roman architecture. Vitruvius delineated the ratio of a building’s parts to each other and promoted a proportionate and balanced perspective on town planning. da Vinci used this classical allusion as an accessible tool for proportionate and balanced life drawing and (for a similar reason) I propose its use as a tool for reflection.

[image: image1.emf]
Figure 1, The Vitruvian Man
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The image represents equilibrium and Vitruvian Reflection is a model that PCET practitioners can use to evaluate their practice in a measured way whereas unguided reflection may only lead to surface (or gut) responses. It is hoped that, by offering a proportionate and balanced model, reflective practice can be considered in a way that is organised, portable, reflexive and easy to use. There are many mnemonics and aide-memoirs in education and this model is built so that the criteria for reflection are placed easily to hand and do not require practitioners to gather books, journals, resources or spreadsheets. By creating a model around physical aspects of the human body it is hoped that the physicality of the practitioner can ‘jump start’ their remembrance of the respective areas of reflection. In this way the physical person has significance in relation to reflection – an example of this might be that every time I see the small scar on my forehead I am reminded of the time I fell down whilst running down my neighbour’s path – 30 odd years ago. 
Vitruvian Reflection is a conversation with oneself about the domains of practice rather than an unguided, logged or diarised account developed from unorganised reflections. The purpose of this model is not to build a portfolio of evidence or to create a log of occurrences but to react in the moment and just-after-the-moment to create practical and implementable means of developing practice and practitioner-student relationships. The emphasis here is on a model that is portable and that can be reduced to a physical mnemonic; this way, PCET practitioners in all disciplines have the means to utilize a balanced model that embraces the cognitive, affective, psychomotor and conative aspects of practice (see Fig. 2) whilst asking the practitioner to consider these elements at an intra-practitioner and practitioner-student level.
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Figure 2, The Vitruvian Reflection Model
The cognitive is represented by the ‘head’ — here practitioners are asked to consider what was learned during the lesson. This might be done against the learning outcomes or curriculum criteria, or it could be through practitioner experience or knowledge. The practitioner might consider anything that they might have learned about the students; what the students learned from them, and what the students learned from each other. 
The affective is represented by the ‘heart’ — here practitioners are asked to consider relationships within the environment. They might consider relationships between students or between students and the teaching staff. Practitioners may also wish to reflect upon the care and attention (the students’ or the practitioner’s) that is given to a piece of work. 

The psychomotor is represented by the ‘hand’ — here practitioners are asked to consider their physical body and ask, “Where was I in the lesson?”, “Did I move around the room?”, “Did I kneel down or sit down with the students?”, “Did I stand towering over them?” The idea is that the practitioner considers where they position themselves in the learning environment and their body language. They might also consider the messages sent via student body language – were they slumped in their seats, bolt upright or fast asleep?
The conative domain is represented by the ‘foot’ — here practitioners are asked to reflect upon the effort that has been put in. They might want to think about individual students or groups, and they must also consider the effort that they themselves have applied to the lesson. Consideration might also be given to the amount of effort used to create new and relevant materials and resources.      
Conclusion

Leitch and Day (2001) discuss the interplay between the personal, professional, cognitive, affective and contextual aspects of reflection and suggest that engagement with reflective processes can lead to intra- and inter-personal development. The proposed model embraces these dimensions and further adds reflection on psychomotor processes and conation. Richards and Lockhart (1994:1) describe a reflective approach to teaching ‘in which teachers collect data about teaching, examine their attitudes, beliefs, assumptions, and teaching practices, and use the information obtained as a basis for critical reflection about teaching’ and, by embracing four domains of practice, Vitruvian Reflection hopes to move beyond the inadequacies of focussing only on the cognitive domain (Lynch et al, 2009). It is hoped that by reflecting in a structured and balanced way, PCET practitioners might be able to review the whole teaching and learning experience and consider how it might be improved. The dynamic of the PCET environment means that a multi-faceted model encourages practitioners to look beyond self-reflection and consider how the whole community (practitioners and students) might gain future benefits. 
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