Literature Review
Extensive research has been conducted on student participation in teaching design (Bovill et al., 2009; Bergmark& Westman, 2018; Rocca, 2010; Juuti et al., 2021) , a concept that, while not new, has primarily been explored in elementary and secondary education settings in the United States (Applebee, 1993; Garci, 2014; Newmann, 1992). Despite its widespread recognition in these contexts, through the literature review, it was found that there is limited research on the application of participatory teaching design (PTD) in higher education. This chapter provides a comprehensive review of the key literature on PTD, beginning with a clear articulation of the core concepts. It then traces the development of PTD, its theoretical foundations, and the current state of research in Western contexts. Following this, a brief analysis of the research landscape in China is presented, highlighting the gap and establishing the rationale for the current research. Throughout the review, the limitations of traditional educational methods will be examined, underscoring the potential benefits of PTD. Ultimately, the chapter aims to demonstrate how PTD can enhance teaching and learning experiences for both educators and students, fostering a more participatory and dynamic educational environment.
Defining the Key Concepts of the Research
Clarifying the research questions is a crucial prerequisite for conducting any study, and this process begins with defining the core concepts involved. The first step in addressing the research questions is to clearly define the key concepts that underpin this research. In this research, the two central concepts are Participatory Design and Teaching Design.
Teaching Design 
Teaching design, also referred to as teaching systems design, teaching development, or teaching systems development (Merrill, 1996), has evolved through multiple perspectives. The first perspective treats teaching design as a systematic approach that involves analyzing the teaching environment, identifying problems, formulating solutions, and evaluating outcomes (Kemp, 1994; Regan, 1999; Gagne, 2004). This perspective underscores the procedural nature of teaching design, focusing on its function to address and resolve teaching challenges.The second perspective frames teaching design as a science-based technology (Merrill, 1996; He, 2012), applied to construct learning experiences and environments that facilitate the acquisition of knowledge and skills by students. This approach emphasizes the methodological aspects of teaching design, viewing it as a process rooted in principles of pedagogy and instructional theory.The third perspective situates teaching design within the broader context of design science. As with other design disciplines, teaching design applies scientific principles to solve specific problems and meet human needs (Patten, 1989). From this standpoint, teaching design is seen as a process of creating solutions to academic challenges, with the ultimate goal of proposing optimal methods to achieve educational objectives. In this sense, teaching design is not only a procedural activity but also a discipline dedicated to ensuring that educational outcomes align with the goals of knowledge and skill development.
Participatory Design 
Participatory design introduces two central tenets: that people are both designers and users, and that design is inherently a social act (Large, 2004). This approach recognizes all participants as relevant experts, each contributing to shaping the quality and value of the final product. What distinguishes participatory design from traditional models is its emphasis on mutual communication, coordination, and cooperation. In conventional design, users are passive recipients of the outcomes designed by experts; by contrast, participatory design ensures that users are actively involved from the earliest stages of the process, influencing design decisions that impact the end result.
In the context of teaching design, participatory design extends this collaborative principle to students, who are traditionally the recipients of teaching methods (Cumbo & Selwyn, 2022). Rather than remaining passive, students, as the primary stakeholders in the educational process, are viewed as active participants in the design of their own learning experiences. This shift toward student involvement allows for a more nuanced and responsive teaching design that better addresses student needs and improves the overall quality of the educational process. By incorporating students into the design process, teaching design can move beyond one-size-fits-all solutions to create more personalized and effective learning environments.
Participation: Origins and Evolution in Education
The concept of participation, initially a political concept, gained widespread attention from Western scholars after the Second World War. British sociologists, working on international assistance projects for indigenous populations, recognized that to foster residents’ motivation for community reconstruction, it was essential to respect their opinions, value their involvement, and maximize local participation (Dearden, 2008). This approach resulted in a stronger sense of community engagement, with people feeling more connected to their neighbourhoods and actively participating in development projects. Subsequently, the concept of participation began to influence other fields, including education.
Although the concept of participation became prominent in the mid-20th century, its roots can be traced back to ancient Greek philosophers like Socrates and Plato. Socrates’ Art of Midwifery (McMinn, 1990) and Plato’s ideas on learning through playful activities (Li, 2022) underscore early notions of participatory education. The Socratic method, which involves questioning and guiding students toward knowledge, relies heavily on the active participation of both teachers and students. This reciprocal relationship between teacher and learner is central to participatory teaching design, where the learning process itself becomes an activity that embeds learning objectives in student engagement.
As for the modern theoretical foundations of participatory teaching, in the 20th century, leading educational theorists laid the groundwork for participatory teaching theory. Scholars like Vygotsky, Rousseau, Sukhomlinsky, Piaget, Bruner, and Dewey contributed to the development of participatory frameworks that emphasize social interaction, collaboration, and student-centered learning.
Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory (Topçiu, 2015) emphasizes that cognitive development occurs through social interactions. He argued that learning is a social process, and individuals internalize knowledge through collaboration and interaction with others. This highlights the importance of creating learning environments where students actively engage with peers and teachers.Dewey’s Learning by Doing (1902) proposed a student-centered approach to education, where learning is best achieved through direct, hands-on experiences. Dewey’s approach directly connects with participatory teaching as it values student engagement and activity as integral to the learning process.Piaget’s Constructivism (1953) stressed that learning is a dynamic and interactive process between the individual and the environment. Rather than being a passive recipient of knowledge, the learner is an active agent in constructing meaning from their experiences.
In the 1960s, the term participatory began to be integrated into educational discourse, and the theory of participatory teaching started to take shape (Jacobs, 2016). Paulo Freire’s Dialogic Teaching (Shih, 2018), for example, emphasized the importance of education as a mutual, democratic process between teachers and students. Freire argued that both teacher and student should engage in a cooperative dialogue where both benefit from the exchange. In this process, teachers and students learn from each other in an egalitarian relationship, where the teacher does not simply impart knowledge but also participates in a shared learning experience. In the 1980s, scholars like Palincsar and Brown further developed the theory of Reciprocal Teaching and Learning (RTL). This approach, which involves structured, student-led discussions around texts, promotes the cognitive strategies of questioning, summarizing, clarifying, and conjecturing. Research has shown that RTL leads to significant improvements in student learning comprehension (Hu, 2011). RTL reflects the broader shift in educational theory from teacher-centered to student-centered approaches, emphasizing the active involvement of students in shaping their own learning experiences.By the 1990s, the theory of participatory teaching had matured, with scholars focusing on its meaning, characteristics, and implementation strategies. These discussions delved into how teachers and students could actively participate in the learning process and how participatory teaching design could be effectively integrated into educational practice (Dearden, 2008). This period also marked the growing recognition of the importance of students’ roles in the co-design of their learning experiences, laying the foundation for the development of participatory teaching as an operational theory.
In the 21st century, with the continuous evolution of educational thinking, the theory of participatory teaching has become more refined and widely applied. Scholars worldwide have deepened their exploration of participatory teaching, refining its principles and developing more systematic approaches to its application in diverse educational settings (Nicholson, 2022). Participatory teaching is now seen as a crucial approach to enhancing educational outcomes, promoting deeper student engagement, and fostering a more democratic and inclusive classroom environment.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Clearly, the evolution of participatory teaching theory is rooted in a broader tradition of thought that spans from ancient philosophy to modern educational theory. Early works in participatory teaching provided valuable theoretical underpinnings, laying a foundation for the ongoing development and refinement of participatory teaching practices. This research has progressively shifted the focus of educational design from a teacher-driven model to one that actively involves students in the design process (Cumbo & Selwyn, 2022).Participatory teaching design, therefore, is not merely a method of engaging students in classroom activities but an intricate, systematic process of analyzing the learning environment, identifying educational problems, and collaboratively creating solutions to enhance learning. By involving students directly in the design of their learning experiences, participatory teaching design aligns educational practices with student needs, increases engagement, and fosters a more personalized, dynamic approach to teaching and learning (Cumbo & Selwyn, 2022).

Participatory Teaching Design and Its Impact on Learning
Research into participatory teaching design (PTD) began primarily in the West toward the end of the 20th century, and over the past few decades, it has generated a wealth of findings that have significantly influenced curriculum design. This body of research has led to the gradual abandonment of traditional models, such as the ADDIE (Analysis, Design, Development, Implementation, Evaluation) model, in favour of more dynamic, student-centered approaches to teaching. One key reason for this shift is the recognition that knowledge and understanding of the world are not objective truths, but rather subjective constructs shaped by individual experiences and interpretations (Allen, 2012).	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: Relate this to constructivism (the theoretical foundation of PTD).
The conceptual foundation of PTD is rooted in significant educational shifts that occurred in the 1950s, a period marked by the rise of modern educational thought, which emphasized the development of human subjectivity. Educational theorists began to stress the importance of viewing students as active agents in the learning process, rather than passive recipients of knowledge (Mason, 2005). This shift toward recognizing the importance of subjectivity in teaching and learning led to a broader understanding of participation in educational contexts as central to cognitive and emotional development (Ashwin & McVitty, 2015).
As Yang (2023) observes, since the late 1960s, Western scholars have extensively explored the various forms and dimensions of student participation, particularly its relationship with students’' psychological growth. Astin (1984) was one of the early researchers to propose that student learning and self-development are directly proportional to the degree of participation and engagement. From this standpoint, participation is understood as the student’s physiological and psychological involvement in academic activities, which plays a key role in fostering deeper learning and personal growth.
Wang (2013) reinforced this perspective, arguing that effective participation requires both physical and mental energy from students. Nystrand (1991) advanced the discussion by distinguishing between two types of participation: procedural engagement and substantive engagement. Procedural engagement refers to surface-level behaviors such as attendance or compliance with tasks, while substantive engagement entails deeper psychological involvement, such as cognitive effort, motivation, emotions, attitudes, and personal values. Nystrand’s key assertion was that only substantive engagement contributes to the development of higher-order thinking skills and deep learning.
Participation and Psychological Engagement
The complexity of student participation extends beyond mere behavioural engagement. As Newmann (1991) suggested, participation encompasses both physical and psychological engagement, including the understanding and mastery of content. However, in his later work, Newmann (1992) proposed a more nuanced view, arguing that participation should be understood primarily as a mental activity that manifests in behavioural actions. Students can achieve academic success and complete tasks without truly engaging with the material or investing deeply in the learning process. This raises a critical distinction: it is not enough for students to perform tasks; they must engage meaningfully with the content for true learning to occur.
This distinction between behavioural and cognitive engagement highlights the importance of motivation in the learning process. Newmann (1992) observed that students often focus their energy on minor procedural details without fully understanding the content, which can hinder their academic growth. This observation underscores the need for educational research to account for both behavioural and cognitive engagement. Later developments in participation theory have built on these insights, recognizing the interplay between behavioral, cognitive, and affective forms of engagement as central to the learning process.
For example, Finn (1993) proposed a comprehensive model of student participation, categorizing it into two primary forms: behavioural participation, which encompasses students’ involvement in school activities, and affective participation, which reflects a student's emotional connection to and identification with the goals of education. Similarly, Kong (2013) embraced the view that participation is a multidimensional concept, integrating behavioural, affective, and cognitive forms of engagement. These various forms of participation are not mutually exclusive but rather interrelated components that together provide a fuller understanding of how students engage in learning.
The concept of participation in PTD is thus progressive, moving from surface-level engagement to deeper, more meaningful involvement in the learning process. The key is that participation should encompass both explicit, observable behaviours (e.g., answering questions, attending class) and implicit, internal forms of engagement (e.g., motivation, emotional investment, and cognitive effort). All these aspects must be considered in the design and evaluation of participatory learning environments.
Participatory teaching design is grounded in the understanding that learning is not just a transactional process of input and output. Rather, it involves a complex interplay of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral factors that shape students’educational experiences. PTD, therefore, creates an environment where students’ energy—whether physical, psychological, or emotional—is not only required but also actively nurtured and directed toward achieving higher-order learning outcomes.
The evolution of participatory teaching design reflects a broader shift toward recognizing the active, dynamic role of the student in the learning process. As research has shown, participation is far more than a behavioural act—it is a multifaceted, subjective experience that involves physical, psychological, and emotional engagement. By emphasizing substantive participation, PTD aims to foster deeper learning, critical thinking, and personal development. The key to effective PTD lies in creating environments that encourage all forms of student engagement, allowing learners to take ownership of their learning while also developing the skills and attitudes necessary for lifelong success.
Thus, PTD represents not only a theoretical advancement in our understanding of participation but also a practical shift in how education is designed. It challenges the rigid, teacher-centered models of the past, instead offering a more flexible, inclusive, and responsive approach to teaching that better meets the needs of modern learners. By incorporating the full spectrum of engagement—behavioural, cognitive, and affective—PTD helps cultivate an educational atmosphere where students are not merely recipients of knowledge but active participants in shaping their learning experiences.
The Limitations of the Traditional ADDIE Model 	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: I would write a concise summary of this and place above. 
As society progresses and educational research and practices evolve, the shortcomings of the traditional ADDIE (Analysis, Design, Development, Implementation, Evaluation) model of teaching design have become increasingly evident. This model, while historically foundational, is increasingly seen as inadequate in addressing the complexities of modern teaching and the diverse needs of students. The limitations of the ADDIE model can be categorized into three key areas:
1. Linear and Rigid Structure
The traditional ADDIE model adopts a linear, one-size-fits-all approach to teaching design, which is ill-suited for the dynamic nature of classrooms. This structure fails to account for the diverse learning styles, abilities, and interests of students. As Diane (1988) argues, the ADDIE model’s rigidity limits its flexibility in responding to the evolving needs of students, resulting in a teaching process that often neglects students’ individual differences. Its top-down, behaviourist orientation further compounds this issue by promoting a one-directional flow of information, from teacher to student, rather than fostering a more interactive and participatory learning environment. This linear approach also undermines opportunities for creativity and adaptation in the classroom, crucial components of effective teaching.
2. Lack of Communication and Collaboration bBetween Teachers and Students
A second major flaw of the ADDIE model is its failure to facilitate meaningful communication and collaboration between teachers and students. Studies have consistently shown that teachers and students often have differing views on the nature of learning, with students sometimes perceiving educational experiences differently than their instructors. Nunan (1998) highlighted the significant mismatch between the perspectives of teachers and students on learning goals, methods, and expectations. When effective communication and collaboration are absent, the potential for mutual understanding and shared educational goals diminishes, resulting in reduced teaching effectiveness and student engagement. The traditional model, by emphasizing the teacher’s control and limiting student input, stifles the interactive feedback loops essential for adaptive and responsive teaching.
3. Stifling Student Autonomy and Independence
The third critical weakness of the ADDIE model is its tendency to reinforce a passive, teacher-centered learning environment. In this traditional setup, the teacher is the primary authority figure, and students are viewed as passive recipients of information, simply following the pre-determined activities and instructions set by the teacher. This hierarchical, performance-oriented structure discourages students from becoming autonomous learners, critical thinkers, and collaborative problem-solvers (Diane, 1998). Instead of fostering self-directed learning, the model inadvertently reinforces dependency on the teacher, preventing students from developing the skills necessary to take ownership of their learning. This approach stands in stark contrast to modern educational goals, which emphasize the development of students as independent, critical, and reflective learners.
The Need for a Shift in Teaching Design
Given the shortcomings of the traditional teaching design model, especially in light of the increasingly diverse and individualized learning needs of students, the limitations of ADDIE have become even more apparent. Since the early 1990s, scholars and educators have begun critically rethinking traditional models of teaching design, aiming to create more flexible, student-centered frameworks. 
In the mid-1980s, with the growing recognition of subjectivity in education and the application of Astin’s theory of student involvement, the focus on active student participation became a core component of modern teaching practices (Hunter, 2020). This shift in emphasis has significant implications for teaching. Teachers are now required to adapt their practices to foster a more participatory learning environment, where students’voices, choices, and experiences shape the teaching process. 
Reigeluth (1991) suggested that traditional teaching design, rooted in industrial-era concepts of mass production, must evolve to accommodate the diverse needs of today’s learners. The shift towards customized, flexible teaching models aligns with a broader educational movement away from standardized, one-size-fits-all approaches. Reigeluth (1996) proposed that the key to developing a more effective teaching system lies in creating a design approach that involves all relevant stakeholders in the decision-making process. This includes not only teachers but also students, parents, and potentially other members of the educational community. This collaborative, inclusive approach empowers students by shifting the balance of power in the classroom, enabling them to actively shape the direction of their learning experiences.
Participatory Teaching Design: A Student-Centered Approach	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: This section can be integrated with the above discussion of PTD removing repetitions.
In response to the limitations of traditional models, the concept of participatory teaching design (PTD) emerged, gaining significant traction by the end of the 20th century. Participatory teaching design focuses on empowering students by involving them directly in the learning process. As Alison (1997) suggests, an ideal learning environment is one in which students are asked questions such as, "What do you want to do today? What do you want to learn today? Let's work together to figure out how you can achieve that" This approach values student input, promotes dialogue, and encourages a more collaborative and flexible learning process.
The participatory approach reflects a fundamental shift in educational philosophy, moving away from a top-down, authoritarian model to one that values student agency, autonomy, and active engagement (Cumbo & Selwyn, 2022). The involvement of students in designing the teaching process not only fosters a deeper connection to the material but also encourages critical thinking, creativity, and responsibility for their own learning outcomes.
The deficiencies of the ADDIE model have become increasingly evident as the educational landscape has evolved. By emphasizing linearity, teacher control, and a lack of student input, the traditional model fails to address the complexities of modern classrooms. In contrast, participatory teaching design offers a more dynamic, flexible, and inclusive approach that aligns with contemporary educational goals. By empowering students to take an active role in the design and execution of their learning experiences, PTD fosters greater student engagement, motivation, and subjectivity. It shifts the focus from a passive reception of information to an active, collaborative process in which students and teachers work together to create meaningful and personalized learning experiences.
Participatory teaching design (PTD) represents a paradigm shift in educational theory and practice, emphasizing the collaborative involvement of students in the design and execution of their learning experiences. According to Willis (2000), this shift redefines the role of the designer, moving from a top-down model where the designer knows best how to design to a more inclusive approach where everyone in the group should be a full participant, not only an object of research. This fundamental change not only alters the process of curriculum design but also reshapes the very conception of learning and the teacher-student dynamic. 
Unlike traditional teaching models, PTD is grounded in a student-centered approach that prioritizes student agency, subjectivity, and active participation in the learning process. This approach is reflected in several key dimensions:	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: You need to merge these points with the above discussion of PTD.
1. Learning within a Larger Social Context
In participatory teaching design, learning is viewed not merely as an individual cognitive process but as part of a broader social context. Students’ sense of responsibility and cooperation within the learning environment is understood as a form of citizenship, mirroring participation in a democratic society (Breen, 2012). By engaging students in the design of their learning experiences, PTD fosters a sense of ownership and belonging, promoting a more inclusive and democratic educational atmosphere. This, in turn, cultivates essential skills like collaboration, communication, and shared decision-making.
2. Learning as a Liberating Process
PTD challenges the traditional view of education as a mechanism for reinforcing social differentiation and power structures. Instead, it frames learning as a process of liberation, where students are active participants rather than passive recipients of knowledge. This contrasts sharply with conventional educational practices that often promote the hegemony of a ruling minority and perpetuate societal inequalities. Breen (2012) emphasizes that PTD offers a more egalitarian alternative, where the learner takes an active role in constructing knowledge, rather than merely absorbing pre-determined content. This approach aligns with the principles of transformative education, which seeks to empower learners to critically engage with and challenge the world around them.
3. The Learner as the Master of Learning
A defining feature of PTD is the view that the learner is the central agent in their learning journey. As Breen (2012) asserts, the understanding and mastery of knowledge is the student’s responsibility, not a passive reception of information from others. This approach seeks to dismantle the traditional power dynamics where the teacher is the sole authority in the classroom. Instead, the teacher’s role becomes that of a facilitator and guide, supporting students in taking ownership of their learning processes. By empowering students to make decisions about what and how they learn, PTD fosters intrinsic motivation and a sense of competence, leading to deeper engagement and more meaningful learning outcomes.
The Impact of Dialogue and Negotiation on Student Engagement
Linder (2000) highlights the value of dialogue and negotiation between students and teachers as a cornerstone of participatory teaching design. These interactions create an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect, facilitating more effective learning by aligning educational practices with students’ diverse needs, learning styles, and interests. This collaborative approach not only enhances student motivation but also promotes a culture of shared responsibility for learning. Breen (2012) further emphasizes that PTD supports the development of essential skills like independence, critical thinking, and lifelong learning, by encouraging students to actively participate in the design and negotiation of their learning experiences.
Weimer (2001) underscores that involving students in shaping their own learning processes significantly enhances their engagement and motivation. By giving students a voice in decision-making, PTD encourages them to take ownership of their educational journey, resulting in a more engaged and motivated student body. However, the degree of participation in such processes remains a key concern. According to Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of participation, the level of involvement can range from non-participation to tokenism, with genuine empowerment requiring substantial power distribution between teachers and students. Without this shift in power dynamics, participatory efforts can remain superficial, with students being given only token involvement rather than meaningful agency.
Astin (1984) argues that many traditional teacher-centered institutions fail to achieve the level of citizen control necessary for true student empowerment. Instead, these institutions continue to prioritize teaching content over student perspectives, reinforcing the passive role of students in the educational process. To address this imbalance, it is crucial to provide students with the power to participate actively in academic-related activities. Illich (1971) highlights the role of educational institutions in either perpetuating or challenging societal inequalities. By fostering equal empowerment and ensuring that all students have an equal right to participate, schools can maximize their positive impact on student learning and development.
The concept of student empowerment is closely linked to Self-Determination Theory (SDT), which posits that individuals have three inherent psychological needs—autonomy, competence, and relatedness—that drive intrinsic motivation (Edward, 1985). This theory suggests that when students feel a sense of autonomy and competence in their learning, they are more likely to engage deeply with the content and take ownership of their learning processes. According to Grangeia (2016), intrinsic motivation is not dependent on external rewards but is instead fueled by an internal drive to meet these basic psychological needs. By supporting students’autonomy in learning, teachers can foster intrinsic motivation, encouraging students to engage in the learning process independently and critically. 
Jasper (2018) also notes that, even when certain content may initially fail to capture students’  interest, teachers can spark motivation by clearly explaining the relevance and value of the material. By providing students with the autonomy to make choices in their learning, PTD allows them to connect with the content on a deeper, more personal level.
Teacher’s role: teaching as facilitation and guidance
In participatory teaching design, the teacher’s role is transformed from that of a knowledge transmitter to a facilitator and guide. Teachers are tasked with providing students the tools and resources they need to become effective learners, rather than merely imparting knowledge. This shift aligns with the principles of constructivist learning, where teachers support students in constructing their own understanding of the material through active engagement and inquiry. As Amichai-Hamburger (2016) asserts, the teacher’s primary responsibility is to create an environment where students can thrive, promoting both individual and collective learning through active participation.
Participatory teaching design is of student-centered nature, which represents a radical shift from traditional models of education, moving away from passive learning and towards a more dynamic, interactive, and empowering approach. By viewing learning as a social and liberatory process, PTD fosters student agency, autonomy, and motivation. Through dialogue, negotiation, and collaboration, PTD creates an inclusive and supportive learning environment where students take responsibility for their learning and develop critical skills for lifelong success. However, for PTD to reach its full potential, it is essential to ensure genuine power distribution between teachers and students, empowering students to actively shape their educational experiences. In this way, PTD not only enhances the quality of learning but also cultivates a more democratic, participatory educational culture.

Theoretical Foundations	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: The first section introduced the theoretical foundations of PTD. This section has to be merged with that section.
Participatory teaching design is fundamentally rooted in constructivism, one of the most influential educational theories in contemporary pedagogy. Many scholars, both domestically and internationally, view it as a revolutionary shift in traditional teaching and learning paradigms (Bowers, 2005). The core principles of constructivism can be traced back to Jean Piaget, who argued that cognition is an active process of construction, grounded in the knowledge and experiences that the learner already possesses(Piaget, 1950). This cognitive process is characterized by two primary mechanisms: assimilation and accommodation (Fosnot, 2013). Constructivist learning theory primarily addresses the definitions of learning and the methods by which it occurs. It asserts that learning is not solely a product of teacher-centered instruction. Rather, it emphasizes the importance of students’active engagement with their environment and sociocultural context, where they internalize knowledge by interacting with others and utilizing external resources(Kalpana, 2014). This process unfolds through two pathways: assimilation, in which external stimuli are integrated into existing cognitive frameworks, and accommodation, where cognitive structures are altered and reshaped when external stimuli cannot be assimilated (Fosnot, 2013). In this sense, learning is inherently a cognitive process. Piaget’s notion of assimilation expands cognitive structures in a quantitative way, while accommodation involves a qualitative transformation of those structures (Reinking et al., 2000). 
In contrast to traditional educational theories, constructivism places students at the center of the learning process. Students are seen as the primary agents of cognition and information processing, actively constructing meaning. In this context, the teacher is no longer the sole authority but becomes a facilitator and guide, helping students engage in their own meaning-making (Efgivia et al., 2021).
Within a constructivist learning environment, the roles of both teachers and students diverge significantly from traditional models. Teachers are no longer the central figures of instruction but rather act as organizers, guides, and facilitators, helping students build their cognitive structures (Efgivia et al., 2021). Constructivist learning theory identifies four essential elements that shape the learning environment: context, collaboration, dialogue, and meaning construction. These four elements form the cornerstone of the theory (Bada& Olusegun, 2015).
Context refers to the ideal learning environment that supports learners in constructing meaningful knowledge. Such contexts are authentic, complex, rich, and conducive to learning. Collaboration involves cooperation between students and teachers, as well as among students themselves. This collaboration fosters shared learning experiences and mutual support. Dialogue pertains to communication and interaction, occurring both between teachers and students and among peers. Dialogue is essential for exchanging ideas and refining understanding. Meaning construction is the ultimate goal of the learning process in constructivist theory (Bada& Olusegun, 2015). It involves learners developing deep, conceptual understandings of the nature, laws, and interrelationships of the knowledge they encounter. The ultimate aim is for learners to internalize these ideas, forming a mental schema that they can visualize and apply. Together, these elements create a dynamic and interactive learning environment where students actively participate in constructing knowledge, supported by collaboration, dialogue, and rich contexts.
Therefore, from the perspective of constructivist learning theory, learners should actively construct meaning and acquire knowledge through collaboration and dialogue within a given context, with the support of others, and utilizing resources such as essential learning materials. From the standpoint of constructivist teaching theory, educators should serve as organizers, facilitators, guides, and supporters throughout the teaching process, adopting a student-centered approach (Wang, 2009). By leveraging the four key elements of the learning environment—context, collaboration, dialogue, and meaning construction—educators can fully cultivate students’ enthusiasm, initiative, and creativity. This, in turn, will help achieve the ultimate goal of the teaching process: the active construction of meaning from the learned knowledge (Walton, 1989). Guided by constructivism, participatory teaching design aims to create a learning environment that incorporates these four essential elements. In this environment, participatory teaching design and constructivism mutually reinforce and enhance each other.The framework is stated below.	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: Start a new section. You are presenting a PTD that is built on constructivist principles. 	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: The figure has to be properly Cited
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1. Context Construction
The teacher creates a real-world context for students during the teaching process, which serves as an ideal learning environment for constructing meaning around the knowledge being learned. Within this context, students experience and engage with learning tasks. In the context construction phase, the teacher introduces the textbook, clarifies the learning objectives of each unit, teaches necessary teaching design skills, and guides students in designing each unit. This real context, provided by the teacher, serves as the foundation for students’active participation in teaching design. In essence, context construction can be considered both a pedagogical strategy and a method of fostering active learning.
2. Collaboration
Students participate in teaching design through the authentic context created by the teacher, working in small groups throughout the process. The teacher acts as a guide, offering support and assistance. During this process, students collaborate closely with one another and with the teacher, fostering a cooperative environment where they collectively design the teaching activities (Ospina et al., 2008). This collaboration emphasizes shared responsibility, enhancing both individual and collective learning outcomes.
3. Dialogue 
In the collaboration between students, and between students and teachers, communication plays a crucial role. Dialogue serves as a medium through which ideas are exchanged, feedback is provided, and understanding is refined. Teachers and students engage in ongoing discussions, allowing students to present their ideas, refine their designs, and critically evaluate their work. Through dialogue, students develop a deeper understanding of the teaching content and improve their teaching design skills (Walton, 1989).
4. Meaning Construction  
By participating in teaching design activities within the context provided by the teacher, students engage in the processes of knowledge assimilation and accommodation (Fosnot, 2013). During the preparation and implementation of their teaching designs, students actively reshape their cognitive structures. Through collaboration and dialogue with peers and the teacher, they internalize knowledge, refine their understanding, and achieve a deeper, more meaningful understanding of the subject matter. This iterative process of meaning construction ultimately promotes learning and supports the students in integrating new knowledge into their cognitive framework (Efgivia et al., 2021).
In summary, the participatory teaching design process, rooted in constructivist theory, provides an environment where learners actively construct meaning and knowledge through authentic contexts, collaboration, dialogue, and reflective practice. The roles of both the teacher and the students evolve within this framework, ensuring an interactive, student-centered approach that fosters deeper learning.

Implementation of Participatory Teaching Design	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: Isn’t the above model about implementing PTD? This is simply another model. Organise the models into subsections within a single section. For this section, use a title like “Models for implementing participatory teaching design”. 

Based on this comment and the above comments, you need to reorganise all the above sections, as follows: 
Start with definitions, 
 Contrast PTD with traditional methods.
 Write a concise section on the historical development of PTD. The purpose of this section is to pave the way for introducing the theoretical backgrounds of PTD. 
 Organise all discussions on the theoretical backgrounds of PTD within one section.
 Introduce and review implementation models (use a chronological order for presenting the models). Try to answer the following questions: How are the models different? What other models are developed in the literature? What do they add to one another? 

When revising the chapter, ensure that you organize related ideas in a logical sequence, minimizing repetition. Avoid presenting previously mentioned points as if they are being introduced for the first time. This applies to all sections (check my comments below).
Unlike traditional teaching design, where teachers independently create lessons without student involvement or interactive communication (Chen, 2016), participatory teaching design emphasizes collaboration and communication between teachers and students throughout the process. This interactive approach allows students to participate actively in the design process, ensuring that their voices are heard and integrated into the teaching strategy (Könings, Seidel & Merriënboer, 2014). Participatory teaching design is inherently dynamic, continuously adapting and improving based on ongoing collaboration and dialogue between students and students, students and the teacher. Three key differences distinguish participatory teaching design from traditional models (Hu, Ma, Zheng & Sun, 2022): (1) Both teachers and students are primary contributors to the design process; (2) interaction and communication between teachers and students play a critical role; and (3) the design process is dynamic and evolves through constant adjustments. As Suzanne (2002) emphasized, recognizing the fluid, evolving nature of participatory teaching design is essential to its success.
Implementation Process
The process of implementing participatory teaching design involves multiple stages that foster a constructivist learning environment supported by context, collaboration, dialogue and meaning construction. These stages allow for meaningful student involvement in all aspects of the teaching and learning process. The six key stages of this process are preparation, independent action, contribution, cooperative design, implementation and monitoring, and reflection(Könings & McKenney, 2017).
1. Preparation 
The preparation stage sets the foundation for participatory teaching design, involving planning for people, materials, and resources. Tasks at this stage include: (1) Understanding the nature and objectives of participatory teaching design; (2) Establishing clear activity rules; (3) Developing an initial plan for conducting the design; (4) Creating an environment conducive to student participation by stimulating their interest and enthusiasm; (5) Offering guidance to improve students’ability and confidence in participating; and (6) Coordinating logistics, including obtaining necessary approvals, arranging schedules, and preparing materials (e.g., training, textbooks, focus groups). This stage is crucial for ensuring that both students and teachers are prepared for the collaborative process.
2. Independent Action  
During the independent action stage, students engage in individual activities that allow them to recognize their learning goals and identify the type of teaching design they require. Students draw upon their interests, abilities, and learning needs to explore learning content and gather relevant information. Simultaneously, teachers familiarize themselves with the content and understand students' characteristics and needs. This phase emphasizes the initial independent reflection of both students and teachers, allowing each to clarify their roles and contributions to the design process (Li & Wang, 2021).
3. Contribution  
In the contribution stage, both teachers and students share their individual ideas, suggestions, and feedback. The goal is to generate constructive and creative concepts through teacher-student and student-student interactions. This stage highlights the importance of collaboration, where mutual stimulation and constructive criticism drive the development of innovative and effective teaching strategies (Sestac, 2017).
4. Cooperative Design  
The cooperative design stage is where the previously discussed ideas are synthesized into a cohesive teaching plan. In this stage, the teaching objectives, content, methods, strategies, tools, and potential challenges are identified and planned collaboratively. The design should reflect students’individual characteristics and preferences, ensuring that the teaching program is personalized and engaging (Bodker, Gronbæk & Kyng, 1995). This phase requires close cooperation between teachers and students, with both parties contributing to the comprehensive design of the teaching process.
5. Implementation and Monitoring  
In the implementation and monitoring stage, the teaching plan is put into action. This phase involves preparing necessary tools, ensuring that the learning environment is conducive to the planned activities, and closely monitoring the implementation process. Teachers need to assess whether the program aligns with expectations and identify any issues or adjustments required. This stage emphasizes flexibility and responsiveness, where teachers intervene as necessary to maintain the effectiveness of the teaching plan and ensure the desired outcomes (Gettinger, 2001). Monitoring also involves collecting data on the process to evaluate its success and to adjust strategies if needed.
6. Reflection
The final stage encourages both teachers and students to reflect on the entire process, evaluating their contributions and outcomes. Reflection allows participants to assess what they have learned, identify areas for improvement, and determine how the process could be enhanced in the future. Feedback plays a crucial role in this stage, fostering a culture of mutual improvement through critical self-evaluation and constructive communication (Ghaye, 2010). Teachers and students engage in dialogue to share their experiences and refine their approaches.
Critical Considerations in the Implementation of Participatory Teaching Design
While the stages outlined above provide a structured approach to participatory teaching design, it is essential to recognize that different methods can be employed based on context. For instance, anthropological methods can be used to understand the design context more deeply, while collaborative design methods or action research can be employed to address challenges such as low engagement or misunderstandings of goals (Alison, 1997). These methods are particularly useful in identifying and addressing issues in the design process, ensuring that participatory teaching design remains responsive and adaptable.
Moreover, the role of the teacher in participatory teaching design should not be viewed as diminished. Teacher control and authority do not disappear, rather, teachers continue to act as facilitators, guides, and evaluators. Participation does not mean relinquishing teacher control, but rather engaging in a process of dialogue and mutual influence (Kate, 2000). As Thackara (2005) noted, after students participate in teaching design, teachers retain a critical role in providing guidance, feedback, and advice, ensuring that the collaborative process is both effective and meaningful.
In summary, participatory teaching design represents a paradigm shift in educational practice. It requires a collaborative approach that involves both teachers and students in the design, implementation, and reflection of the teaching design process. This approach fosters deeper student engagement, critical thinking, and a more constructivist learning environment. The continuous collaboration and dialogue between teachers and students throughout the process ensure that teaching design is always relevant, responsive, and aligned with students’ needs.

The current state of classrooms in China and the reasons behind it	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: I would place this background in the introduction chapter. Focus on reviewing the literature on implementing PTD in China. Try to answer the following questions? What models were implemented in the Chinese classroom? Were the models, which perhaps developed in the West, modified to suit the Chinese context?
The traditional classroom teaching is something everyone is familiar with: in the classroom, there is a blackboard and a teacher’s podium at the front, with students’ desks and chairs below. The teacher stands at the podium to explain, while the students sit in their seats and listen. This traditional educational philosophy has long believed that teaching is the process by which the teacher purposefully, systematically, and organizationally imparts knowledge, trains skills, develops intelligence, cultivates abilities, and nurtures character (Gan, 2008). Under this philosophy, the teacher’s role is primarily to lecture, while the student’s role is to learn, with the teacher-student relationship often being: I speak, you listen, I ask, you answer, I write, you copy, I give, you take. Much of the knowledge is acquired through transmission or even indoctrination, rather than through dialogue or interaction (Liang et al., 2020). Therefore, a large portion of the knowledge students acquire in their learning does not require thinking or communication but is instead dependent on the teacher’s transmission. This mode also leads to phenomena as high expectations, low abilities, high scores, low competence, and even the idea that each generation is worse than the last (Gu, 2020). In such a traditional teaching process, the student’s subjectivity is not developed, they passively receive knowledge instead of actively constructing meaning from it.Currently, the majority of classrooms in China are still based on thistraditional classroom mode (Zhu et al., 2023).
Chinese education is built on the foundation of traditional Chinese culture, and therefore, it is profoundly influenced by Chinese cultural values. The imperial examination system is a major characteristic of Chinese culture (Mingyuan, 2006). Originally an examination system for selecting officials in the imperial court, it became deeply intertwined with education, leaving a lasting impact on traditional Chinese educational practices (Bai, 2019). As a system for selecting talent, the imperial examination system was the first of its kind in the world. Its emergence was not accidental but rather a response to the needs of the time, aimed at further consolidating and developing the feudal society (Bai, 2019). Many scholars believe that the civil service examination system in Britain was modeled after China’s system (Wang, 2012). Under this system, individuals could achieve high status and wealth simply by studying hard and passing the imperial exams, allowing them to participate in governance and join the ranks of the ruling class. As a result, the imperial examination system faced strong opposition from the aristocracy, and its implementation was the result of significant struggle (Wang, 2012).
The greatest impact of the imperial examination system on Chinese education is the creation of a degree-oriented value system (Bai, 2019). Since the imperial examinations were the only way for common people in feudal society to enter the officialdom, and success in the exams could bring fame, wealth, and high status, a widespread belief in studying to become an official and becoming rich through official positions developed. This degree-oriented value system has continued to influence education in China to this day. The competition for higher education, the emphasis on general education, the devaluation of vocational education, and the pursuit of higher degrees are all closely related to the degree-oriented mentality inherited from the imperial examination system (Wang, 2009). Of course, today’s competition for academic advancement is also tied to the scarcity of educational resources and the imbalance between supply and demand in Chinese education. It is also connected to China’s labor and personnel system (Guo et al., 2019). During the era of planned economy, the labor and personnel system focused only on degrees, not on abilities, a higher degree automatically meant a higher position. In modern society, degrees should indeed be valued as they represent the level of education an individual has received. However, we cannot adhere solely to a degree-oriented mentality. The level of education does not necessarily represent a person’s abilities. This degree-oriented mentality encourages people to pursue higher degrees, triggering unhealthy competition in education and hindering the overall development of an individual’s qualities.
This thinking about the purposes and functions of education has deeply influenced the current education system in China. For example, among the general public in China, it is common to hear parents reprimanding their children with phrases like, “If you don’t study well, you won’t find a good job and won’t have a good life.” This phenomenon reflects the Chinese society’s utilitarian focus on education, especially the intense attention given to the annual national college entrance examination (Deng, 2023). After entering university, many students view finding a good job as their sole educational goal, while students aiming to pursue academic research or improve their scholarly level are few and far between. Many university students enhance their employment competitiveness by taking foreign language and computer proficiency exams. This utilitarian approach to education, along with an exam-oriented education model, further reinforces the teacher-centered classroom structure, focusing on knowledge transmission, exam scores, and grades, while neglecting the holistic development of students (Zhu & Li, 2019). Therefore, when criticizing the traditional Chinese teaching model, we cannot overlook the profound influence of traditional Chinese culture on Chinese education. Whether in terms of Chinese educational practices, educational values, or educational goals, all are deeply influenced by Chinese traditional culture.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Practical Effects of Participatory Teaching Design	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: How is this section relevant to the previous one? I thought some literature on implementing PTD in a Chinese context will follow. 
The content of this section and the section introducing PTD are very similar. Organise them into a single section.
Research on the practical effects of participatory teaching design has consistently highlighted its positive impacts across several dimensions, including academic achievement, student development, teacher-student relationships, and teacher professional growth (Gore et al., 2021; Fischer et al., 2018).However, it is important to critically examine not only the benefits but also the challenges and limitations associated with the implementation of participatory teaching design in various educational contexts.
Academic Achievement
Numerous studies have demonstrated the positive impact of participatory teaching design on academic achievement. For instance, research on writing instruction in college students revealed that student involvement in the design of writing tasks led to improved work quality and diversity, surpassing previous student outputs (Newstetter, 2014). Similarly, a study conducted in a college nursing course found that students who participated in teaching design activities exhibited better academic performance (Martyn, 2000). Another study, led by Ramon Ribe (2000) in secondary schools, observed that student involvement in decision-making processes resulted in higher-quality work, with students producing more accurate and detailed content compared to prior outcomes. Similarly, Pnina (2000) observed that in secondary schools, both the quantity and quality of student work improved through participation in teaching design.
While these findings suggest a positive correlation between participatory teaching design and academic achievement, the relationship is not always straightforward. For example, participatory design does not automatically guarantee improved academic outcomes for all students, especially when the process is poorly facilitated or lacks sufficient scaffolding (Puntambekar & Hubscher, 2005; Reiser, 2018). The effectiveness of participatory teaching design in enhancing academic achievement is contingent on how well it is integrated into the curriculum and the support students receive during the process.
Student Development
The influence of participatory teaching design on student development is multifaceted, encompassing increased engagement, enhanced skills, and heightened self-confidence (Ruijuan et al., 2023).
1. Increased Student Engagement  
Participation in teaching design has been shown to increase student motivation and engagement. Haynes (2004) found that students’involvement in decision-making processes led to higher levels of motivation and a greater sense of ownership over their learning. This increased engagement often translates into more active participation in the classroom and a deeper commitment to the learning process. However, engagement can vary depending on factors such as the type of task, the students’previous experience with participatory learning, and the degree of autonomy allowed in the design process.
2. Enhancement of Student Abilities  
Participatory teaching design also fosters the development of important social and cognitive skills. Roger (1997) and Roz (2000) both reported that students participating in collaborative teaching design activities enhanced their problem-solving and critical thinking abilities. These collaborative environments provide opportunities for students to practice group problem-solving and refine their analytical skills, extending beyond the content-specific knowledge they would typically gain in traditional learning settings. However, it is crucial to note that these skills may not automatically develop unless the design process is structured to explicitly support such outcomes. A poorly facilitated design process can result in missed opportunities for skill development.
3. Increased Student Interest, Responsibility, and Self-Confidence  
Involving students in teaching design has been linked to increased student interest, responsibility, and self-confidence. Marianne (2000) noted that when students are actively involved in the design process, they tend to take greater responsibility for their learning and exhibit enhanced self-confidence. This is particularly beneficial in fostering a sense of agency and autonomy in students. However, such outcomes are more likely to be realized in an environment where students feel supported and empowered. Without appropriate guidance, some students may feel overwhelmed or disengaged, undermining their confidence and interest.
Teacher-Student Relationships and Teacher Professional Development
Participatory teaching design fosters stronger teacher-student relationships, contributing to both improved interpersonal rapport and professional growth for educators (Amerstorfer& Freiin von Münster-Kistner, 2021).
1. Strengthened Teacher-Student Relationships  
The collaborative nature of participatory teaching design allows for deeper interaction between teachers and students. Studies have shown that student participation in decision-making processes leads to higher student satisfaction, increased academic perseverance, and stronger interpersonal relationships between teachers and students (Baker, 1999). The ongoing dialogue and negotiation during the design process can help build trust, facilitating a more positive and supportive classroom environment. However, the level of trust and rapport between teachers and students can vary significantly depending on the teacher’s ability to manage power dynamics and facilitate genuine collaboration. In some cases, students may feel reluctant to participate or challenge the teacher’s authority, particularly if they are not accustomed to such an interactive approach.
2. Teacher Professional Development  
Participatory teaching design also has implications for teacher professional growth. The collaborative and reflective nature of participatory design encourages teachers to engage in ongoing dialogue with students, prompting them to refine and adapt their teaching strategies. This process of reflection and adjustment can contribute to teachers’ professional development, as it forces them to reconsider their teaching practices and respond to student feedback (Brookfield, 1999). However, it is important to recognize that not all teachers may be equally prepared or willing to embrace this collaborative model. Teachers accustomed to traditional, top-down approaches may struggle to adopt the role of a facilitator, which could limit the potential for professional development and hinder the effectiveness of participatory teaching design.
Critique and Limitations
While the practical effects of participatory teaching design are generally positive, it is important to approach these findings critically. The success of participatory teaching design is highly contingent on several factors, including the teacher’s ability to facilitate collaboration, the students’prior experience with participatory learning, and the resources available to support the design process. Inadequate preparation or a lack of training for teachers can undermine the effectiveness of participatory teaching design, resulting in poorly structured or ineffective lessons.
Furthermore, participatory teaching design may not always be suitable for all students. While it fosters engagement and development for many, some students may struggle with the autonomy and responsibility that come with participation in teaching design. These students may require more structured guidance to feel confident and successful in the process. Therefore, participatory teaching design should be implemented thoughtfully, with careful consideration of students’ individual needs and the learning context.
Overseas research on participatory teaching design has been systematic and comprehensive, focusing on various aspects of its implementation. Much of the research has explored different methods of carrying out participatory teaching design in diverse educational settings, examining how teachers can play the role of facilitators, and investigating the effects of participatory teaching design on different groups of students (Cober et al., 2015; Couso, 2016). Some studies have also explored the long-term impact of participatory teaching design on students’ academic trajectories, including their critical thinking skills, problem-solving abilities, and engagement with lifelong learning (Chien& Liu, 2024).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Despite its widespread success in international contexts, challenges persist in applying participatory teaching design across different cultural and educational systems (Jenkins, 2009; Cumbo & Selwyn, 2022). For instance, in cultures where traditional hierarchical structures in education are deeply ingrained, students may resist active participation in decision-making. Teachers may also find it difficult to shift from an authoritative role to that of a facilitator. These cultural and contextual factors should be carefully considered when adopting participatory teaching design in diverse educational environments.
In conclusion, while the practical effects of participatory teaching design are largely positive, the approach must be critically examined. Success is contingent on effective implementation, appropriate support for both students and teachers, and ongoing reflection and adaptation. Teachers must be adequately prepared to facilitate participatory learning, and students must be supported in developing the skills and confidence needed for meaningful participation. When these factors are addressed, participatory teaching design can lead to improvements in academic achievement, student development, teacher-student relationships, and teacher professional growth.

Constraints on Participatory Teaching Design
Factors that influence and constrain student engagement in teaching design can be categorized into three main groups: external environmental factors, teacher and student factors, and internal classroom factors (Littlejohn, 2012).
External Environmental Factors: These include curriculum requirements, institutional policies, and cultural norms. The externally determined curriculum is often cited as the primary constraint on student participation in teaching design (Breen & Littlejohn, 2012). Additionally, the broader educational system and the cultural context in which the teaching takes place can significantly influence the extent to which students are able to engage in decision-making processes related to teaching design. For instance, students’reluctance to participate may stem from a lack of autonomy in an educational environment that is heavily regulated by external factors such as national exams or institutional requirements.
Teacher and Student Factors: Both teachers’ and students’ attitudes and abilities can impact participation. Some students may be unwilling or unable to engage in participatory design due to a lack of necessary skills or confidence. Teachers, likewise, may be hesitant to relinquish control over classroom activities, especially if they are accustomed to traditional methods (Kate Wolfe-Quintero, 2012). Furthermore, the diversity in students’ abilities, ages, and personalities can create challenges. For example, more outspoken students may dominate discussions, leaving less vocal students without a platform for their opinions. In such environments, participation may be uneven, limiting the benefits of a collaborative teaching design process.
Internal Classroom Factors: The dynamics within the classroom, including class size and power relations, are also key constraints. Participatory teaching design often disrupts traditional power structures, which can be a challenge in more hierarchical or teacher-centered classroom settings (Alison, 1997). Additionally, transferring responsibility for learning from the teacher to the students can be a difficult transition, as teachers may feel uncomfortable or ill-equipped to adopt a more facilitative role (Norris, 2017). This tension between control and autonomy can limit the effectiveness of participatory design approaches.
While it is essential to recognize the constraints on student participation, it is equally important to acknowledge that these limitations are not insurmountable. Some students may initially resist the uncertainty and responsibility associated with participatory teaching design, as they are more accustomed to teachers dictating the learning process (Newstetter, 2014). Students’ cultural backgrounds, prior learning experiences, and expectations of the teacher-student relationship also play significant roles in shaping their willingness to engage in the process. However, as Large (2004) suggests, students are still capable of contributing meaningfully to teaching design, even if their participation is somewhat limited by their lack of knowledge. In such cases, their role in the process is different but complementary to that of adults.
Teachers also face challenges when attempting to implement participatory teaching design. As Weaver (2005) notes, teachers often lack the time and energy to create participatory environments, especially when they are under pressure to complete the national curriculum. In the context of China’s large-scale university enrollment, the workload of in-service teachers has intensified, making it even more challenging to devote time to participatory teaching methods. Furthermore, the traditional focus on standardized exams, such as the College English Test Band 4 and 6, creates a disconnect between the long-term goals of student-centered teaching and the immediate pressures of exam preparation. These exams are largely focused on knowledge-based assessments, which conflict with the skill-based, communicative goals of student-centered models.
Despite these challenges, the constraints on student participation should not be overstated. With proper support, students are capable of overcoming these obstacles and engaging meaningfully in the teaching design process. Breen and Littlejohn (2012) argue that the teacher’s willingness to share control over the classroom and to involve students in decision-making is the key factor in fostering participatory teaching design. Teachers’ openness to new approaches and their flexibility in adapting their teaching methods can help mitigate many of the challenges outlined above.
In summary, while constraints such as external pressures, student diversity, and classroom dynamics can limit student participation in teaching design, they are not insurmountable. By fostering a constructivist learning environment, teachers can enable students to actively contribute to the design process, ultimately enhancing their engagement and learning experiences.

Research on Participatory Teaching Design in China
Research on participatory teaching design in China is still in its early stages. Most studies in this field have been characterized by the introduction and analysis of foreign research, with limited theoretical innovation or empirical exploration. As a result, there is a notable gap in the depth and scope of domestic research compared to international work. In China, the focus of participatory teaching design research has primarily been on two aspects: introducing existing overseas research and examining negotiated curricula.
Introduction of Foreign Research
At the turn of the 21st century, Chinese scholars such as He and Zheng (2012) began introducing international perspectives on participatory teaching design. For example, they paraphrased Banathy’s viewpoint that teaching system design should not be regarded as the sole task of designers, but should also involve users (e.g., teachers), teaching subjects, and relevant stakeholders. This process should be viewed as an optimization of the teaching system, where people with diverse perspectives and value systems engage in communication to find solutions that are satisfactory to all parties. Banathy argued that effective teaching system design cannot occur without the active participation of these stakeholders.
Gao (2005) further extended Banathy’s ideas by introducing Reigeluth’s perspective on changing the monologue nature of traditional teaching paradigmsand promoting dialogue among all stakeholders in the teaching design process. According to Reigeluth (1991), this shift is crucial to the future of teaching design. Liang (2007) also contributed to this discourse by discussing Banathy’s division of teaching design into four generations. However, most of these studies are limited to introducing foreign theories and discussing their applicability to the Chinese educational context, without exploring how these frameworks can be practically implemented within China’s unique educational system. He (2012) noted that there have been few attempts to apply open-ended participatory teaching design in Chinese classrooms, and specific, operational methods remain underexplored.
Conceptualizations of Participatory Teaching	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: Are these Chinese conceptualisations of PTD different from those developed in the West?
In China, participatory teaching is often defined as involving students in the process of teaching implementation. However, some scholars extend this to include the entire process of teaching, from design to implementation and evaluation. Chen (2008) argued that students should be involved in setting goals, selecting materials and teaching methods, designing classroom activities, assessing performance, and evaluating teaching outcomes. Xu (2015) emphasized that participatory teaching differs from traditional teaching by involving students not only in the implementation of lessons but also in the design and evaluation of teaching strategies and methods.
While this research advocates for student involvement in teaching design, the depth and applicability of these findings remain limited. There is a tendency to treat students’ participation in teaching implementation and teaching design as the same, despite their key differences. Participation in teaching implementation refers to students taking part in specific activities, while participation in teaching design involves students in decision-making about the activities themselves. These are two distinct types of participation that deserve separate consideration in research.
Negotiated Curriculum
Another area of growing interest in China is the concept of the negotiated curriculum. Negotiated learning is a collaborative process where students and teachers negotiate the content, methods, and assessment of learning (Zheng, 2005). It is grounded in principles of autonomy, constructivist learning, and cooperative pedagogy (Sun, 2007). The negotiated curriculum has become one of the prominent trends in Chinese educational research, with increasing theoretical development. However, practical research in this area remains relatively underdeveloped.
The negotiated curriculum aligns with participatory teaching design in that it emphasizes respect for students’autonomy and input in decision-making. However, there are clear differences between the two. First, the negotiation process typically involves a one-way form of participation, where students participate in decisions but not necessarily in the design of teaching methods or strategies (Meighan, 1998). Second, while both negotiated curricula and participatory teaching design address student involvement, the former focuses more on what and how students learn, whereas the latter emphasizes how teaching is structured. In this sense, participatory teaching design is more closely concerned with students’role in designing the teaching process itself (Xiao, 2010).
Practical Research and Implementation
Since the 1990s, with the shift in educational concepts and the deepening of teaching reforms, some teaching practices in China have incorporated elements of participatory teaching design, although not in its full sense. Research in this area has largely been conducted by primary and secondary school teachers, who involve students in designing aspects of the lesson, such as blackboard design, setting teaching objectives, and lesson preparation.
The first major area of research is the involvement of students in blackboard design. Xiang (2015) identified eight types of participatory blackboard designs, including gap-filling, questioning, arranging, matching, and others. The second area is students’ participation in the design of teaching objectives and lesson preparation. This can include activities such as collecting teaching materials, selecting teaching resources, designing teaching forms, and preparing teaching aids. Lin (2007) argued that student involvement in lesson preparation makes teaching more relevant, interactive, and effective, enhancing teamwork and improving skills. Chen (2018) highlighted the necessity and advantages of student participation in teaching preparation, categorizing various types of involvement.
While these studies offer valuable insights into the practical implementation of participatory teaching design, they remain fragmented, unsystematic, and relatively shallow. Most of the research is at an experiential level, lacking the theoretical foundations needed to develop a comprehensive framework for participatory teaching design.	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: Discuss this in light of Western PTD models.
Current Gaps in Research
Despite growing interest in participatory teaching, research in China remains weak in both theoretical and practical dimensions. There is a clear gap in the development of action frameworks, methodologies, and strategies for implementing participatory teaching design. While there has been some progress in understanding the theoretical underpinnings of participatory teaching, more in-depth and systematic studies are needed, particularly in the context of vocational education and advanced courses. The integration of theory and practice in participatory teaching design is an area that requires further exploration and development.
In conclusion, while participatory teaching design has begun to gain traction in China, both theoretical and practical research is still in its early stages. The need for deeper, more comprehensive studies is evident, and there is an need to develop actionable frameworks, methods, and strategies to support the practical application of participatory teaching design in diverse educational settings.	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: Integrate this with the previous paragraph.

Conclusion
This chapter has defined participatory teaching design, examined the development of relevant overseas research, and explored strategies for its implementation, practical outcomes, and constraints. It concludes with an overview of the current state of research on participatory teaching design in China.	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: This doesn’t cover the chapter content.
From the reviewed literature, it is clear that research on participatory teaching has predominantly been approached from a macro perspective, focusing on the theoretical and practical aspects at a broader level. However, there has been less emphasis on micro-level research, particularly in the context of vocational education. Existing studies mainly focus on participatory teaching in colleges and universities, while research on its application in vocational education and specialized courses remains limited.	Comment by Ghsoon Reda: This paragraph is about Chinese literature on PTD implementation. You have to clarify the point. 
This literature review offers two key theoretical implications. First, it contributes to the enrichment and development of participatory teaching design approach. While much of the research in this area has centered on Western countries, there is a gap in China, particularly regarding studies on the perceptions and experiences of teachers and students engaged in participatory teaching design in English language classes at Chinese higher vocational colleges. By exploring the impact of participatory teaching design on vocational college students, this research helps to further develop the theoretical foundations of participatory teaching design.
Second, the review highlights the importance of constructing anactionable framework of participatory teaching design that is rooted in the Chinese context. Much of the research in China has been focused on introducing foreign studies, with little attention given to the unique educational realities in China. Domestic research that is closely aligned with the practical needs of Chinese education, particularly in vocational colleges, remains scarce. This gap calls for further investigation and application of participatory teaching design in China’s higher vocational colleges, helping to establish a conceptual framework for authentic educational practices in this field.
Currently, research on participatory teaching design in China is still in its early stages (Zhang, 2009), with relatively few research outcomes. Most of the existing work involves the introduction of foreign research, which has not yet been fully adapted or applied in the Chinese context, especially in higher vocational colleges. The research gap is particularly evident in English language teaching at vocational colleges, where studies on participatory teaching design are almost nonexistent. Therefore, conducting research in this area is crucial to understanding the impact of participatory teaching design on students’ learning in the English language classroom at Chinese vocational colleges.
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