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Abstract 

 

This study investigated three Griffith University Masters of Teaching preservice 

secondary teachers’ experiences with action research and embodied reflection. A 

multiple case study approach gathered data on participants’ action research projects at 

key moments over the course of one semester to identify their reflective development. 

Thus, data was collected in the following order: 

• Prior to participants’ field teaching experience 

• During their action research investigations  

• At the end of their action research projects and field teaching practicum 

 

Because the study focussed on multiple participants’ specific experience with action 

research, a multiple case study theoretical framework was the methodology used to 

guide data collection. In data analysis, grounded theory methods were used to identify 

and triangulate themes that emerged from participants’ experience during the study 

(Orona 1997; Strauss & Corbin 1997). Thus, case study was the theoretical 

framework of the investigation and grounded theory was the best method available to 

interpret the data collected in accordance with qualitative research traditions (Burns 

2000; Denzin & Lincoln 1994; Simons 2009). Since the study sought to understand 

participant development of reflective capacity through action research, qualitative 

data regarding the participants’ values, beliefs, attitudes and feelings associated with 

their experience are explored to discover their views in action and application in the 

classroom (Burns 2000; Stake 2005; Yin 2003). 

 

This study sought to examine the literature surrounding action research, praxis and 

higher order embodied reflection in preservice secondary teacher education. 

Specifically, it contributes to the educational literature surrounding action research 

impacts on participants’ development of reflective practice during their practicum 

teaching experience. Second, it demonstrated that action research did not generate 

praxis or higher order reflection in study participants at any time as their learning with 

action research hit a plateau during their field teaching experience.  
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The major findings indicated that participants’ improved their reflective capacity at a 

rudimentary and technical level, however they completed their action research 

projects without developing praxis or higher order reflection in their pedagogical 

practice. This emerged from the data as one of the key factors in participants’ action 

research, namely that they improved reflective capacity at a rudimentary technical 

level but did not develop praxis or higher order reflective capacity through action 

research.   

 

Next, another key factor to participant development of reflective capacity was verbal 

mentor evaluations. In this study, the participants engaged in verbal mentor evaluation 

as a form of mistaken reflection and this undermined their capacity to move towards  

higher realms of active, and embodied reflection. In other words, participants 

mistakenly used verbal evaluations from experienced mentor teachers as a form of 

reflection and that had a negative influence on participant development of praxis and 

reflective behaviour. This study pinpoints a gap that exists in the educational literature 

between preservice teacher reflection in theory and reflection in practice, and 

highlights the actual reflective behaviours of participants when they use action 

research during their practicum teaching experience.     

 

The study finds that Griffith University could further scaffold and ensure praxis and 

higher order reflection were achieved by participant’s through action research. Since 

higher order reflection and a praxis orientation must be taught, engaged in, and 

acquired, teacher education programs have a responsibility to ensure that their 

preservice teachers engage in action research appropriately (Boud 2001; Walkington 

2005). In order for participants to bridge the gap between action and research, Carr 

and Kemmis (1986), Coghlan and Brannick (2005) argue praxis and higher order 

reflection skills must be the essential ingredients taught and emphasised in preservice 

teacher education in order to cultivate quality action research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 iii 

 

Statement of Originality 

 

This work has not previously been submitted for a degree or diploma in any 

university. To the best of my knowledge and belief, the thesis contains no material 

previously published or written by another person except where due reference is made 

in the thesis itself. Any editorial work, paid or unpaid, carried out by a third party is 

acknowledged; and, ethics procedures and guidelines have been followed. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 iv 

 

Table of Contents 

Abstract ........................................................................................................................... i 

Statement of Originality ........................................................................................... iii 

Table of Contents .......................................................................................................... iv 

List of Tables ............................................................................................................. viii 

List of Figures ............................................................................................................ viii 

Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................... ix 

Chapter 1: Introduction .................................................................................................. 1 

The Issue ................................................................................................................ 1 

Organisation of the Thesis ......................................................................................... 3 

Chapter 2:  Literature Review ........................................................................................ 4 

Introduction ................................................................................................................ 4 

Action Research in Teacher Education ...................................................................... 5 

Action Research Methodology .............................................................................. 5 

Meta-Reflection ..................................................................................................... 7 

Action Research and Reflection ........................................................................... 10 

Action Research Types ........................................................................................ 11 

The Status of Reflection in Teacher Education ....................................................... 14 

Types of Reflection .............................................................................................. 16 

Embodied Reflection ........................................................................................... 18 

Practical and Technical Reflection ...................................................................... 19 

Praxis and Reflection in Preservice Teacher Education ...................................... 22 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 25 

Chapter 3:  Methodology and Method ......................................................................... 26 

Research Questions .................................................................................................. 26 

Main question....................................................................................................... 26 

Sub-question ........................................................................................................ 26 

Methodology ............................................................................................................ 27 



 v 

 

Theoretical Assumptions of Case Study Research .............................................. 27 

When to use Case Study? ..................................................................................... 29 

Types of Case Study ............................................................................................ 29 

Multiple Case Designs ......................................................................................... 30 

Three Stages of Case Study ................................................................................. 31 

Case Study Validity ............................................................................................. 31 

Case Study Limitations ........................................................................................ 32 

Method ..................................................................................................................... 33 

The Participants ................................................................................................... 34 

Procedure of Data Collection ............................................................................... 35 

Reconnaissance Survey ........................................................................................ 35 

Stimulated Recall ................................................................................................. 36 

Stimulated Recall Interviews ............................................................................... 38 

Criticism of Selected Methods ............................................................................. 40 

Data Analysis ....................................................................................................... 42 

Logical Positivism ............................................................................................... 44 

Qualitative Validity .............................................................................................. 45 

Reliability ............................................................................................................. 47 

Grounded Theory Methods ...................................................................................... 48 

Grounded Theory Critiques ................................................................................. 50 

Research Ethics .................................................................................................... 52 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 53 

Chapter 4: Qualitative Data ......................................................................................... 55 

Introduction .............................................................................................................. 55 

Reconnaissance Cycle .......................................................................................... 56 

Participant One ..................................................................................................... 56 

Participant Two .................................................................................................... 58 

Participant Three .................................................................................................. 60 

Interim Summary ................................................................................................. 62 

Action Research ................................................................................................... 63 

Teacher Reflection ............................................................................................... 63 

Criticisms, Complaints, Fears .............................................................................. 63 



 vi 

 

Cycle One................................................................................................................. 64 

Participant Two .................................................................................................... 65 

Participant Three .................................................................................................. 67 

Interim Summary ................................................................................................. 69 

Action Research ................................................................................................... 70 

Reflection ............................................................................................................. 71 

Cycle Two ................................................................................................................ 71 

Participant One ..................................................................................................... 72 

Participant Two .................................................................................................... 75 

Participant Three .................................................................................................. 77 

Interim Summary ................................................................................................. 78 

Action Research ................................................................................................... 79 

Fears ..................................................................................................................... 79 

Reflection ............................................................................................................. 80 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 81 

Chapter 5: Data Analysis and Discussion .................................................................... 82 

Reconnaissance Data ........................................................................................... 84 

Cycle One Data .................................................................................................... 85 

Cycle Two Data ................................................................................................... 87 

Meta-Reflection ................................................................................................... 88 

The Influence of Action Research and New Teaching Behaviour ...................... 89 

Major Finding 1: Technical Action Research .......................................................... 91 

Interim Summary ................................................................................................. 93 

The Influence of Embodied Reflection in Preservice Participants .......................... 94 

The influence of technical reflection and participants’ reflective capacity ......... 95 

The influence of practical reflection and participants’ reflective capacity .......... 98 

The influence of active reflection and participants’ reflective capacity ............ 100 

The influence of embodied reflection and participants’ reflection .................... 102 

Lesser Finding 2: Action Research and Embodied Reflection .............................. 102 

Interim Summary ............................................................................................... 104 

Lesser Finding 3: Verbal Evaluation and Participants’ Reflective Development . 105 

Interim Summary ............................................................................................... 107 



 vii 

 

Summary of Findings ............................................................................................. 108 

Limitations of the Study......................................................................................... 108 

Summary ................................................................................................................ 111 

Chapter 6:  Conclusions and Implications ................................................................. 113 

Conclusions ............................................................................................................ 113 

Participants’ Action Research ............................................................................ 113 

Action Research and Reflection ......................................................................... 114 

Verbal Mentor Evaluation .................................................................................. 114 

Implications............................................................................................................ 115 

Recommendations for Teacher Education ......................................................... 115 

Implications for Future Research ....................................................................... 117 

Personal Reflection on the Study ........................................................................... 117 

Summary ................................................................................................................ 118 

Appendices ................................................................................................................. 119 

Appendix A: Reconnaissance Survey .................................................................... 120 

Appendix B: Semi-Structured Interview Questions .............................................. 122 

Appendix C: Open Coding Matrix ......................................................................... 124 

Appendix D: Informed Consent Mechanism ......................................................... 130 

Appendix E: Ethics Approval Education Queensland ........................................... 135 

References .................................................................................................................. 136 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 viii 

 

List of Tables 

Table 2.1 Action research types……………………...……………….. 11 

Table 2.2  Types of reflection related to concerns…………………….. 16 

Table 2.3 Embodied reflective framework……………………………. 19 

Table 3.1 Case study validity…………………………………………. 31 

Table 3.2 Participant demographics…………………………..………... 33 

Table 4.4 Collection methods………………………………..…………. 40 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 2.1  Action research spiral……………………………………….. 6  

Figure 2.2  Meta-learning..………………………………….………….. 8 

Figure 3.1 Naturalistic Generalization…………………………………. 45 

Figure 5.1 NVivo reconnaissance cycle data…………………………… 84 

Figure 5.2 NVivo cycle one data………………………………………..  85 

Figure 5.3 NVivo cycle two data……………………………………….. 87 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 ix 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

First, I would like to acknowledge my family, my mother Karen, father Edward, sister 

Jenny, brother-in-law Bertrand and baby Samuel for the love, support and great faith 

they have demonstrated in me over the course of my Doctoral studies. It has been a 

tumultuous time in our lives and I wish to formally acknowledge their love and 

support here and am sincerely grateful to be part of this family. 

 

Next, I received support from my colleagues at Griffith University, Gold Coast 

education department. In particular, I wish to thank Ledeo my friend, Roberto, Steve, 

Nishya, and Sarah who have all assisted me with the wisdom of their experience and 

freely given support at critical times of the thesis.   

   

The study participants have generously given their time, energy, and knowledge, I 

acknowledge their significant contributions and thank them for their sincere 

participation in this project.  

 

In writing of the thesis the following publications resulted: 

1. Hawkins, J. (2009). Action research and embodied reflection in preservice 

teacher education. Educational Planet Shapers:  Researching, hypothesising & 

dreaming the future. Gold Coast, Australia, Post Pressed 

(www.postpressed.com.au). 

 

2. Hawkins, J. (2008).  Action Research and Teacher Empowerment, Australian 

Teachers Education Association, University of the Sunshine Coast, Sippy 

Downs, Australia Pg: 1-10. 

The publications proved insightful because of the key editorial feedback that shaped 

the chapters of the thesis. I acknowledge and thank the anonymous peer reviewers for 

their comments and critical feedback. Next, I acknowledge and thank my editors, 

Andrea and Anna whose editorial insight dramatically improved the final presentation 

of the thesis.     

     

http://www.postpressed.com.au/�


 x 

 

 

 

Throughout this study, I have had the best of supervision.  Professor Robyn Jorgensen 

and Doctor Peter Grootenboer have had a critical eye in the promulgation of this 

thesis. I am sincerely thankful to Robyn for her personal belief in me, and the 

emotional, conceptual and argumentative support she provided over the course of the 

thesis. I am sincerely thankful to Peter for his insight, critical feedback, patience, and 

desire for cohesive argumentative structure to produce the best final document 

possible. I formally thank them for their dedication to the project and their personal 

belief in me. I have benefited immeasurably from the wisdom of Robyn and Peter as 

my supervisors. Thank you both.    

 

A thesis is not something one can undertake alone, I wish to thank all of the above 

people for their time, energy and dedication to this project and know that I am forever 

grateful. 

 

 

 



 1 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Over the past 20 years, action research has been widely applied in teacher education 

to cultivate reflection, pedagogical competency, and life-long learning in education 

graduates (Boud & Knight 2004; Coghlan & Brannick 2009; Derlin & McShannon 

1996; Hatton & Smith 2006). Recent research contends that action research improves 

reflection, and that helps preservice teachers realize the value of systematically 

collecting, analysing, and reflecting on data that develops new ways of knowing and 

doing pedagogical practice (Coghlan & Brannick 2009; Derlin & McShannon 1996; 

Levin & Merritt 2006; Schoen 2007). In the literature, it is argued that action research 

can empower, transform, and even encourage meta-reflection and enlightenment in 

teacher’s pedagogical practice (Elliot 1997; Borda 2006; Coghlan & Brannick 2009; 

Habermas 1972; Mertler 2008; Schoen 2007).  

 

Increasingly, educational researchers have recognized the difficulty in defining and 

explaining ‘reflection.’ Educational theorist’s including Hatton and Smith (2006); 

Malkani and Allen (2005); Schon (1987); Smith (2005); Polanyi (1967); and 

VanManen (1991) have developed taxonomies of reflection that attempt to explicitly 

connect educational theory with classroom practice. However, Hatton and Smith 

(2006: 6) point out reflective practice is “often so ill defined and vague that it is 

almost devoid of meaning.” Since 1995, Griffith University has used action research 

to cultivate reflective practice in its Masters of Teaching education program. 

However, few studies in Australia have investigated the quality and type of reflection 

that preservice teachers have achieved by using action research (Jones 2009).  

 

The Issue 

It is argued in the literature that action research is instrumental to development of 

praxis, reflection, and life-long learning in teacher education. In fact, reflection is 

promoted without much in the way of defining what exactly is meant by the term 

‘reflection’ (Clark 2001; Hatton & Smith 2008; Malkani & Allen 2005; Smith 2008; 

Polanyi 1967). Because action research is embedded in the educational literature as a 

methodology that can instil reflection in its agents, it has been assumed by teacher 
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education programs to automatically cultivate reflective practices in their preservice 

teachers (Clark 2001; Valli 1992; Winter 1989).  

 

This study seeks to examine these assumptions, and gathers evidence directly from 

the preservice teachers who used action research in their field teaching experience; it 

determines the type of reflection generated from their action research endeavours, 

according to the embodied reflective framework (outlined in Chapter Two). Several 

taxonomies of reflection exist that illustrate the struggle educational researchers have 

had to define, implement and measure the growth of preservice teachers’ reflective 

capacity. Since reflection is internalised and occurs inside individuals, it becomes 

problematic to observe and classify the type of reflection participants achieve in the 

classroom. Several commentators recognize the difficulty in identifying reflective 

practice. However, it appears tacitly assumed in the literature that action research will 

generate quality reflective practice (Genor 2005; Kinsella 2007; Valli 1992; Winter 

1989).  

 

Griffith University, Australia, has highlighted the value of action research and applied 

it to its Master of Teaching program in order to teach its graduates a systematic way 

of understanding, reflecting upon, and improving classroom action that may even 

encourage meta-learning and enlightenment in its participants. To determine and 

establish the relationship between action research and reflection this report developed 

an embodied reflective framework that measured study participants reflective capacity 

and highlights its relationship to action research.   

 

Several studies exist on action research (Ashcroft & Morwenna 1991; Callison 2007; 

Cherry 1999; Elliot 1991; Johnson 2008) as well as reflection (Chitpin, Simon, & 

Galipeau 2008; Hutchinson 1997; Malkani & Allen 2005; Schon 1987). However, 

few studies have examined action research and embodied reflection in application 

from the preservice teachers’ perspective in Australian classrooms (Kinsella 2007). 

This alone may be reason enough for this research study to examine preservice 

secondary teachers’ views, perceptions, feelings, values, and in particular, the impact 

that action research may have on participants’ development of embodied reflective 

capacity.  
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Therefore, the relationship between action research and embodied reflection in 

preservice teachers, and the effect of that action research and reflection on 

participants’ thoughts, feelings, and beliefs, need to be carefully considered and 

researched. Thus, the participants’ reflective development through action research 

will be examined to understand how these develop and what might be done to 

enhance reflective behaviours in future preservice teachers undertaking action 

research.  

 

Organisation of the Thesis 

In Chapter Two, the relevant literature is reviewed, with a particular focus on the 

reflection that results from preservice teachers’ engagement in action research, and 

the value of action research in preservice teacher education. Next in Chapter Two, an 

embodied reflective framework is presented that is based on the literature on action 

research and reflection. This framework was used in the study to evaluate preservice 

teachers’ reflective capacity and discuss its relationship with action research. Finally, 

in Chapter Two there is a discussion of the importance of praxis and reflection in 

preservice teacher education with reference to Groves and Gray’s (2008) research on 

preservice teacher reflection. 

 

Chapter Three discusses ‘multiple case study’ as the methodological approach used in 

this investigation and explores the assumptions, history and methodology of case 

studies. Next, the data collection methods are discussed, in particular the primary 

collection method of stimulated recall. Chapter Three also discusses the grounded 

theory methods that were employed to analyse the data and identify the emergent 

themes from the mass of data collected. Here it is argued case studies and grounded 

theory methods together are a powerful methodology to research and capture 

preservice teachers’ development of reflective capacity. In Chapter Four the 

qualitative data collected and samples of the interview conversations are reported in 

order to present examples of participants’ experience with action research and 

reflection. Chapter Five presents the data analysis where the significant findings that 

emerged in the data are discussed in detail to further explore and establish participant 

experience. The concluding chapter draws together the investigation with conclusions 

and recommendations based on the findings of the research study.  
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the literature is reviewed to examine the background of action research 

and preservice teacher reflection. To pursue this line of research, this study draws 

upon a diversity of fields including philosophy, teacher education, psychology, 

curriculum development, business management, research dissertations, and 

professional educational resources. The literature review has been divided into three 

main discussions, namely, action research, reflection, and praxis. In the first instance, 

the theoretical traditions of action research are explored with particular attention 

given to the types of reflection that may be generated in preservice teachers’ action 

research. This grounds the present study and connects the subsequent sections where 

emerging influences and reflective behaviours are discussed in relationship to the 

relevant literature surrounding action research and reflection. Second, the systematic 

and meta-reflective elements that may occur as a result of preservice teachers’ 

engagement in action research are explained. Third, the types of reflection that action 

research typically generates are discussed in order to shed light on participants’ 

development of reflective capacity in this study. 

 

Next, the literature review explores reflection and demonstrates the key reflective 

theories used in the past to evaluate preservice teacher development of reflective 

capacity. I argue that a framework of embodied reflection is necessary, and present 

four key criteria that I designed to evaluate the participants’ development of reflective 

capacity, namely: embodied reflection, active reflection, practical reflection and 

technical reflection. Additionally, this embodied reflective framework connects the 

reflective type (embodied or technical) to its corresponding type of action research 

(technical, practical, and emancipatory). Finally, the importance of praxis is 

discussed, and in particular a gap that exists between higher educational institutions’ 

desire for reflective practitioners and the actual quality of action research and 

reflective practice implemented by preservice teachers in their classroom is noted. 
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Action Research in Teacher Education 

Action research gives preservice teachers a powerful means to build, test, reflect 

upon, and revise personal theories about pedagogy within the classroom, as well as a 

critical opportunity to think for themselves and learn through action experimentation. 

Action research facilitates professional growth by enhancing critical reflection, 

decision-making, and discernment, all of which strengthen the ability to self-evaluate 

and improve teaching practice (Couglan & Brannick 2009; McNiff & Whitehead 

2009; McTaggart & Singh 1988).  Corey explains:   

We are convinced that to study as objectively as possible the consequences of 
our teaching is more likely to change and improve our practices than is 
reading about what someone else has discovered regarding the consequences 
of his teaching. The latter may be helpful. The former is almost certain to be. 
(1953: 56)  

 

In the United Kingdom, Elliot (1996) argued that action research promotes self- 

evaluation and decision-making, which are central to the development of critical 

pedagogical skills. Because it deals directly with problems experienced by teachers 

action research can be readily utilised from the inside their classrooms rather than 

being imposed from some outside theoretical model. Action research is a systematic 

approach that allows teachers to take calculated risks designed to cause fundamental 

change in their professional practice, and, as teachers, introduce changes to their 

classrooms they become more reflective and transformed by the research process 

(McNiff & Lomax 2003; Mertler 2008). Moreover, a key feature of action research is 

that it describes what is occurring in the commonsense language that people use to 

explain their social situations in everyday life. That is, the people the research impacts 

the most have the greatest understanding of the findings as they are explained in the 

commonsense language of that community (Elliot 1996).  

 

Action Research Methodology 

Action research has embedded reflection and critical planning built into its 

methodological system in order to give preservice teachers a real-world framework 

with which to interact and test personal theories in the classroom. Unlike quantitative 

or qualitative paradigms, the action researcher is an inside agent involved in 

identifying the problem and so he or she takes direct action to solve that real problem 
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in the classroom or workplace environment (Cherry 1999; Coghlan & Brannick 2009; 

McNiff & Whitehead 2006; Price & Valli 2005). The literature identifies four 

moments critical to ensuring the rigour of the action research: planning, acting, 

observing and reflecting (Craig 2009; McNiff & Whitehead 2009; Stringer 2007). The 

four critical moments are crucial in order to avoid ‘jumping to solutions’ and give 

participants a logical sequence of reflective evaluation that ensures teacher-

researchers generate praxis, higher order thinking and trustworthy project findings 

(Chitpin et al., 2008; Johnson 2008).  

 

Typically, in order to be considered legitimate, action research requires two complete 

cycles and it is undertaken in social collaboration with a research team (McNiff & 

Whitehead 2009). In cycle one the research team identifies a research problem then 

collaboratively plans, acts, observes, and reflects on the data. After researchers have 

reflected on the actions taken and data in cycle one, the second cycle emerges from 

the first. The question to be addressed in the second cycle of research is not 

predetermined in any way; the question is unknown and emerges inductively from the 

research cycles (Craig 2009; Melrose 2001; Mertler 2008). Figure 2.1: drawn from 

Kemmis and McTaggart’s (1988) action research spiral:  
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Figure 2.1: The action research spiral (from Kemmis & McTaggart 1988).  

  

As the researcher becomes more proficient, the focus turns to integration of the four 

critical moments, and this focus forces the topic of investigation through a spiral of 

critical reflection. Due to its ability to bridge the gap between theory and practice 

action research has been widely applied in teacher education programs in Australia, 

the United States, New Zealand and England as a means to empower its agents to 

reflect upon and expand their pedagogical repertoire (Altrichter, Kemmis, McTaggart, 

& Zuber-Skerrit 1991; Coghlan & Brannick 2009; Craig 2009; Esposito & Smith 

2006; Johnson 2008; Mertler 2008; Schoen 2007; Stringer 2007).  

 

Meta-Reflection 

One of the intriguing aspects of action research is what Habermas (1972) referred to 

as the process of enlightenment. Argyris et al., (1990); Bawden (1991); Coghlan and 

Brannick (2001; 2009); and Gaventa and Cornwall (2006) have sought to identify the 

essential components of meta-reflection (learning about learning) and the 

enlightenment process that occurs as a result of action research. In any action research 

project participants follow the basic procedure of choosing the topic of investigation 

Figure 2.1 
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and systematically planning, acting, observing, and reflecting (Carr & Kemmis 1986 

Kemmis 2006; Stringer 2007). The four critical moments of action research are 

described separately, but in fact interrelate to form confluence of skills that work 

together upon the research problem and the researcher (McNiff and Whitehead 2009; 

Schoen 2007). Coghlan and Brannick (2001) describe a double loop of learning, 

literally a cycle within a cycle of learning that can effect participants action research, 

Coghlan and Brannick (2001) explain:   

In any action research project there are two action research cycles operating 
in parallel; one is the topic under investigation. The second is a reflection 
cycle which is an action research cycle about the action research. It is the 
dynamics of the reflection cycle that incorporates the learning process of the 
action research cycle and enables action research to be more than everyday 
problem solving. Hence it is learning about learning, in other words meta-
learning. (2001: 16) 

This suggests that participants can interact with action research on several cognitive 

plateaus at the same time. Figure 2.2 has been designed to show the meta-learning 

cycle and simultaneous action research cycle proposed by Bawden (1991: 21) and 

Coghlan et al., (2001: 19): 

 

 

 
Figure 2.2:  Meta-learning designed by Hawkins (2008). 

 

Figure 2.2 illustrates that in the first loop cycle, participants follow the typical 

methodological procedures of action research without meta-reflection or 

 

1. Plan 

2. Act 

4. 

Reflect 

3. 

Observe 

Action 

Research  

1 Experiencing 

2 Reflecting 

3 Interpreting 

1 Experiencing 

2 Reflecting 

3 Interpreting 

1 Experiencing 

2 Reflecting 

3 Interpreting 

1 Experiencing 

2 Reflecting 

3 Interpreting 
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enlightenment. However, in the second loop the experiential cycle, the participant has 

been forced through the first loop decision to experience new realities by taking 

action, reflecting, and testing their personal theories in the classroom (Argyris et al., 

1990; McNiff & Whitehead 2009). This forces participants to shift between the two 

loops of learning and, thus causes meta-learning and reflection to occur as they 

explore the relationships between the first and second loop of action learning 

(Bawden 1991).   

 

The first loop outcome of an action research project appears to be not nearly as 

important as the second loop process through which the participants grasp the meta-

reflective experience. Indeed, Bawden (1991: 21) argues: “in the second order loop 

the meta learning loop affects the way we are thinking, our conceptual patterning, our 

thoughts we have on thinking and theories of our processes.” The double loop of 

action learning provides participants with the opportunity to test ideas through action 

experience and reflect upon learning that transforms and enhances the participant’s 

perspective (McNiff & Lomax 2003). 

 

The double loop of learning demonstrates aspects of the meta-learning and 

enlightenment process alluded to by Habermas (1972), including that within action 

research there is in fact another cycle of meta reflection taking place that impacts how 

you learn about yourself as you engage in first-, second-, and third - person inquiry 

(Coghlan et al., 2009; Kemmis 1991). Thus, action research participants can be 

engaged on many different levels of experiencing, reflecting, interpreting and taking 

action during the course of an investigation. This type of experiential learning is 

recursive, that is, what I do in my world is determined by the theories I construct from 

my experiences in it (Bawden 1991). Therefore, action research is a realistic avenue 

for preservice teachers to test personal theories in the classroom, acquire new 

knowledge reflection, even meta-reflection skills that can transform them into more 

empowered classroom teachers.   
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Action Research and Reflection 

Grundy and Kemmis (1981: 13) argue action research empowers teachers by enabling 

them to control the process of change, and that is a powerful means of professional 

development and for “rational discourse, cooperation, authentic insight, free 

commitment to wise decision making” all essential skills for teachers and education. 

The literature argues that action research has, since its inception, played a pivotal role 

to improve the quality of teacher education and school-based curricular development 

(Coghlan & Brannick 2009; Elliot 1996; McNiff & Whitehead 2009; Stringer 2007; 

Schoen 2007; Price & Valli 2005).   

   

Recent research in the United States by Levin and Merrit (2006) reported that the 

power of choice, mentoring support and discomfort were all important aspects of 

action research for preservice teachers. Additional research by Elliot (1991; 1996); 

Esposito and Smith (2006); Coghlan and Brannick (2009); Craig (2009); Schoen 

(2007); and Price and Valli (2005) strongly argue that action research is a powerful 

mechanism to encourage critical pedagogical skills and transform preservice teachers 

into reflective teaching professionals.   

 

For instance, O’Conner, Greene and Anderson (2006) investigated 34 preservice 

teachers using action research in the United States and found that preservice teachers 

became: 

Empowered and confident in regards to daily and future pedagogical practices 
and decisions. Action research empowered teachers to change by pushing 
them out of his/her comfort zone. Action research increased preservice 
teachers’ self-reflection that enhanced classroom practice. (2006: 4) 

The action research process gave preservice teachers the opportunity to take 

ownership, creatively apply themselves to a relevant issue to their practice that 

expanded teaching knowledge and improved their pedagogy. In other words, it 

explicitly empowered preservice teachers to take charge of the research situation and 

that responsibility was in line with the real world behaviour of expert teachers (Elliot 

1997; Schoen 2007).  

 

Action research can act as a powerful agent to socialize preservice teachers as they 

take the initiative to solve a research problem, collaborate and interact with expert 

knowledge that transforms preservice candidates into more confident and reflective 
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classroom practitioners. Thus, action research has been recognized in educational 

literature as a method by which its participants can become more informed and 

reflective about the nature of their pedagogy. The fundamental challenge is to 

determine what types of interpretations, reflection and abstractions preservice teachers 

develop because of the research process (Clark 2001; Groves & Gray 2008; Valli 

1992; Winter 2001).    

 

Action Research Types   

According to McTaggart (1991) there are three distinct types of reflection in action 

research theory. First, technical action research is generally aimed at improving 

existing professional practices, that is, testing ideas already in application. Technical 

action research provides an explicit process to become more critical and informed 

about professional practice. Second, practical action research is aimed at developing 

new practices out of existing practices by evaluating action and reflecting on the 

effect of that action. Third, critical emancipatory action research is aimed at 

developing new practices from research experimentation. Carr and Kemmis (1986: 

162) explain:  “practitioners accept responsibility for their own emancipation from the 

dictates of irrationality, injustice, alienation, and fulfilment.” That is, critical 

emancipatory action research seeks change within social institutions, and working 

environments, and can be a highly political form of action research as it sheds light on 

injustice or other inequalities that occur in schools, universities, businesses, or 

governmental organizations and strives to change the situation (Kemmis & 

McTaggart 1988). 

 

To analyse and ground participant experience with action research in this study, Table 

2.1 illustrates the types of action research that participants typically generate and is 

therefore essential to understanding participants’ development of action research and 

reflective capacity.    
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Table 2.1: Types of action research related to participant experience 

Action Research 
Type 

Research 
Descriptors 

 

Participant 
Descriptors 

Technical 
 
 
 
(Carr & Kemmis 
1986; Grundy & 
Kemmis 1981; 
Habermas 1972; 
Koshy 2005; 
McTaggart 1991; 
Pattison 1999). 

-Power and control facilitated from outside 
the participant. 
 
- The aim is efficient and effective practice 
judged by reference to criteria from outside 
the participant’s knowledge or control 
(external assessment). 
 
-The participant is concerned with becoming 
informed about the systems of knowledge that 
enable proficient handling of action research.  
  
-Positivistic, in that research questions can be 
predetermined or controlled from outside the 
participant. 
    
-Carr and Kemmis acknowledge this is the 
‘worst’ form of action research as it originates 
from outside participant control. It has been 
challenged in the literature as a legitimate 
form of action research. 

-This kind of action research can produce 
valuable changes in practice but the value 
may be in the eyes of the observer rather than 
participants themselves. 
 
-Informs participant with a methodology that 
investigates cause and effect events in their 
pedagogy. 
 
-May lead to improvement of practices from 
the view of outsiders and even from the 
participants themselves. It assists teachers to 
develop self-monitoring strategies. 
   
-Technical action researcher can influence the 
external world of participants to satisfy 
external assessment requirement.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Practical 
 
 
(Carr & Kemmis 
1986; Grundy & 
Kemmis 1981; 
Habermas 1972; 
Koshy 2005; 
McTaggart 1991; 
Pattison 1999). 

 
 
-Research paradigm is inductive, reflective, 
and emergent. 
 
 -In practical action research, power is shared 
between participants. 
 
-The practical action research has learned how 
and what to do to further their learning in 
professional practice.  
 
-Projects are internally and externally 
motivated. Participants have semi-embodied 
the technical aspects of action research but 
still require supervision, and collaboration to 
develop the quality of their action research. 
 
-The facilitator’s role is Socratic and provides 
a sounding board against which participants 
can try out ideas and learn more about the 
reason for their own action, as well as 
researching their own processes of self 
reflection.  
 

 
 
-Participants learn to take responsibility to 
reflect on and receive expert collaborative 
advice to improve future action.  
 
-Participants monitor their own educational 
practices with the immediate aim of 
developing their practical judgments as 
individuals.   
 
-Participants become empowered having 
understood that action research methodology 
creates practical change in their world. 
 
-Practical action research affects participants’ 
external world. Evident in the views and 
positive self dialogue such as:  ‘I can effect 
change in my classroom and I belong as a 
teacher’. This sentiment was expressed in this 
study’s participants’ statements. 
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Emancipatory 
 
(Carr & Kemmis 
1986; Grundy & 
Kemmis 1981; 
Habermas 1972; 
Koshy 2005; 
McTaggart 1991; 
Pattison 1999). 
 
 

-Seeks freedom, democracy of power and is 
aimed at criticism, change and liberation of 
the status quo.  
 
-Power resides with the group, not the 
facilitator.  
 
-An interpretive or hermeneutic approach, 
ethnographic, historical, and 
phenomenological. 
 
-Participants themselves take responsibility 
for the Socratic role of assisting the group 
with its collaborative self- reflection. 
 
-The practitioner group takes responsibility 
for the emancipation from the dictates of 
irrationality, injustice and unfulfillment.  
 
-The aim is to enable and empower people to 
take strategic and effective action to improve 
their lives and liberate themselves from 
oppression.  

-Highest form of action research where 
participants have gained all of the skills of 
technical and practical action research  

 
-Participants seamlessly engage in both first 
and second loop of action research to inform 
and direct their enquiry. 
 
-Connects theory with practice. Participants 
are naturally reflective and responsive to the 
research environment. 
 
-An empowering process that engages 
participants in more just, rational, democratic 
and fulfilling forms of education.   
 
-Emancipatory action researchers understand 
the power of collaborative action and 
maximize group input to develop praxis in 
their action research (reasonable reflective 
action).   

 

In order to progress and move from one level to the next the practitioner must engage 

in reflection. Carr and Kemmis (1986: 204) argue action research only creates change 

if reflection is present and only becomes feasible when participants develop the ability 

to reflect. That is, participants can only graduate to higher emancipatory action 

research if they are able to engage in reflective practice: Carr and Kemmis (1986: 

205) remind: “reflection finishes before action begins.”  

 

In the following section issues surrounding reflection are explored, and the key 

reflective theories used in the past to evaluate preservice teacher development of 

reflective capacity are demonstrated. Next, I argue that embodied reflection is 

necessary and discuss four key criteria, namely: technical, practical, active, and 

embodied reflection to evaluate preservice teachers’ development of reflective 

capacity. Additionally, this embodied reflective framework explicitly attempts to 

connect each reflective type (technical, embodied) to its corresponding type of action 

research (technical, practical, first or second loop).   
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The Status of Reflection in Teacher Education 

Since the 1980s, teacher education courses and the educational literature have placed 

greater emphasis on reflection as a key activity of teaching practice designed to instil 

accountability, responsibility, and life-long learning. However, reflection has been 

called for without much in the way explanation as to what exactly is meant by the 

term (Boud & Knight 2004; Genor 2005; Hatton & Smith 2006; Smith 2008). For 

instance, Hutchinson and Allen (1997: 226) argue “one of the goals of teacher 

education is to develop each preservice teacher into a reflective practitioner, one who 

is a life-long learner who perceives every experience as an opportunity for growth, 

change and development of understanding.” Several commentators argue that 

reflection leads to thoughtful pedagogic practice through the development of self-

awareness and more ethical and critical approaches to pedagogy (Chitpin et al., 2008; 

Eryaman 2007; Hatton & Smith 2006; Malkani & Allen 2005; Reiman 1999; Schon 

1987).   

 

Chitpin et al., (2008) claim teacher reflection results in higher pedagogical reasoning, 

a greater sense of responsibility, empowered teacher identity, and improved self-

perception, and problem solving (coping with unexpected problems), and helps 

preservice teachers to examine their practice in a systematic and thoughtful way. By 

engaging in reflection, preservice teachers can develop positive habits of mind that 

eventually enable higher level cognitive, interpersonal, and pedagogic control in the 

classroom (Boud & Knight 2004; Francis 2008; Genor 2005; Hatton & Smith 2006; 

Schon 1987; Smith 2005).   

 

Ball and Cohen (1999: 16) contend “the more teachers developed methods of 

professional inquiry the more teachers would have interpretive power, which could 

contribute to improving both their own teaching and their own and other’s learning.”  

Thus, a much needed component of teacher education programs is a focus on 

reflection that is aimed at evaluation of practices, questioning of personal views, and 

which can lead to additional theorizing about practice (Walkington 2005). In order to 

establish and enhance preservice teaching skills Walkington (2005: 63) advises that 

reflecting on practice empowers decision-making and “learning through research in 

action is strongly recommended to promote a positive and personally meaningful 
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teacher identity.” There are several examples in the educational literature that endorse 

reflection as an essential component of effective teaching. For example, Boud (2001: 

9) advocates reflective practice through journal writing in order to “deepen quality of 

learning, form critical thinking, to understand the learning process and to increase 

personal ownership of learning.”   

  

Reflection is not a new concept in education. In 1904 Dewey argued teachers needed 

to be taught reflection to improve their thinking, and that encouraging teachers to 

think about and reflect upon their work can transform ordinary thinking into critical 

thinking. In Dewey’s (1933) view, reflective practice aimed to change pedagogical 

practice, and once the event had been reflected upon action was the next necessary 

step to improve practice, and reflection without action was considered meaningless.   

   

Schon’s (1987) landmark work, “Educating the Reflective Practitioners,” argued that 

reflection can be defined as the ability of the agent to reflect on action and reflect in 

action, that is, while the action is occurring. This work is often cited in the literature 

as the benchmark with which to conceptualise new reflective frameworks. Schon 

(1987) argued that both reflecting on action and reflecting in action were inclusive 

processes, strategies used by teachers to improve thinking and pedagogical actions or 

classroom outcomes. Practitioners in action were not dependent on the categories 

established in theory but constructed theory through reflective action, seamlessly 

experimenting in action and after the action had taken place to build expertise of 

teaching practice (Schon 1987).     

 

In Schon’s (1987) view, teaching competence involved much more than having a 

technical expertise of subject matter; rather, a deeper knowing and level of thinking 

occurred. This idea of inner knowing was developed from Polanyi’s (1967) tacit 

knowledge theory, which argued that we know more than we can tell, that people 

have tacit knowledge, and that practitioners have knowledge they cannot yet express. 

Thus, reflection is the process of becoming more aware of tacit knowledge, and 

evaluating, criticising, examining, and improving upon them (Genor 2005). Without 

reflection, tacit knowledge remains locked inside the practitioners’ consciousness 

where there is no possibility of examination, critical review, expansion, and 

improvement of pedagogy. Tacit knowledge is the subject of a growing body of 
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literature that argues knowing and learning is embodied, that is, it occurs within the 

whole being (Alba & Barnacle 2007; Kinsella 2007; McNiff & Whitehead 2006; Valli 

1992). Several educational theorists have set out to make frameworks of tacit 

knowledge that explain the types of reflection in which practitioners engage, and that 

allow researchers to make recommendations on how to develop materials (action 

research projects, case studies, journal writing, peer support groups) that truly 

stimulate meta-reflective approaches.   

 

Types of Reflection 

In spite of Schon’s (1987) efforts to define reflection, the debate continues over the 

types of reflection that exist and the educational theory has difficulty in matching the 

often messy and subjective reality of classroom practice. Several taxonomies of 

reflection exist in the educational literature that illustrate the difficulty educational 

researchers have had. Hatton and Smith (2006: 6) explain “definitions of reflection, 

especially critical reflection, are often inappropriate or inadequate and it is clear that 

the terms are extremely difficult to render operational as it is difficult to establish 

unequivocally that reflection has taken place.” Despite these limitations, Hatton and 

Smith (2006) conceptualise three types of reflection that preservice teachers at the 

University of Sydney education department may have generated through action 

research: technical reflection, reflection on action (descriptive reflection), and 

reflection in action (critical reflection).   

   

Technical reflection is the fairly immediate and assisted thinking about application of 

skills where the practitioners had difficulty connecting their classroom actions to 

overall goals and is concerned with the efficiency and effectiveness of means to 

achieve specific ends (Eryaman 2007; Schon 1987; Van Manen 1977). The second 

type of reflection, descriptive or practical reflection, allows for open examination not 

only of the means, but also of goals as the practitioner begins to examine assumptions 

and connects them with actual learning outcomes (Eryaman 2007). The third and 

arguably highest level critical reflection, includes both technical and practical stages, 

but also calls for moral, ethical, socio-historical, and politico-cultural considerations 

that are related to any action and judgments about whether professional activity is 

equitable, just and respectful of all persons (Eryaman 2007; Malkani & Allen 2005). 
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The critical reflective practitioner draws upon a wide range of perspectives and is 

flexible enough to use and explore alternative modes of operation in action (Carr & 

Kemmis 1986; Hatton & Smith 2006). Table 2.2 demonstrates the types of reflection 

that Hatton and Smith (2006: 19) used to evaluate preservice teachers’ development 

of reflective capacity at the University of Sydney. 

Table 2.2: Types of Reflection Related to Concerns  

Reflection Type Level Nature of Reflection Possible Content 
Reflection in action 
(Schon 1987) 
addressing IMPACT 
concerns after some 
experience in the 
profession. 
 

High 
5 

Contextualization of multiple 
viewpoints drawing on any of the 
possibilities 1-4 below applied to 
situations as they are actually taking 
place. 

Dealing with on-the-spot professional 
problems as they arise (rationale for 
action can be recalled and then 
shared with others for further 
reflection). 

Reflection on Action 
(Schon 1987; Smith & 
Lovat 1990; Smith & 
Hatton 1992) 
addressing TASK and 
IMPACT concerns in 
the later stages of a 
preservice program. 

4 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
2 

Critical Reflection, seeing as 
problematic, according to ethical 
criteria, the goals and practice of one’s 
profession. 
 
Dialogic, deliberative, cognitive, 
narrative; weighing competing points 
of view and claims and then exploring 
alternative solutions. 
 
Descriptive (social, efficiency, 
developmental personalistic, seeking 
what is seen as best possible practice.) 

Thinking about the effects upon 
others of one’s actions, taking 
account of social, political and 
cultural forces. 
 
Hearing ones own voice exploring 
alternative ways to solve problems in 
a professional situation. 
 
Analysis of one’s performance in the 
professional role, giving reasons for 
action taken. 
 
 

Technical rationality 
(Schon 1987; Shulman 
1988; Van Manen 
1977) addressing SELF 
and TASK concerns 
early in a program 
prepares individuals 
for entry into a 
profession. 

1 
low 

Technical (decision-making about 
immediate behaviours or skills, drawn 
from a given research theory base but 
always interpreted in light of personal 
worries and previous experience)  

Beginning to examine, one’s use of 
essential skills or generic 
competencies as often applied in 
controlled small-scale settings. 

 

Hatton and Smith’s (2006: 19) framework is an effective means to envision the types 

of reflection for which preservice teachers have been evaluated in the past. However 

Alba and Barnacle (2007); Eryaman (2007); Genor (2005); and Kinsella (2007) have 

argued that, in order to foster higher order reflection, a philosophical shift in post-

secondary education is necessary. Such a shift would change the way we teach and 

learn to embodied ways of knowing and doing that allow for the use of tacit 

knowledge and embodied reflection.   
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This study argues that it is necessary to develop a model of embodied reflection that 

can be conceptualised into four categories: embodied reflection, active reflection, 

practical reflection and technical reflection and that will be explained with reference 

to several processes from higher order embodied reflection to technical reflection.  

The embodied framework has been developed to evaluate this study’s participants’ 

development of reflective capacity through action research.         

 

Embodied Reflection   

Much like Polanyi’s (1967) tacit knowledge, embodied reflection is learning that 

arises through the whole person; it is the whole person’s lived experience that is 

revealed in action (Alba & Barnacle 2007; Eryaman 2007; Kinsella 2007). Thus, 

ontological values are evident in the whole person, including the body, mind, spirit, 

and speech: they exist within the living body (McNiff & Whitehead 2006). The 

concept of ontological knowing argues that reflection is embodied, created, and 

enacted rather than accumulated within a disembodied mind and transferred to the rest 

of the body (Alba & Barnacle 2007; McNiff & Whitehead 2006; Polanyi 1967). The 

embodied reflective practitioners are in a constant posture of readiness to learn, know, 

evolve, and adapt themselves to their environment, and have a holistic pedagogical 

approach that has gone beyond rigid teaching structures. They can also act freely 

using any of the other four modalities of reflection (embodied reflection, active 

reflection, practical reflection, and technical reflection) (Alba & Barnacle 2007; 

Schon 1987; Polanyi 1967).  

   

The embodied reflective practitioners’ behaviour can be recognized by the freedom to 

adapt plans to suit circumstances, the ability to meet learning opportunities 

spontaneously as they arise, and the potential to simultaneously act and reflect in 

action in order to deliver optimal teaching and learning outcomes (Hatton & Smith 

2006; Eryaman 2007; Kinsella 2007; Schon 1987). Embodied reflection is the highest 

form of reflective practice and involves a well developed sense of “intuitive artistry” 

(Schon 1987) that employs critical approaches to pedagogy combined with a socially 

just vision of schooling (Van Manen 1977).   
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The second category, active reflection can be characterized as the beginning of 

embodied reflection that has yet to fully mature. The practitioner demonstrates the 

capacity to engage in meta-reflective inner dialogue, self-monitoring that is 

responsive to reflection in action and reflection on action. However, the active 

reflective practitioner still requires frameworks (lesson plans, reflective journals) from 

which to act efficiently and effectively in the classroom and is not emancipated from 

pedagogic structure. This practitioner recognizes the importance of reflection and has 

incorporated the strategy as a fundamental part of their pedagogy on every level, as is 

evident in the fluency and effectiveness of their teaching actions in the classroom. 

 

Practical and Technical Reflection 

Guba and Lincoln (1994) suggest that epistemology is concerned with the nature of 

the relationship between the knower and what can be known. In this framework, 

epistemological reflection refers to practical and technical reflection. The practical 

reflective practitioner is able to clarify assumptions and predispositions underlying 

teaching, and aims to maximize student performance and demonstrate informed and 

intelligent decisions about their teaching practice (Genor 2005; McTaggart 1991; Van 

Manen 1977). Technical reflection is concerned with the efficiency and effectiveness 

of teaching and focuses on procedural knowing (epistemology) and immediate skills 

that teachers need to survive in the classroom (Genor 2005; Van Manen 1977).   

 

Table 2.3 shows the embodied reflective framework I have developed. This 

framework builds upon the design of Hatton and Smith (2006) and explicitly 

addresses embodied reflective characteristics, and content, and illustrates the 

relationship between types of reflection and action research. I have designed Table 2.3 

to illustrate and evaluate the types of reflection that study participants may produce 

through action research. 
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Table 2.3:  Embodied Reflective Framework designed by Hawkins (2009: 18-20). 

Type Reflective Characteristics Content Action Research 
Type 

Embodied 
Reflection  
 
(Alba & Barnacle 
2007; Eryaman 
2007; Genor 
2005; Kinsella 
2007). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reflection IN 
action 
 
 (Hatton & Smith 
2006; McTaggart 
1991; Schon 
1987). 

-Embodied reflective 
practitioner has developed a 
sense of “intuitive artistry” 
(Schon, 1987) and is totally 
free from pedagogic structure. 
 
 
-High level of positive inner 
dialogue that enables 
practitioners to explore, 
experiment, and adapt new 
ideas in the classroom.   
 
-Reflects in action and can 
simultaneously utilize any of 
the skill sets below to 
classroom situations as they 
take place. 
 
 
-Evidence-based approach to 
pedagogy. The practitioner 
connects theory seamlessly 
with teaching practice. 
 
-Understands that additional 
learning occurs through 
action and has a high degree 
of synthesis and congruence 
between planning, action and 
reflection in the classroom.   
 
 
 

-This mastery level of 
reflection recognized by the 
freedom from fixed modes of 
behaviour and rigid teaching 
structures.  
 
-Evidence of a synthesis of 
critical reflection teaching 
skills and is able to multitask 
and meet the demands of on-
the-spot professional 
problems as they arise 
without interruption. 
 
-Uses others ideas, 
perspectives and understands 
that resilience is a key trait of 
mastery in teaching practice. 
 
 
-The practitioner does not 
require proforma or lesson 
plans to follow and may 
begin a teaching point at any 
stage according to his or her 
self-discretion and unit 
objectives. 
 
-Highly self-directed and 
independent person who 
easily incorporates new ideas 
into teaching, and 
understands the importance 
of reflective feedback to 
direct, feed forward, and 
improve future action. 
 

-Evidence of inner 
meta-reflection and 
emancipatory action 
research that have 
transformed 
practitioners’ 
perspectives.   
 
 
-Has fully integrated 
critical moments of 
action research into 
pedagogical practice 
(plan, act, observe 
reflect). 
 
 
-Second loop action 
research and evidence 
of critical approaches 
to pedagogy, and 
fully embodied 
reflective capacity. 
 
 
 
-Fully empowered 
problem solver rises 
to challenges through 
critical reflection and 
measured action. 
 
 

 
Embodied 
Active Reflection 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reflection IN 
action 
(Hatton & Smith 
2006; McTaggart 
1991; Schon 

-Has developed the ability to 
reflect on and act in 
congruence with internalised 
principles. 
 
-Has developed a high level 
of self-awareness and self-
monitoring that is reflexive 
(responsive) to the 
environment. 
 
-Values others experience and 
opinions and applies that 
knowledge to the classroom. 

-This higher order level of 
reflection is characterized by 
thinking about the effects of 
one’s actions on others, and 
takes account of social, 
political and cultural forces. 
 
-Hearing one’s own voice 
exploring alternative ways to 
solve problems in a 
professional situation. 
 
-Understands the power of 
self-reflection to improve 

-Second loop action 
research and evidence 
of critical approaches 
to pedagogy and the 
development of semi-
embodied reflective 
capacity. 
 
-Evidence that action 
research has 
transformed the 
teacher’s practice. 
 
-Values the critical 
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1987). 
 
 

 
-Analysis of one’s 
performance in the 
professional role, able to 
provide explicit reasons for 
action taken. 

teaching practice and learning 
outcomes. 

moments of action 
research and uses 
them seamlessly in 
pedagogical practice 
to plan, act, observe, 
and reflect. 
 

Practical 
Reflection 
 
 
 
 
Reflection ON 
action 
 
(Hatton & Smith 
2006; McTaggart 
1991; Schon 
1987) 

-Externally stimulated 
reflection.  The practitioner 
does not seamlessly connect 
reflection to their overall 
teaching effectiveness. 
 
-A great deal of concern with 
praxis improving the script of 
lesson outcomes.  However, 
must have a script to reflect 
on actions taken and little or 
no evidence of higher order 
thinking. 
 
-Has not developed a strong 
inner locus of control and 
requires scaffolding input, 
direction from expert or 
mentor teachers to reflect on 
action. 
 
-Uses pedagogical approaches 
without connecting them to 
the overall theory or 
principle-based teaching. 
 

-This type of reflection is 
mostly after the event; it is 
reflection on action and 
follows a scripted behaviour.  
 
-Beginning to examine one’s 
use of essential skills or 
generic competencies as often 
applied in controlled small-
scale settings. 
 
-Reflection is seen as only 
necessary to satisfy external 
factors such as professional 
development or course 
criteria but it is not useful in 
‘real teaching’. 

-Follows the first 
loop of action 
research without any 
evidence of meta-
reflection or higher 
order cognitive 
processes. 
 
-Develops new 
practices from 
existing ones by 
evaluating action and 
reflecting on the 
effect of that action. 
 
 
-The practitioners 
require a structure to 
reflect and increase 
the fluency of their 
pedagogy. 

Technical 
Reflection  
 
 
 
Reflection ON 
action 
 
 
(Hatton & Smith 
2006; McTaggart 
1991; Schon 
1987; Van 
Manen 1977). 
 
 
 

-Characterized by heavily 
scripted and documentary 
approaches to teaching and 
reflection. 
  
-High reliance on routine 
teaching and immediate quick 
fix solutions in the classroom 
instead of connecting 
pedagogy, to long-term goals 
and strategies. 
 
-Reflection is externally 
stimulated and practitioners 
have difficulty seeing 
intrinsic value of reflecting on 
what they already know.   
Requires external motivation 
to use reflective strategies in 
their teaching. 
 
-Little evidence of 

-Technical and novice 
decision-making about 
immediate behaviour or 
skills, drawn from a given 
research theory base but 
always interpreted in light of 
personal worries and previous 
experience. 
 
-When unexpected things 
happen in the classroom there 
are no new solutions 
forthcoming.  Rather the 
practitioner relies on 
increasing levels of behaviour 
management or other’s 
scripted routines. 
 
-Technical reflection is 
characterized by systematic 
knowledge and reliance upon 
others insights and opinions 

-First Loop AR 
without any evidence 
of inner meta-
reflection.  
 
-Confined to 
procedural 
knowledge where 
action learning has 
not developed new  
knowledge through 
the research process.  
 
-Reflection only a 
means to complete 
the action research 
project and not a key 
aspect of their future 
pedagogy.  
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adaptability or flexibility in 
regard to the classroom 
reality. 
 
 
 

for discussion purposes. 
 
-Practitioners do not connect 
reflection to the 
consequences of their 
teaching or classroom 
actions.      

 

There are several challenges when developing frameworks to measure the 

development of preservice teachers’ reflective capacity. For instance, Van Manen 

(1977) noted that the majority of preservice teachers will only engage in technical or 

practical reflection if not pushed to generate meta-reflection. The differences in 

quality between the various types of reflection mean that educational researchers 

would benefit from an explicit framework for evaluating the quality of reflection that 

occurs in preservice teachers. Such a framework would assist researchers to identify, 

evaluate, and improve upon the quality of reflection being achieved in preservice 

teacher education programs.   

 

Praxis and Reflection in Preservice Teacher Education 

Increasingly, education programs use action research and field-teaching practicum’s 

to give preservice teachers the opportunity to engage in classroom activity and critical 

thinking skills that resemble the actions of experienced teachers. Strategic thinking is 

a skill that must be acquired, engaged in to the point where thinking, improving, and 

transforming one’s teaching become a natural extension of a preservice teacher’s 

pedagogy (Groves & Gray 2008; Smith 2008). In preservice teacher education, there 

is a gap between theory and application of praxis in classroom teaching practice. 

Kemmis and Smith (2008) define praxis as: 

Purposive action, right educational conduct which is guided by a moral 
purpose greater than the purpose of producing learning. Teaching which aims 
at no more than producing some particular piece of learning is not educational 
praxis. (2008: 16)   

 

Thus, developing a praxis orientation can be seen as one of the highest goals of 

teacher education as it is designed to elevate practice beyond the simple production of 

rote knowledge in the classroom. It encourages the cultivation of one’s sense of 

morality, social justice and principle-based teaching (Chitpin et al., 2008; Groves & 

Gray 2008; Kemmis & Grootenboer 2008). In other words, a praxis stance advocates 
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that teachers hold fast to higher morals of right conduct and wise decision-making in 

whatever changing classroom circumstances they may find themselves (Kemmis & 

Smith, 2008). As Groves and Gray (2008: 85) argue praxis: “involves preservice 

teachers developing informed views about their teaching and their profession, they 

develop this orientation by ongoing and formative reflection.”    

 

It is argued in the literature that reflection is a key activity of pedagogy that develops 

teachers into quality practitioners, and life-long learners, and is seen as the bridge 

between theory and practice. In other words, reflection allows preservice teachers to 

develop by testing their classroom experience, and by reviewing, rethinking, and 

reforming plans. These activities help enable preservice teachers to take an analytical 

and informed stance, which is one of the most important abilities to develop as a 

teacher, as it allows one to learn to self-evaluate, self-correct, and self-direct teaching 

practice (Francis 2008; Groves & Gray 2008; Hardy 2008; Kemmis & Grootenboer 

2008; Postholm 2008; Smith 2008). The majority of teacher education programs 

recognize the importance of teacher preparation (practicum) to develop preservice 

teachers’ reflective capacity, as it allows them to analyse existing beliefs and develop 

new practices for the future (Smith, 2008). Ideally, preservice teachers will have a 

strong commitment to reflective practice and be increasingly disposed to praxis over 

the course of the practicum teaching experience (Groves & Gray 2008). Groves and 

Gray (2008) argue:  

Reflection provides a vehicle for praxis development as teachers and 
preservice teachers are supported in the development of their ability to 
explicate, describe, reframe and adjust classroom actions and interactions.  
Reflection also enables teachers to write about their teaching in a focussed 
and critically analytic way so they can interpret and learn from their own 
teaching. Therefore, praxis changes what they do in the classroom and praxis 
and reflection are inextricably linked. (2008: 87) 

 

Despite the literature advocating reflection in teacher education, several questions 

have been raised in regard to the quality of reflection that is generated by preservice 

teachers in their practicums. The benefits of higher order reflection and praxis are 

often cited in preservice teacher education, however Valli (1992) warns: 

No one should take it for granted that student teachers will become reflective 
practitioners with time in the field. Nor should it be assumed that students 
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will use tools and technologies of reflection explicitly or consciously as part 
of their professional lives when they teach. (1992: 90)   

 

Specifically, Groves and Gray's (2008) research sheds a critical light on preservice 

teachers’ views of reflection in their practicum experience and their views on the 

effectiveness of university education programs in teaching reflective practice. Groves 

and Gray's (2008) research illustrates one of the outcomes that may occur in my own 

research investigation into preservice teachers’ development of reflective capacity at 

Griffith University.  

 

In order to develop a well-rounded view on reflection, it is necessary to demonstrate 

contrary viewpoints that preservice teachers experience when applying reflection in 

their practicum teaching. Groves and Gray’s (2008) research found that reflection is 

not taken all that seriously, or considered a genuine activity that experienced teachers’ 

use in their teaching. Moreover, preservice teachers tended to engage in reflection 

only when there was external motivation such as term assignment or it was a 

significant assessment requirement. Preservice teachers did not value reflection as a 

key activity that could help them with their teaching or develop as a reflective and 

life-long learner. Groves and Gray’s research illustrates a gap that exists between the 

aspirations of university education programs to create preservice teachers who have a 

well-developed praxis stance and the reality of classroom teaching where few 

classroom teachers actually use reflection as part of their day-to-day classroom action.  

As Groves and Gray (2008) argue:  

Many students do not view reflection as an important way to engage in deep 
learning about complex situations, they had not placed value on learning to 
connect theory with practical action. For this group of preservice teachers, 
reflection was often perceived as an act of complicity to satisfy university 
requirements and this did not always lead them to use reflection as a tool for 
engaging in understanding the profession. It was not viewed as an activity or 
learning process to be encompassed into the daily life work of a teacher but 
rather it was construed as an artefact of the practicum which is not seen to 
connect with real teaching. (2008: 102) 

 

Although reflection has become embedded into the language of policy documents, 

course outlines, and is central to preservice teacher education Groves and Gray’s 

research demonstrated that the preservice teachers in their study regard reflection as a 
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method to be used only when under assessment scrutiny and not something to be used 

in the day-to-day teaching.  

 

Summary 

In Chapter Two it has been shown that action research and the quality of reflection it 

generates are complex issues. Several in the educational literature, Argyris et al., 

(1990); Carr and Kemmis (1986); Coghlan and Brannick (2001); Derlin and 

McShannon (1996); Johnson (2008); and Schoen (2007) argue that action research 

develops reflective thinking, meta-reflection and praxis in its agents, and the 

implication appears to be that action research alone, automatically cultivates praxis in 

preservice teacher education. However, the quality of reflection generated by action 

research is strongly disputed by several other commentators (Clark 2001; Coghlan & 

Brannick 2005; Hodgkinson 1957; Winter 1989; Winter & Gidding-Munn 2001).  

 

Also, a number of reflective frameworks exist that demonstrate the difficulty in 

defining and delineating praxis in preservice teacher education (Hatton & Smith 2006; 

Malkani & Allen 2005; Schon 1987; Polyani 1964; Van Manen 1977). In this study, 

the embodied reflective framework has been developed to give this project a point of 

reference from which to understand and identify the type and quality of preservice 

teachers action research and reflection. It also demonstrates the explicit relationship 

between action research, meta-reflection, and embodied knowing. It is this 

exploration of preservice teachers’ experiences with action research and reflection 

that the present study seeks to explore, examine, and extend.  
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Chapter 3:  Methodology and Method 

 

This chapter describes the methodology and methods used in this study to investigate 

the participants’ development of reflective capacity. First, the research questions are 

introduced and the methodological considerations are discussed, with particular 

reference to ‘multiple case study’ as the underlying theoretical framework that guided 

the research investigation. Second, in the methods section a rationale is provided for 

the collection methods employed, and their strengths and weaknesses are evaluated, 

and their use in the context of the present case study.  

 

Third, the data analysis section examines approaches that case study researchers use 

to gather reliable data and generate trustworthy claims to knowledge. In addition, 

grounded theory methods are explained as the data analysis instrument that identified 

the major themes to emerge from the data. Chapter Three concludes with a discussion 

of the ethical procedures this study followed to ensure data was collected in 

accordance with requirements of Griffith University and Education Queensland, 

Australia. The informed consent mechanism used by participants in this study is 

shown in Appendix D. 

 

Research Questions   

The following research questions emerged after the literature review highlighted the 

discrepancy that exists in the quality of preservice teachers’ action research and 

reflection.  

Main question 

What types of reflection does action research promote in preservice teachers in this 

case study? 

 

Sub-question 

What was the most common type of reflection preservice teachers used according to 

the embodied reflective framework?   
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Methodology  

This study sought to investigate preservice teachers’ experience and the extent of their 

reflective capacity through action research. The emphasis in this study is to 

understand human interaction with a particular phenomenon: action research. The 

methodology utilised had to capture the complexity of human relationships, and 

simultaneously grasp the complexity of the participants’ individuality, experience, 

feelings, and thoughts during the research investigation (Bogdan & Bilken 2003; 

Denzin & Lincoln 1994; Merriam 1998). This desire for understanding of the 

participants’ experience was firmly based in the qualitative, hermeneutic tradition, 

and so the study also required a methodology that allowed the researcher to 

investigate issues and themes as they emerged during the research investigation. 

Therefore, ‘multiple case study’ methodology was the best approach to investigate 

and understand the complex human parameters of this research investigation (Burns 

2000; Merriam 1988; Stake 1995; Simons 2009).  

 

Theoretical Assumptions of Case Study Research  

Case study research usually investigates a person, group or policy and examines their 

relationships to the research question in a real life context (Burns 2000; Yin 1993).  

As Stake (1994: XI) argues case study:  

Catches the complexity of a single case, a single leaf or even a single 
toothpick has its own unique complexities. The case itself is of very special 
interest to us and it is the study of the particularity and complexity of a single 
case, coming to understand its activity within important circumstances. (1994: 
XI)   

Historically, case studies have been employed in a wide range of disciplines including 

law, medicine, history, government policy, education and other hermeneutic 

(interpretive) research traditions such as anthropology, psychology, political science, 

social work and management (Burns 2000). The case study researcher must have a 

tolerance for ambiguity as Merriam (1988) points out:  

The case study process from designing the study to data collection to data 
analysis there are no set procedures or protocols that one follows step-by-step. 
The very lack of structure is what makes this research appealing to many for 
it allows researchers to adapt to unforeseen events and change direction in 
pursuit of meaning. (1988: 37) 
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The development of case study research is closely associated with the University of 

Chicago Department of Sociology, which first utilized it from the 1900s to investigate 

newly arrived immigrants in the United States to examine the challenges of poverty 

and unemployment they faced (Tellis 1997). These early forays demonstrated that 

case study research brings a powerful analytical light that could uncover key aspects 

of particular phenomena in a real-life context and from which others may learn and 

benefit (Bogdan & Bilken 2003; Merriam 1988; Simons 2009).  

 

Increasingly, educational researchers have recognized that case studies provide a 

means to concentrate attention and resources in order to understand a particular aspect 

of teacher or student behaviour, school policy, pedagogical practice, social justice 

issue, or curriculum application (Burns 2000; Bogdan & Bilken 2003; Simons 2009). 

For example, Schramm (1971: 12) argued “the essence of case study is that it tries to 

illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were 

implemented and with what result.” However flexible a case study may be in 

application, there are underlying principles that unite case study research and 

distinguish it from other research approaches. The following characteristics of case 

study methodology are constructed and summarized from the literature of Burns 

(2000: 55); Bogdan and Bilken (2003: 460); Stake (1995: 4); and Yin (2002: 14): 

1. A case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real life context especially when the 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident. 

2. Case studies rely on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing 
to converge in a triangulated fashion and benefits from prior 
development of theoretical propositions to guide data collection and 
analysis. 

3. Case study comprises an all-encompassing method, covering logic of 
design, data collection techniques and specific approaches to data 
analysis. 

4. Case study is not qualitative research. Instead, case study can be 
based on any mix of quantitative and qualitative evidence. 

5. Case study illustrates certain topics within an evaluation in a 
descriptive mode and can explore those situations in which the 
intervention being evaluated has no clear single set of outcomes. 

6. A case study may investigate a particular place in the organization, 
for example, a classroom; the teacher’s room; the office of the dean 
of students; a specific group of people, for example, members of the 
high school basketball team; teachers in a particular academic 
department; some activity of the school; or curriculum planning. 
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7. Whatever the subject, to qualify as a case study it must be studied as 
a bounded system - an entity onto itself. 

In Stake’s (1995: 4) view, one of the most important things to remember when doing 

case study research is that it seeks “to maximize what we can understand about that 

case. We do not study a case primarily to understand other cases. Our first obligation 

is to understand this one case.” Thus, case study researchers must resist the tendency 

to compare, extrapolate meaning, and draw conclusions instead they allow the case to 

unfold naturally without preconceptions in regard to the case under investigation. 

 

When to use Case Study?  

Case study can be particularly valuable approach when What, How, or Why questions 

are being proposed. Yin (1993) suggests that the approach offers a great deal of 

flexibility when the researcher has little control over events, and variables in the 

social environment, and when the researcher evaluates whether a case, policy, or 

program worked or not.  

 

Traditionally, case studies use thick description designed to give a full, rich, literal 

description and exploration of the incident being investigated (Burns 2000; Merriam 

1988). However, thick description does not necessarily mean that the educational 

researcher sets about describing every observation and nuance at the research event, 

rather it is designed to enhance reflection, understanding, and perceptions of the 

actors involved and further the reader’s knowledge of that case (Merriam 1998; Stake 

1995). In case studies the actor’s views and actions are a source of data and portrays 

them in such a way that their voice and ownership of the environment comes through 

to the reader (Bogdan & Bilken 2003; Simons 2009).   

 

Types of Case Study 

The case study type becomes epistemologically important as it largely determines the 

type of investigation and knowledge the educational researchers seek and what type of 

collection instruments will be used to collect data (Stake 1995). The theoretical 

assumptions for the case study are, for the most part, drawn from the qualitative 

hermeneutic (interpretive) traditions whereby the educational researcher’s 

observations and interpretations of research events are considered essential to 
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generating insight, discovery, and knowledge into the case under investigation (Burns 

2000). While drawing from the qualitative tradition, the case study researcher is also 

free to use whatever mixture of qualitative and quantitative methods available to 

better understand the case (Burns 2000; Simons 2009; Stake 1995; Yin 1994). The 

case being studied can be a single bounded subject, or a collective but crucial to any 

successful case study of a group is a definition that separates the group from the 

general population in some way (Burns 2000; Merriam 1988; Stake 1995; Yin 1993). 

 

Multiple Case Designs 

Multiple case study (studies of two or more cases) can be conducted when we choose 

several schools or teachers, or curriculum documents, being mindful that each case 

study is instrumental to learning about the effects on that bounded entity (Stake 1995).  

However, Burns (2000: 463) warns that a multiple case study is not based on 

sampling logic of multiple subjects in one experiment, “rather it is a form of 

replication, multiple experiments where the study design is to predict the same result 

for each case using replication logic.”   

 

Multiple case design offers the educational researcher advantages, as even a two- case 

design is stronger, more valid, and more likely to produce replication logic than a 

single case (Yin 2003). Multiple case designs are often preferable to a single case 

design, because the possibility exists for “direct replication, analytical conclusions 

that independently arise are more powerful than those coming from a single case 

alone. This increases the chances of generalisability and overall reliability of the 

project” (Yin 2003: 53). Yin (2003) also argues that multiple cases strengthen the 

research results by replication of behaviour, instances, and real-life circumstances of 

the case observed across multiple sites in action. In other words, multiple replications 

of incidents produce a pattern-matching scenario that tends to increase the robustness 

of the findings through replication of similar events across cases. Replication of 

behaviour across cases suggests data correlation, which is of interest to educational 

researchers as it may be the first step to explain why replication occurred (Burns 

2000; Simons 2009; Yin 2003).   
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Three Stages of Case Study 

Bogdan and Bilken (2003) claim that the case study methodology can be 

characterized as a three-stage funnel process, where the start of the study is the wide 

end where the educational researcher casts a wide net trying to judge the feasibility of 

the site or data source for their purposes. The three stages of case study are described 

as follows.  

 

In the first stage, the case study researcher seeks to gain a better understanding of the 

participants and environment and conducts reconnaissance on potential sites of the 

research to gather information. In stage one, the researcher has a general topic in mind 

but has yet to identify the exact research questions, so he or she proceeds in an 

inductive fashion to develop a rough definition and explanation of the particular 

phenomena or case (Bogdan & Bilken 2003). During this initial phase, it is important 

to observe the situation, remain open and adapt plans and questions according to the 

reality of the participants and research environment.  

 

In stage two, the case study researcher begins to make decisions about which aspects 

of the case to focus on, whilst also embracing new developments and ideas as the 

research progresses. The researcher continually modifies the research design and 

makes decisions about where to explore in depth (Bogdan & Bilken 2003; Merriam 

1988). In stage three, the case study research moves to more direct data collection and 

analysis in a pattern of ever-increasing critical focus that supports the preliminary 

inferences being drawn. The researcher continues to follow the method of searching 

for consistent evidence that can be correlated through observation, participant 

interpretation, and research reflections (Merriam 1998; Simons 2009; Stake 1995).  

 

Case Study Validity 

Case study theory stresses four conditions to maximize the research design quality: 

construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability (Yin 2003). First, 

construct validity seeks to establish correct operational measures for the concepts 

being studied. Second, internal validity is interested in establishing a causal 

relationship, whereby certain conditions are shown to lead to other conditions, as 

distinguished from spurious relationships. Third, external validity establishes the 
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domain to within which a study can be generalised. Fourth, reliability demonstrates 

that the operation of a study can be repeated with the same result (Primavera & 

Alfonso 1997; Yin 2003). Yin (2003) outlined the concerns that case study 

researchers have with regard to increasing validity, and they are shown in Table 3.1 

below.   

Table 3.1:  Case Study Validity, originally from Yin (2003: 34) 

Tests Case study tactic When each tactic occurs 
Construct 
Validity 
 

• Use multiple sources of evidence 
• Establish chain of evidence 
• Have key informants review draft case 

study report 
 

• Data collection 
• Data collection 
• Composition 

Internal 
Validity 
 

• Do pattern matching 
• Do explanation building 
• Address rival explanations 
• Use logic models 

• Data analysis 
• Data analysis 
• Data analysis 
• Data analysis 
 

External 
Validity 
 

• Use theory in single case study 
• Use replication logic in multiple case 

studies 

• Research design 
• Research design 

Reliability 
 

• Use case study protocol 
• Develop case study database 
 

• Data collection 
• Data collection 

 

Case Study Limitations 

According to Yin (2003) case study researchers can immerse themselves in 

understanding subjective phenomena and can form such close relationships with their 

research participants they must constantly consider counter measures to ensure their 

own research objectivity. Because case study research is a highly subjective and 

interpretive form of research, it has also been dismissed as impure methodology, 

value-laden, and questionable in the results generated (Burns 2000; Merriam 1988). 

Yin (1993) points out there is ample room in case studies for researcher bias to 

influence into interpretations of observations and there are few external checks to 

counter this trend. Thus, case study has been called a science based on interpretation, 

and it is recognised that not all interpretations are expert or equal. In addition, critics 

of case study often point out that there is little evidence to support generalizations and 

it can be difficult to replicate findings in another location or situation (Alexander 

2006; Burns 2000; Freeman, DeMarris, Preissle, Roulston, & St. Pierre 2007).    
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It is important to remember that case study, qualitative, and quantitative approaches 

all serve different aims in educational research and, consequently, researchers must 

measure the success of case study according to the rigour and trustworthiness of its 

own paradigm (Yin 1993). Case study researchers present the case in a way that 

allows the voice of the participants to come through to the reader, thus enabling 

readers to decide for themselves what is of value to their personal situation (Yin 

1993). Despite its detractors, case study continues to be an integral part of the 

scientific landscape and gives qualitative researchers a powerful tool to illuminate 

real-world problems that teachers face in classrooms.    

 

Method  

The methods used in this investigation were based upon the case study research 

tradition. Merriam (1988: 10) argues “any and all methods of gathering data from 

testing to interviewing can be used in a case study.” Argyris et al., (1990: 241) concur 

that educational researchers may collect data by “audio taping or interviews; any 

method that captures participants’ knowledge, feelings, personal theories,” and 

experiences at that moment in time. Bogdan and Bilken (2003) claim that case study 

research seeks to understand how participants develop the perspectives they hold and 

that collection methods should illustrate their innermost thoughts and perceptions.  

 

Additionally, each interviewee who participated in the research was considered to 

have unique worldviews, and special stories to tell, and the interview questions and 

data collection techniques aimed to uncover this inner knowledge across multiple 

respondents. As Stake (1995: 72) points out, “cases seldom exist alone, if there’s one, 

there’s sure to be more somewhere.” In the present study, stimulated recall was the 

primary method to collect data on the participants’ experience with action research. 

Stimulated recall offers several advantages to uncover the participants inner thoughts, 

feelings, self-observations, and perceptions of action research and reflection (Sim 

2004). Specifically, the data collection methods that this study employed were: 

• Reconnaissance survey  

• Stimulated recall photographs 

• Stimulated recall interviews  
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Following is a discussion of the participants, the research location, and procedure of 

data collection, including a detailed examination of the key aspects of stimulated 

recall. The methods section concludes with a discussion of the strengths and 

weaknesses of the data collection instruments. These are now discussed in turn. 

 

The Participants  

The participants in this study were enrolled in Griffith University’s Masters of 

Teaching secondary program. This program required university the preservice 

teachers to complete two practicum’s and a final internship that culminated in an 

action research dissertation. However, the internship program was relatively short (45 

days), and so monitoring significant changes in participants’ reflective capacity was 

limited. Griffith University’s Masters of Teaching program is an eighteen-month 

qualifying program that allows post-graduate international students who already hold 

a Bachelors or Master degree in another discipline to become qualified secondary 

school teachers in Queensland, Australia. The participants in this study were three 

female Masters of Teaching post-graduate students in their final internship teaching 

experience at Griffith University. Two preservice teachers came from Canada, and 

one from Peru, and they volunteered to participate in the research study. Griffith 

University’s Masters of Teaching program was of interest to this research 

investigation because in order to graduate from the program, students were required to 

complete an 8000-10000 action research dissertation on their internship teaching field 

experience. Table 3.2 outlines the research participants’ action research projects and 

provides background information with respect to this study. 

Table 3.2:  Participant Demographics 

Participant 
Name and Age 

Country of 
Origin 

Action Research 
Topic 

Teaching Subjects 

Tina 
25 years 

Peru Improving literacy through 
cooperative learning and 
project-based learning. 

 

Film and TV Studies 

Angie 
24 years 

Canada Improving classroom literacy 
through engagement in 

authentic tasks. 
 

Geography, Biology 

Tracy 
26 years 

Canada Empowering student voice. 
 
 

English, SOSE 
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Procedure of Data Collection  

Data collection occurred in stages designed to correspond with study participants’ 

action research projects. The action research cycles provided the best opportunity for 

preservice teachers to become reflective practitioners’ and this study sought to collect 

data regarding changes in their reflective ability at these critical moments. Thus, data 

was collected at three stages in the case study: 

1. Stage One, January 2009:  Reconnaissance survey and stimulated recall 

interview  

2. Stage Two, February 2009:  Stimulated recall cycle one  

3. Stage Three, March - April 2009:  Stimulated recall cycle two  

 

Reconnaissance Survey 

A survey can be defined as a series of questions in either open or closed format used 

to gather data for monitoring trends in society, or testing our theoretical understanding 

of social process (Berends, 2004). The simplicity to devise, understand and use 

surveys has made them one of the common means for researchers to collect data 

(Gubrium & Holstein, 2002). Open-ended surveys familiarize the researcher with 

participant perceptions, views, values, feelings, and personal theories of the world and 

uncover them through the questioning process (Bryman, 2004; Gubrium & Holstein, 

2002). 

 

In this study, a reconnaissance survey and follow up interview were utilised to collect 

data on participants’ personal histories, perceptions and experience with action 

research and reflection. Thus, in January of 2009, I emailed the reconnaissance survey 

to study participants and asked the to complete it, to establish their prior knowledge, 

background in pedagogy, and perceptions of action research and reflection. The 

reconnaissance survey collected initial evidence on study participants’ views of action 

research and reflection and is shown in Appendix A.  

 

The participants filled out the surveys, and emailed them back to the researcher as a 

source of data, and their responses were used as points of discussion in the first round 

of interviews (Bryman 2004). The reconnaissance survey and follow up interview was 

an important introductory period during which the researcher and study participants 
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became acquainted with one another and oriented to the research study. Details of 

participants’ interviews are explored later in this section.  

 

Stimulated Recall 

In this study, stimulated recall was a powerful data collection method that elicited 

participants’ commentary on their experiences, thoughts, and feelings about action 

research and reflective practice (Meade & McMeniman 1992; Sim 2004). To 

implement stimulated recall, the participants teaching episodes were observed 

individually and one-to-one interviews were conducted immediately after the lesson 

observation.  

 

The participants teaching episodes were usually 90-minutes in length and stimulated 

recall photographs (pictures) were taken at opportune intervals throughout the lesson. 

It is argued in literature that stimulated recall photographs of preservice teachers 

lessons should be discussed immediately, or as soon as possible, after the moment to 

eliminate memory decay and improve the quality of preservice teachers reflection on 

the research event (Meade & McMeniman 1992; Schepens, Aelterman, & Van Hilde 

2007). Therefore, immediately following the lesson under observation, the 

participants’ and researcher met in an empty classroom and uploaded the stimulated 

recall photographs onto a personal computer to begin the stimulated recall interview. 

The participants were instructed to relive their lesson and were encouraged to self-

select photos or moments of interest in which they remembered what they were 

thinking at that time. The photograph was then viewed and selected by either the 

researcher or the participant at particular points of interest for further discussion and 

to provide elaboration (Meade & McMeniman 1992).  

 

According to Meade and McMeniman (1992: 2) stimulated recall researchers should 

use the following language to research participants:  

I'd like for you to stop the tape [photograph] when you see yourself making a 
decision and tell me what you were thinking at that point. Examples of 
decision points might be: making decisions about routines, decisions about 
discipline, reactions to unexpected or unanticipated events, or moments where 
you are thinking about content and how it interacts with the students in the 
classroom. (1992: 2) 
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Stimulated recall photographs enabled the participants to make self-observations and 

discuss their thinking in connection with action research. Since it is difficult for 

teachers to think aloud while teaching, and data regarding reflective thinking is not 

readily available unless the data collection methods used take teachers back and allow 

them to make explicit self-observations after the teaching episode (Schepens et al., 

2007).  

 

Stimulated recall has been designed to elicit critical commentary and self-reflection 

from participants on their pedagogical practice and is suitable to reveal implicit 

thinking, and internal knowing, and gave the research participant the opportunity to 

verbalize his or her decision-making (Meade & McMeniman 1992; Schepens et al., 

2007; Stough 2001). It is the external reflections and ruminations that form the crux 

of data collected in stimulated recall interviews. Sim (2004) claims that stimulated 

recall allows actions to be self-selected by the research participant, explained in detail 

and sourced to their respective influences. The technique follows a very naturalistic 

flow, allowing participants to generate insights and commentary into their actions 

without any structured questions or unnecessary prompts from the researcher. 

 

In this research context, stimulated recall photographs, and audio tapes of the 

participants’ interviews were selected as the collection method because they did not 

require cumbersome equipment, substantial set up times (to be set up at each 

classroom location), or the financial resources that other stimulated recall techniques 

such as video required. Moreover, stimulated recall video can also appear self-

explanatory to study participants, where everything appears self-evident on the video 

tape to the participant and warrants no further discussion (Meade & McMeniman 

1992; Sim 2004). The advantage of stimulated recall photographs was that it required 

participants to think, recall and elaborate on their thinking in the moment. 

Furthermore, stimulated recall photographs allowed the participants and their students 

to retain the semblance of the usual classroom routine without the disruption of video 

research equipment in the classroom. 
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Stimulated Recall Interviews 

In the present study, the interviews were a means to uncover participants’ interior 

worlds, personal theories, views, thoughts, feelings, and life activities (Berends 2006; 

Bryman 2004). Gubrium and Holstein (2002: 13) claims that if questions are asked 

carefully enough, participants will open their “treasure troves and give the social 

scientist key insights into every aspect of their lives.” Therefore, interviews do not 

only shed light on individual perspectives, they also enable the researcher to learn by 

proxy, to share, compare and learn lessons from another person’s life experience and 

perspective. Weiss (1994) explains:   

Interviewing can inform us about the nature of social life. We can learn about 
the work occupations and how people fashion their careers, about cultures and 
values they sponsor. We can learn through interviewing about people’s 
interior experiences. What people perceived and how they interpreted their 
perceptions, their thoughts and feelings, from joy through grief. (1994: 1) 

Because of its flexibility the interview has been one of the most popular forms of data 

collection, and the majority of standard methods handbooks present interviewing as 

the default choice for virtually every research perspective including case study, 

phenomenology, ethnography, and grounded theory (Potter 2007).  

   

The case study researcher may conduct interviews which have the fewest 

expectations, agenda, or criteria to cover, and data may be collected through 

conversations between teachers and students, during staff-room mealtimes, and from 

records of debates, peer group conversations, and any naturally occurring talk (Potter 

2007). The purpose of a naturalistic interview is for the researcher not to have an 

explicit agenda that may direct participants to position themselves into a relationship 

with the interviewer (Johnson 2006).  

 

In this study, the participants’ interviews lasted between 30 and 60 minutes. During 

the stimulated recall interview, the participants were encouraged to discuss issues that 

arose from the lesson photographs and semi-structured interview questions were also 

asked to encourage participants to uncover their interior experiences, feelings and 

views of action research and reflection (Jensen & Winitzky 2002; Weiss 1994). 

Jensen and Winitzky (2002: 17) claim that stimulated recall provides for more detail 

on the cognitive processes of participants and is useful “where the goal is 

understanding, and therefore case study research is ideally suited to stimulated recall.”  
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The interviews employed a semi-structured approach around the following questions, 

as illustrated in Appendix B. 

1. What do you already know about action research? 
2. What would you recommend to improve your practicum and action research 

experience? 
3. What is your action research topic on? 
4. What is reflection?   
5. Do you use reflection?   
6. What process do you follow to reflect?     
7. What is the action research plan for this cycle? 
8. What do you think about action research so far? 

 

These questions combined with the stimulated recall photographs, and anecdotal 

lesson observations to open dialogue with participants. These questions were not 

always used in each interview, rather, they served as a semi-structured guide to the 

interview discussions. In other words, the researcher did not have an explicit agenda 

to ask these exact questions in each interview, instead the researcher remained open 

and flexible to the natural flow of participants’ interview dialogue. As Sim (2004) 

warns some interview methods can lead the participant down the path of the 

researcher’s thoughts rather than their own. In other words, the interviewer must be 

aware that their presence and interview questions can be value-laden and potentially 

lead the interviewee toward perceived desired answers. Baker and Johnson (1998) 

explain:  

Asking questions of another person always calls into play particular 
knowledge, power and values connected to particular social memberships.  
Questions are never neutral and are a powerful means of calling on member 
cultural repertoires of speaking. Talk then is way to analyse to the cultural 
universe and moral assumptions. (1998: 230)  

Thus, interview talk is much more than just everyday conversation; it is a form of 

social transaction that shapes participant knowledge and which, according to Baker 

and Johnson (1998), can even influence participants’ teaching practice.     

 

All the interviews were audio taped and I personally transcribed the interview 

discussion. That is, I repeatedly listened to each of the interview dialogues, 

familiarised myself with the audio recordings, transcribed them, and corrected any 

transcription errors that may have occurred. The repeated listening and transcription 

of the interviews was an important opportunity for me to relive the participants’ 
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thoughts, feelings and self-observations with action research and reflection. In 

addition, transcription of participant interviews was important step in the research 

study to identify emergent themes.  

 

One of the most obvious and common collection methods from the research tradition 

is observation: “ordinary looking and thinking that leads to significant understanding” 

(Stake 1995: 50). By using formal and casual observation in the classroom, I 

generated understanding of the participants’ experiences as preservice teachers 

engaged in action research. In this way, the researcher builds knowledge from critical 

examination of the case through observation, adaptation, and documentation of 

evidence through anecdotal field notes (Burns 2000; Stake 1995). As the study 

progressed, the researcher become more interested in analytical observations that 

consist of what Stake (1995: 62) describes as: 

Incontestable description for further analysis and ultimate reporting. During 
observations, the case researcher keeps focussed on categories or key events, 
attentive to background conditions that may influence subsequent analysis but 
tends to accumulate evidence that demonstrates significant replication or tally 
of behaviour. (1995: 62)   

The lesson observations were an important opportunity to become acquainted with 

participants and discuss pedagogical issues in the interviews, which may not have 

been relevant to action research. As a result, observations encouraged natural 

conversation that improved the research interviews between the researcher and the 

participants and helped develop a collegial environment during the study.  

 

Criticism of Selected Methods 

No collection method is perfect, and it is important to understand each method’s 

strengths and weaknesses in order to use them appropriately and effectively. Table 3.3 

has been drawn from the work of Baker and Johnson (1998); Bassey (1999); Berends 

(2006); Gubrium and Holstein (2004); Johnson (2007); Morgan (2002); and Sim 

(2004) to demonstrate the advantages and disadvantages of the collection methods 

used in this study.   
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Table 3.3: Collection Methods 

Method Advantages Disadvantages 
Interviews 
 
 
 
 
 

-Flexibility as the researcher can 
observe the participant and total 
situation in which they are responding. 
 
-More participants are willing to talk 
and react verbally than to write 
responses to questions.   
 
-Face-to-face interviews establish 
rapport and motivation for participants. 
 
-Useful method to gather extensive data 
on a small number of complex topics. 
 
-The researcher can control the 
sequence of questions so the 
respondent cannot predict the next 
question. 
 

-More expensive and time consuming than 
surveys. 
 
-Only a limited number of participants may be 
interviewed due to time and financial 
considerations. 
 
-Finding skilled and trained interviewers with 
appropriate interpersonal skills may be difficult. 
 
-An interviewer effect may result from interaction 
between the interviewer and participant. 
 
-Participants may feel that they must answer on-
the- spot. 
 
-Flexibility afforded by unstructured interviews 
may generate difficulties when attempts are made 
to categorise and evaluate responses. 
 

Stimulated 
Recall 
 
 
 
 
 

-High level of participant input. 
 
-Low level of researcher agenda. 
 
-Dialogue co-constructed with 
researcher and participant. 
 
-Cost effective audio, pictures instead 
of video are used. 
 
-Flexible, naturalistic approach as the 
participant decides the direction of 
conversation, elaboration and 
explanations.  
 

-Pre-selected photographs may orchestrate the 
conversation. 
 
-May prove expensive to obtain and use video, 
audio tapes. 
 
-May generate short burst of conversation only. 
 
-Pictures may appear to be self-explanatory to 
participants and so they may feel no further 
explanation is required. 
 
-Video may appear to be self-explanatory to 
participants and so they may feel no further 
explanation is required. 
 

Written 
Accounts  
 
 

-More accurate and reliable data than a 
survey. 
 
-Useful when the researcher is 
specifically interested in precise 
estimates of different kinds of 
behaviour. 

-Participants may become less proficient over time 
in their record keeping. 
 
-Cognitive dissonance influences a participant’s 
recollection of events and can lead to framing of 
responses.  
 
 

Observations 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-Can record both simple and complex 
behaviour. 
 
-Can begin to theorize and draw 
abstractions to validate observations. 
 
-Researcher may use a tally sheet to 
categorize reoccurring behaviour 

-Highly subjective. 
 
-Not all observations are equal or expert. 
 
-Difficult to evaluate the veracity of the 
observation. 
 
-Variables are ever present and that means the 
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according to criteria sheet. 
 
-Cost effective and easy to implement. 

observed behaviour may be impossible to replicate. 
 
-Observations can easily become dominated by 
researcher bias.   
 
-The researcher decides what phenomena to 
observe and what to ignore. 
 

Survey / 
Questionnaire 
 
 

-Cost effective and easy to implement 
 
-Useful to collect data on specific 
populations. 
 
-Tends to give respondent the privacy 
to answer truthfully. 
 
-Standardized questions make 
evaluation of answers more precise by 
forcing uniform definitions on 
participants. 
 
-Researcher may compare responses to 
search for emergent trends across 
participants. 
 
-Researcher may use the survey to 
collect data remotely by mail, internet 
or email. 
 
-Respondents can remain anonymous. 
  

-The researcher questions may contain bias and 
can potentially lead the participant to desired 
answers. 
 
-Participants may not tell the truth over 
controversial question or question that cast the 
participant in an unfavourable light. 
 
-Not all surveys are equal or expert. 
 
-Very little control over the context the survey is 
taken. The lack of context can make it difficult to 
ascertain the reasoning behind participant 
responses.   
 
-Open-ended questions generate large amounts of 
data that are time consuming to analyse. 
 
-Participants may answer superficially to complete 
the task. 

 

Data Analysis 

Data collected does not necessarily constitute reliable evidence and it is only when 

knowledge claims are supported with substantial triangulated evidence that new 

knowledge claims can be made and supported by the research (McNiff & Whitehead 

2006; Yin 2003). One way to ensure that data achieves reliability, validity, and 

trustworthiness is to triangulate data findings, that is, to use two or three different 

sources of data collection to record the same research event. Case study researchers 

typically triangulate data with multiple collection instruments such as focus groups, 

journals, replications of statements, observation, evaluation, conversations by mentor 

teachers and university supervisors, lesson plans and class work to validate the case 

study’s participants’ growth over the course of the investigation (Bryman 2004; 

Marks 2007; Merriam 1988; Simons 2009).  
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In describing triangulation Yin (1993) argues that:  

The most robust fact may be considered to have been established if three 
different sources of data all coincide. With such converging evidence you 
might even feel confident about your conclusion that the event had occurred.  
This type of triangulation is the most desired pattern of dealing with data. An 
important clue is to ask the same question of different sources of evidence; if 
all sources point to the same answer you have successfully triangulated your 
data. (1993: 69) 

All collection techniques have inherent strengths and weaknesses built into them and 

the educational researcher triangulates to produce a more accurate picture of the 

research data. Where observation can be one point of a triangle, participant dialogue, 

two or more personal perspectives, or data can form the other two points to tell the 

entire story of the research event (Johnson, 2008; Simons 2009).  

 

In this study, surveys, stimulated recall photographs, interviews, audio tapes, 

researcher journal, and observational accounts were all methods employed to collect 

triangulated data. Triangulation gives a reconstructed account of the research event 

through multiple collection instruments and aims to show the reliability of any new 

knowledge claims made (Burns 2000; Denzin & Lincoln 1994; Johnson 2008; Yin 

2003).     

 

Because case study research relies heavily upon subjective data that is open to 

interpretation by the researcher, it is essential to collect data from sources that allow 

triangulation to occur. Burns (2000) suggested that this is one of the principles of case 

study data collection as it develops converging lines of inquiry designed to improve 

reliability and validity of the data and findings. Triangulated evidence demonstrates a 

chain of evidence built from sources shown to be congruent with conclusions and 

knowledge claims made in the investigation. Evidence derived from stimulated recall 

interviews, audio recordings, interview transcripts, photographs, and observations, 

eventually yield a predictable pattern, replication of behaviour across the case that 

enables the case study researcher to claim internal validity (Yin 2003). Thus, case 

study methodology and methods combine and substantiate the knowledge claims 

made. Claims supported with triangulated evidence cannot easily be discounted, 

because of the reliable chain of facts that it shows (McNiff & Whitehead 2006). 
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Data interpretation is the process of systematically searching for and arranging the 

collected surveys, interviews, photographs, tape scripts, observations, and field notes 

to generate cohesive knowledge claims (Bogdan & Bilken 2003). This is the end 

product of the case study where the researcher has an opportunity to interpret the 

events and develop ideas about findings relating to the case under investigation 

(Bogdan & Bilken 2003). In order to make sensible knowledge out of the potential 

chaos of the data collected it is important to recall that case study seeks to understand 

the case and researchers must not hamper understanding by being preoccupied with 

methodological reliability (Stake 1995; Simons 2009).   

 

Logical Positivism 

Several commentators have criticised Yins (2003) approach to case study as logical 

positivism, where an experiment and hypothesis is formulated and testable 

consequences are derived by comparing the expected findings (Guba and Lincoln 

2005; Polkinghorne 2007; Stake & Trumbull 2010). Indeed, Yin’s emphasis on 

triangulated methods highlights the importance of verifiability and empirical results in 

his case study approach (Polkinghorne 2007; Yin 2003).  

 

However, qualitative research is not only triangulated and empirical methods and it is 

here that Yin (2003) work has been criticized as psychometrics that does not account 

for the complexity of human behaviour (Guba and Lincoln 2005; Stake 1995; 

Polkinghorne 2007). For instance, Denzin and Lincoln (1994) argue that scholars are 

experimenting with the boundaries of interpretation:  

Linking research to social change, delving into characteristics of race, 
ethnicity, gender, age and culture to understand more fully the relationship of 
the researcher to the research. (1994: ix)  

Thus, in qualitative research validity and reliability incorporate triangulated methods 

and also account for the human interpretation of the events to deliver dependable data. 

The following section will discuss qualitative validity and reliability in the context of 

the present study. 
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Qualitative Validity 

In qualitative research “validity might be addressed through the honesty, depth, 

richness and scope of the data achieved, the participants approached, and the extent of 

triangulation (Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2000 105).” Increasingly qualitative 

validity is expressed through interpretation not only by researchers, but reader’s 

interpretation of the case (Stake 1995; Stake and Trumbull 2010; Lather 2007).  

Polkinghorne explains:   

“This basic idea of validation placed the judgment of the worthiness of a research 
knowledge claim in readers of the research. It is the readers who make the judgment 
about the plausibility of a knowledge claim based on the evidence and argument for the 
claim reported by the researcher. The confidence a reader grants to a narrative 
knowledge claim is a function of qualitative validity cogency and soundness of the 
evidence-based arguments presented by the narrative researcher.”  (2007: 14-15) 

 

Naturalistic generalization underlines the fact that validity is the property by readers 

and not always by researchers as Stake and Trumbull argue:  

A naturalistic research report would seek to portray the major aspects of the 
process which emerged as the process was studied over time. As much as 
possible, each person described would be described as an individual person, 
with the idiosyncrasies which individuals have. A reader should have some 
sense of the experiences which comprise tutoring after reading this report. 
(2010: 3) 

In figure 3.1 Stake and Trumbull (2010: 3) summarize naturalistic generalization:  

 

 

 
 

The naturalistic approach incorporates the research traditions of formal theory 

building and also accounts for the complexity of human emotion and learning that 

Stake and Trumbull (2010: 5) describe as “naturalistic and formalistic 

generalizations.” These qualitative approaches free the researcher to be what Guba 

Figure 3.1 
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and Lincoln (2005: 196) describe as a “passionate participant” to become actively 

involved in research events. Thus, qualitative researchers embrace their involvement 

within the research and are concerned with interpreting and capturing the range of 

human emotion and experience (Stake & Trumbull 2010; Winter 2000).   

 

Thus, qualitative validity is designed to enquire whether the research is measuring 

what it was intended to measure (Guba & Lincoln 2005; Winter 2000). This type of 

trustworthiness has also been described as face validity, where the instrument 

measures and evaluates what is sets out to describe (Lather 2007; Polkinghorne 2007).   

 

Lather (1986: 65) argues face validity needs to be seen as much more integral to the 

process of establishing data credibility and describes four validity methods: 

“triangulation, construct validity, face validity and catalytic validity, in an attempt to 

offer a ground for trustworthiness”. In the present study, triangulation, construct 

validity have already been discussed. However, face validity and catalytic validity are 

important considerations that utilize the naturalistic generalizations of Lather (2007); 

Polkinghorne (2007); Stake (1995); Stake and Trumbull (2010) to go beyond logical 

positivism. 

 

Catalytic validity is central to case study because it is concerned with the degree that 

participants are genuinely empowered through the research process. Lather (2007) 

explains that these four validity methods offer the rigour and systematising that will 

lead to them being judged as trustworthy by conventional researchers. Catalytic 

validity emphasis on the actual experience and amount of transformation participants 

experienced throughout the case study (Guba & Lincoln 2005; Lather 2007; Stake & 

Trumbull 2010). In this study, participants’ textual accounts in Chapter 4, data 

triangulation and grounded theory methods of Chapter 5, illustrate a synthesis of 

participants’ growth and empowerment through action research.  In other words, the 

study generated the validity and formal reliability necessary to make trustworthy 

claims to knowledge.     
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Reliability  

Reliability is a concept that comes from the quantitative research tradition that argues 

research results should be repeatable under similar methodological circumstances and 

experimental conditions (Burns 2000; Joppe 2010). Joppe argues:  

Reliability is the extent to which results are consistent over time and an 
accurate representation of the total population under study is referred to as 
reliability and if the results of a study can be reproduced under a similar 
methodology, then the research instrument is considered to be reliable. (2010: 
1) 

 

In the qualitative paradigm the research focus is often on human social behaviour thus 

quantitative notions of reliability need to be redefined to fit the qualitative context 

(Golafshani 2003; Guba & Lincoln 2005). Strauss and Corbin (1990: 250) claim that 

the “usual canons of ‘good science’…require redefinition in order to fit the realities of 

qualitative research”. Lincoln and Guba (1985: 300) argue reliability in qualitative 

research is better defined by the use of “dependability” which corresponds to the 

intention of reliability in quantitative research.   

 

In this study, reliability was achieved through triangulation of collection methods and 

grounded theory to further ground the data in participants’ experience. The reliability 

of the data collection approaches was further immersed in qualitative validity of Stake 

and Trumbull (2010); Lather (2007); Guba and Lincoln (2005) to go beyond logical 

positivism and illustrate the transformative experience of participant reflection 

through action research. As Lincoln and Guba (1985: 316) argue: “since there can be 

no validity without reliability, a demonstration of validity is sufficient to establish 

reliability”. Thus, the reliability of the data followed the tradition of qualitative 

research through inductive coding, triangulation of methods, and naturalistic 

generalization to produce dependable and reliable results in this study (Golafshani 

2003).   

During the process of data analysis for this study, the collected data was explored 

through grounded theory methods and emerging themes were identified using open 

coding and NVivo software. The literature surrounding grounded theory, its strengths 

and weaknesses are discussed as follows.  
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Grounded Theory Methods 
Grounded theory methods have been designed to analyse data and it is essential that 

the researcher enter into analysis with an open mind, without any preconceived 

hypothesis or predetermined views of the data (Glaser & Strauss 1967; Strauss & 

Corbin 1997). Grounded theory methods are one of the most common means of 

analysing qualitative research and especially when interviews are the main data 

collection method used in the investigation (Strauss & Corbin 1997). 

   

The data collected formed a research database that consisted of surveys, and interview 

transcriptions. These were consistent with Merriam’s (1986) suggestions regarding 

case study research, the data collected in the current study formed a research database. 

Next the database was analysed with grounded theory methods as recommended by 

Charmaz (1997); Glaser and Strauss (1967); Larossa (2005); Strauss and Corbin 

(1997), and I worked through the data from the ‘bottom upward’ to synthesize the 

considerable amount of data collected, and organize it into conceptual chunks to 

develop insight into the analysis.   

   

Thus, in the early stages of data analysis, I noted, named, and labelled immediately 

identifiable characteristics that appeared across the surface of the study data. This is 

classic grounded theory approach: Glaser (2001) recommends that researchers who 

are uncertain about the process ought to, analyse the data in front of them and write 

what they see. Discovering emerging concepts is a central part of grounded theory, 

categories can be seen to emerge from the concepts, which in turn lead to the 

emergent theory grounded in the data (Allan 2003). In addition, Allan (2003: 2) 

explains that concepts and categories should be allowed to emerge in the data: “they 

should be noted and merged as soon as they are noticed as this is the start of theory.”   

   

These initial forays into the data proved time-consuming however the process allowed 

me to familiarize myself with the nuances of interview transcripts and research field 

notes as I constantly explored and questioned the data: What am I looking at? What is 

the data saying? In other words, I repeatedly read and reviewed interview transcripts 

and reflected upon the data in order to allow for the “derivation of codes, concepts 
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and categories” to emerge from the data (Allan 2003). By ‘swimming in the data’, I 

open-coded the research database and began a line-by-line critical scrutiny of the 

interview transcripts until solid patterns of sentiments, feelings and statements 

emerged (Strauss & Corbin 1997). According to the literature, open coding allows the 

research data to speak and facilitates “introspection, intuition, ruminating as well as 

analysis in the traditional mode” (Orona 1997: 178). Orona (1997: 179) claims that 

coding each line is “the guts of the grounded theory approach and although coding is 

tedious and takes time, it is critical to raise each impression to a higher conceptual 

level.”   

   

Following open coding, categories of significant information developed that classified 

similar statements and enabled the researcher to search for replications of statements 

in the research database. Merriam (1998) points out that these patterns and regularities 

are then transformed into categories and subsequent items are then aligned and 

assigned into these categories discovered from the data. The following is an example 

of a statement that was coded into categories for analysis: Tina: “It’s been frustrating 

because it’s been months since we studied how to do action research. Professor Mallin 

was talking about it (action research) but I didn’t really care in November (2008).” 

From this quote, the participant’s sentiments were coded into the following 

categories: action research, and criticism/complaint/fear. Further categories were 

created to accommodate the variety of participant sentiments that emerged during the 

open-coding. Following the process of manual coding, I re-entered the research data 

of interview transcripts, journal notes, and field documents in NVivo 8 (2009) 

software and analysed them again in order to search out contradictions, common 

issues and significant relationships in the data.   

   

In addition to conducting open coding, I have embedded participants’ textual 

descriptions in Chapter Four and Five to capture participants’ experience and 

perceptions of the action research process as it occurred. The textual description 

allows the identity and voice of study participants to be transmitted directly to the 

reader, so that they may evaluate participants’ experience for themselves.   

 

This study acknowledges that participants have unique life worlds.  However, for the 

purpose of data analysis there was no significant difference in the study participants’ 
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shared situation: they were all around the same age, female, Masters of Teaching 

post-graduate students, and preservice secondary school teachers engaged in an action 

research dissertation and internship teaching program at Australian state secondary 

schools. In this study, data analysis has utilized techniques that best capture the 

participants’ experience, perceptions, replications, and themes that occurred 

repeatedly in both the textual descriptions and emergent data (Bassey 1999; Denzin & 

Lincoln 1994; Merriam 1988). 

 

Grounded Theory Critiques 

The primary criticism of grounded theory and open coding, as postulated by Glaser 

and Strauss (1967), has been that the grounded theory research can only relate and 

interpret the data according to the imagination, knowledge, and skill of the code 

criteria developed by the researcher. That is, once the researcher has developed 

groups and descriptor bands they tend to actively seek and find what they are looking 

for in the data (Jorgensen 2009). Grounded theory used in this way can become a 

positivistic approach of hypothesising, - the researcher finds evidence in the data to 

support predetermined categories. In this way, grounded theory can be used simply to 

identify evidence in the data to support predetermined categories, at the expense of 

what may really exist in the data (Larossa 2005). Development of categories may 

actually inhibit true discovery in the research data as the researcher tends to narrowly 

find what he or she has decided to find in the categories developed (Glaser & Strauss 

1967; Larossa 2005; Strauss & Corbin 1997).  

 

Glaser and Strauss (1967) have argued that preconceived ideas should not be forced 

on the data, however it seems implausible that any researcher can enter into data 

analysis with a blank slate (Alexander 2006; Allan 2003). Moreover, the development 

of codes and criteria requires deliberate and arbitrary selection (choice) on the part of 

the researcher as well as some degree of predetermination with which to explore and 

further investigate the data (Larossa 2005). As Dey (1999) argues: 

Data are never pure; they are ripe with meanings and always the products of 
prior interpretive and conceptual decisions. Grounded theory only seems to 
jump out of the data and hit the researcher in the face; this flash of insight 
occurs only because of the researchers prior analytical commitments built into 
the notes, the theoretical commitments he or she brings to the reading. It is 
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more accurate to say that the ethnographer creates rather than discovers the 
theory. (1999: 35) 

 

Another drawback that occurs from using grounded theory methods is what Glaser 

(1992) calls “overconceptualization”, whereby the researcher focussed too much on 

individual words when coding the data and assigns too much meaning to individual 

words at the expense of major concepts. Since grounded theory relies heavily upon 

interpretation, many have found grounded theory difficult to use, and without a 

mentor “one can be doomed to failure” (Larossa 2005: 830). Larossa (2005: 829) 

argues, “major works in grounded theory are described as inaccessible or leave 

readers in a maze.” Grounded theory uses coding to explain data analysed, and it can 

prove daunting to crack the coding language and understand precisely what occurred. 

This can make grounded theory inaccessible to the majority outside the academic 

community. As Dey (1999: 22) argues: “There is an irony – perhaps a paradox – here: 

that a methodology that is based on ‘interpretation’ should itself prove so hard to 

interpret.” 

    

In qualitative research, action research, case studies, and ethnography the quality, 

rigour, and validity of interpretations depend entirely upon the subjective research 

skills of the researcher. Therefore, grounded theory methods can suffer from a lack of 

rigour due to careless interview techniques and researcher bias (Allan 2003). 

Developing awareness of the limitations of grounded theory approaches is one 

method to ensure the researcher is prepared to address these challenges as they arise. 

More importantly, Allan (2003: 8) points out “the fact that conclusions drawn are 

grounded in actual data helps minimise the risk of bias”, as the conclusions drawn are 

supported by the analysis and grounded in the facts the data shows.  

 

In order to overcome the limitations of grounded theory in this study, three additional 

categories were developed that consisted of:  unknown 1, unknown 2, and not evident 

(Jorgensen 2009). These additional categories were designed to account for the 

unknown and not evident quantities that appeared in the data and which did not fit 

into any of the descriptors groups. Second, it is recommended that NVivo software be 

used in the data analysis to help overcome researcher bias (seeing what you want to 

see) and to provide robust statistical evidence within the qualitative analysis 
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framework. While NVivo is a powerful qualitative software tool to organize and 

demonstrate data it is important to note it had no theoretical influence on the way data 

was interpreted in this research study. Rather NVivo was used to shed light on 

significant themes (evident or not evident) and attributes of facts that existed in the 

research database. 

 

Research Ethics  

Educational research involves, interacts, and impacts upon study participants during 

the research process and it is critical that research be undertaken with the informed 

consent, full knowledge and voluntary participation of those affected by the study 

(Freeman et al., 2007). Prior to this study being implemented, ethical procedures and 

permission had to be obtained from Griffith University ethics department and from 

Education Queensland Australia in order to conduct the investigation. This research 

study explicitly followed ethical procedures of Griffith University and Education 

Queensland Australia to ensure the study conformed to the highest ethical standards.   

   

Additionally, coordinators of the Masters of Teaching program were provided with a 

study information sheet and informed consent mechanism that explained the nature of 

the research investigation (Appendix D). Similarly, potential study participants were 

also informed that their participation was voluntary, individual responses were to be 

used for research data only, and all their personal information would be kept 

confidential throughout the entire research process (Leahy 2008). Furthermore, it was 

made clear that participation posed no serious risks and appropriate precautions were 

undertaken to protect the data collected in a safe location (McNiff & Lomax 2003). 

The data collected did not involve any personal identifying features and a general 

report of the findings from the investigation was made available to participants at 

their request and before publication of this study (McNiff & Lomax 2003).  

     

Once ethical permission was obtained from Education Queensland, I contacted 

principals and the study participants’ mentor teachers directly to meet, discuss and 

address concerns and questions they had in regard to conducting a research 

investigation in their Gold Coast, Queensland secondary school classrooms. This 

meeting before the investigation began was vitally important to allay the participants’ 
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and mentor teachers’ concerns in regard to the aims of the research investigation. In 

sum, this research investigation was conducted with the full informed consent, 

knowledge, transparency, and voluntary participation of those involved with the 

research investigation (Freeman et al., 2007).   

 

Summary  

This research study employed a stimulated recall and multiple case study approach to 

identify and explore participants’ reflective development with action research. The 

data collection instruments included surveys, interview transcripts, and field notes to 

collect evidence on the emergent research questions. Stimulated recall, Jensen (2002: 

17) argues:  

Provides for more detail on the cognitive processes of the participants, but 
necessitates great investments of time and energy from both researchers and 
candidates. Again, case study research where the goal is understanding 
indicates stimulated recall. (2002: 17) 

According to Schepens et al., (2007: 464) thinking aloud during teaching is rather 

difficult and “stimulated recall techniques are used. Photos or audio recordings are 

immediately played after lessons and stimulate the revival of thoughts the teacher had 

while teaching.” These sources of data were compiled, transcribed and open coded to 

identify the emergent themes in the study.  

 

Collected data was analysed using grounded theory methods, open coding, NVivo 

software, and participants’ textual accounts to enable triangulation of data to occur as 

outlined by Glaser and Strauss (1967); Strauss and Corbin (1997); and Yin (2003). 

Strauss and Corbin (1997: 121) explain: 

With open coding, the researcher engages in conceptualizing, which is the 
process of grouping similar items according to some defined properties and 
giving the items a name that stands for that common link…We reduce large 
amounts of data to smaller, more manageable pieces of data. (1997: 121) 

Open coding forms groups of similar phenomena into categories that allow the 

researcher to identify the properties and dimensions of each category, as well as to 

develop subcategories. The open coding rationale and matrix used in this study to 

group and identify participants’ experience with action research and reflection is 

shown in Appendix C.  
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The multiple case study methodology and grounded theory methods facilitated a cross 

case analysis which determined replications of behaviour in participants’ experience 

and perceptions of action research (Yin 2003). Chapter Three has defined the 

theoretical approach and methods that this study employed to investigate preservice 

participants’ reflective development through action research. 

 

In Chapter Four the participants’ qualitative textual descriptions of action research 

and reflection are included to highlight their thoughts, feelings and perceptions of the 

experience. In Chapter Five, data analysis combines participants’ textual accounts 

with emergent themes to establish the case of participants’ experience with action 

research and reflection.    
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Chapter 4: Qualitative Data 

Introduction  

As outlined in the previous chapter, the data collected in this study was used to 

establish and understand the types of reflection undertaken by preservice teachers as 

part of their action research projects. As part of their Griffith University Masters of 

Teaching coursework, the action research project is the final assessment activity of an 

initial teacher education program of these international students at Griffith University. 

In Chapter Four the preservice teachers’ qualitative descriptions are captured to shed 

light on their development of reflective capacity through action research.   

   

These students were predominantly from Canada but include students from other 

countries. Three students volunteered to participate in this case study the purpose of 

which was to establish the extent and quality of the preservice teachers reflective 

practice. The rationale for the study was the rhetoric found in teacher education, and 

reflective teaching, as an important and integral part of teacher development. In the 

previous chapter, the tools and methodology to explore this phenomenon were 

outlined and in this chapter I share the stories of three of the study participants. These 

stories illuminate the degrees to which reflective practice was evident in the 

participants’ praxis and the extent to which these practices were adopted.  

 

To investigate the growth of participants’ reflective capacity at Gold Coast state 

secondary schools, the participants’ journey through the action research cycles was 

documented in the order in which they occurred:  

1. Reconnaissance (January 2009)  

2. Cycle One (February 2009) 

3. Cycle Two (March - April 2009) 

This timeline illustrates the participants’ experience at key moments of their action 

research investigations. However, I highlight an important point in this introduction. 

While the sequence was possible for most of the participants, I draw attention to the 

late ethical permission between myself and a particular school which resulted in my 

inability to include Tina as a participant in cycle one. As a result, cycle one contains 

only two participant interviews instead of the three that are found in the other 



 56 

 

participants’ interviews. Pseudonyms have been used for the three case study 

participants: Tina, Angie, and Tracy to ensure confidentiality and to protect their right 

to privacy.   

 

Reconnaissance Cycle  

The reconnaissance cycle was implemented to ground the research investigation in the 

reality of the study location(s). It was an important introduction period during which 

the researcher and study participants became acquainted with one another, the 

research context, and action research. Since this investigation sought to determine the 

participants’ development of reflective capacity, it was necessary to establish 

preservice teachers’ prior knowledge, background in pedagogy, and their perceptions 

of reflection and action research. The significant moments of participant interviews 

demonstrate their feelings, thoughts, and perceptions. These are provided in the 

following sections.   

 

Participant One 

Tina, a 24-year-old female from Peru with a Bachelor of Arts, was enrolled in the 

Griffith University Masters of Teaching program for one-and-a-half years. Originally 

from Peru, Tina expressed anxiety about her capacity to teach in English (her second 

language). Over the course of the practicum field teaching, she reported that she 

became used to the education system in Queensland. Australia and enjoyed teaching 

at Gold Coast secondary schools (January, 2009).  

 

Tina was a collegial person who genuinely valued learning new things from 

experienced teachers and other outside sources to help her develop and mature to 

become a classroom teacher. In interview discussions, Tina made it clear that she 

valued building interpersonal relationships between staff and students. Team building 

was one of the themes of her action research project which had been designed to 

investigate ways team building and lesson engagement can be achieved with high 

achieving students and students with attention deficit disorder (ADD). Tina’s action 

research topic focussed on helping improve the cooperative learning of year 12 

students with attention deficit disorder and she said that, “I want to know how to work 



 57 

 

as a group where everyone can succeed in the classroom.” Thus her action research 

project was firmly based on the development of her teaching practice.  

 

Because of the action research project Tina began to use an evidenced-based approach 

to analyse the quality of her classroom teaching: “I need to have evidence of what my 

observations are telling me. I am using small tools to gather evidence of my teaching 

in a small way”. Gathering evidence, self-monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness 

of one’s teaching actions is a powerful step toward understanding professional 

practice in the classroom. To this end, she viewed reflection as the ability “to stop and 

say what I did otherwise there wouldn’t be any improvement in my teaching”. Tina’s 

method of reflection used in the classroom was through consultations with her mentor 

teacher but not through written reflection as the following reconnaissance interview 

indicated: 

1

T: I discuss it with my mentor, we always talk about the kids and what we do 
for the lesson and for the next week, how we can improve. We evaluate the 
lessons that way (verbally). My supervisor writes down what worked and 
what didn’t work and we use that as the basis for discussion.   

I: How do you reflect? 

I: Do you keep a reflective journal?   

T: Yes I was trying to keep a journal but…usually we, my mentor teachers 
and I, just discuss the lessons. 

The reconnaissance survey and interview conversation suggested that Tina understood 

the textbook definition of reflection and why it is used to improve teaching practice. 

However, Tina preferred verbal feedback from her mentor, and this did appear to have 

a direct impact on Tina’s pedagogical experience in the classroom. However, verbal 

mentor feedback was a new approach to reflection that emerged from our interview 

conversations and not much has been written about this in the educational literature.  

   

Tina regarded action research as an important instrument of teachers’ professional 

development but she suggested that the action research course at Griffith University 

be moved forward in better with timing of the internship program. In this study, 

participants action research course at Griffith University was offered in semester one, 

April-June 2009, and Tina expressed the desire to take the action research course in 

                                                 
1 Throughout the participant interview’s “I” refers to the interviewer. 
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January 2009 to better synchronize with the timing of her internship and action 

research project. 

   

At the reconnaissance cycle, participants had planned their action research projects 

and faced several unknowns that appeared to cause them apprehension. Several of 

these negative sentiments were prevalent in the reconnaissance interviews and Tina’s 

statement is representative of the concerns raised by other participants. Tina’s 

comments pertain to the timing of the coursework and the implementation of the 

action research project. She argued: 

I know its good for us - the research project but I think we should have the 
action research seminar in January in summer school. Because honestly, I 
don’t remember any of that [action research] information now. The bad thing 
about action research is the timing between taking the action research course 
and doing the internship teaching. Now I need the action research course and 
it would be better to take it right now. 

Participants reported that they felt stressed because of the time difference between 

learning about action research and undertaking the project. Other concerns related to 

the magnitude of the project and a fear of the many unknown aspects of action 

research. As Tina shows there was fear about not knowing enough about action 

research to undertake the project with confidence. This fear cohered with other 

comments regarding the need for further scaffolding and mentoring from Griffith 

University during the fieldwork phase of the action research project. 

 

Participant Two 

Angie is a 26-year-old Canadian female teaching Geography and Biology. She was 

located at a large state high school on the Gold Coast in Queensland, Australia.  

Angie had one year of volunteer teaching in high school science before enrolling in 

the Griffith University Masters of Teaching program. 

 

Angie said that she volunteered to participate in this study to improve the quality of 

the Masters of Teaching program and action research dissertation for future students.    

Angie’s action research project was designed to improve the literacy of her grade 12 

geography class and Angie explained that: “To me, the reconnaissance cycle is to 

show this issue [gender and literacy] exists in our school.”  
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In the reconnaissance cycle, participants were learning to gather evidence from 

several sources in order to gain an accurate picture of what students were actually 

learning in the classroom. As Angie said:   

I started out with a classroom map, what else do I need to know and I used 
surveys and interviews. I collected data from individual teachers. With the 
students its better to do surveys, I did one that got evidence from girls and one 
on the boys that really turned into a great conversation.   

This was an important step for Angie to take in terms of an evidence-based approach 

to evaluating classroom outcomes, and Angie was learning to investigate and think 

critically in regard to her day-to-day classroom teaching. In the interview discussions, 

Angie noted that there was no single method of data collection used during her 

reconnaissance cycle and her worry and stress seemed to have caused her to over-

prepare for the reconnaissance cycle. Angie argued:  

If there is a method for this action research process I’d say it’s a mess; it’s the 
scatter method.... Then once you have all your data collected you look at it 
and then try to make sense of it.   

In the early stages of action research Angie struggled with the technical mechanism of 

action research, and not all of her experiences were positive. This participant felt that 

her action research project was a significant distraction from lesson planning and 

concentrating on her pedagogy. She noted that: “I had to give something up. Now my 

mind is focussed on the action research and all of my attention is focussed on that 

instead of my lesson plans.” Angie’s view seemed to indicate that she viewed action 

research as something separate from her day-to-day teaching and had not yet 

integrated it into her classroom pedagogy. 

   

Angie also understood that written reflection in a reflective journal was important to 

improve her pedagogy, stating that “Yes, I will use reflection to improve lessons, 

especially if it’s gone wrong.” However, in classroom practice Angie preferred the 

immediate verbal feedback of her mentor or supervising teacher. Angie argued that:     

Usually, I sit down and write down a reflection. But I get a lot more out of 
sitting down and discussing the lessons with my mentor teacher. When I sit 
down by myself and reflect that is only my view, but when I do it with my 
mentor they give me another perspective. 

Angie felt that it was necessary to have an independent and experienced perspective 

on her classroom teaching. The immediate and pragmatic mentor feedback shaped 

Angie’s day-to-day classroom-teaching experience.  
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In the interviews, Angie articulated feelings of worry, and insecurity, and much of 

that emanated from the unknown aspects of the action research project. Angie noted:  

“It’s a bit overwhelming, the action research itself, I have never done anything like 

this before.” Angie’s lack of knowledge meant that she wished to have expert input 

and personal face-to-face contact (beyond email) from the Griffith University action 

research mentor. Angie’s negative statements at the start of the action research project 

reflected an experience very similar experience to that of other study participants.  

The unknown aspects of action research caused Angie and other participants to feel 

stressed, and the reconnaissance cycle was filled with apprehension as participants 

were unsure of the quality of their research, as Angie argued:  “so with this project I 

don’t know when enough is enough.”   

  

Additionally, Angie’s views of reflection were similar to the perceptions expressed by 

others in the research study. That is, she understood the rationale behind reflection 

and claimed to keep a reflective journal, but she preferred verbal mentor feedback.  

Angie argued: “I get a lot more out of sitting down and discussing the lessons with my 

mentor teacher.” Thus, verbal mentor feedback was Angie’s preferred method of 

engaging in reflection, and this preference was shared by other participants.   

 

Participant Three  

Tracy is a 26-year-old female from Toronto, Canada, and she taught Drama and 

English during her internship program at a large Gold Coast High School. Tracy’s 

prior teaching experience - teaching swimming in Canada for eight years, gave her the 

opportunity to develop basic lesson planning and instructional skills.   

   

According to Tracy, one of the biggest professional shocks she experienced was the 

interpersonal relationships’ in staff rooms between staff members. Tracy noted:  

I had expected more of a collaborative and supportive environment. I 
expected teachers to work together for the sake of the kids. In my Prac 
experiences, I have realized that staff rooms are fettered by competition and 
needs for selfish recognition. I don’t know if this is because of administrative 
policies or what, but it’s quite disheartening.      
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The interviews appeared to give Tracy an emotional outlet where she could express 

her personal feelings without fear of reprisal. In the interview conversations regarding 

action research, Tracy acknowledged that she faced several challenges at the start of 

her reconnaissance cycle. As there were no classes in her first three weeks of teaching 

she could not take any action in her classroom. However, Tracy remained upbeat with 

respect to her project, saying: “I feel really good about the action research. I think 

action research is great for the personal level and learning individually, but I don’t see 

how it applies to a wider community, or school.” Even in the early stages of her 

project, Tracy appeared to already be thinking of ways that action research could be 

applied on a broader scale beyond her classroom. 

 

In terms of the action research project, this participant had several legitimate concerns 

that stemmed from the social context in which she was teaching. Tracy felt sensitive 

to the school hierarchy and felt limited in what she could truly explore in her action 

research investigation because of the apparent power structure. She argued that:    

Action research in this context [a student teacher at this high school], I feel I 
am not a fully fledged teacher, I do not have the freedom to do whatever I 
really want. I still have to do what my mentor teacher says. I am monitored by 
my mentor in every aspect of my teaching, and that means I cannot do what I 
really want in my teaching or in my research project.   

And when asked how she has changed because of her practicum experience, Tracy 

responded: 

I am way more cynical! Way more! I wasn’t expecting something ideal but I 
think [negative attitude] it affects the whole school. I never imagined [the 
school staff] to be perfect, but I thought it would be much more of a sharing, 
cooperative, and collegial [work environment]. 

The interview seemed to provide an emotional outlet for her to express her 

frustrations regarding the action research and her internship program experience. 

Tracy argued that because of feelings of being under surveillance by her mentor 

teacher, her learning was being limited. Tracy perceived this situation to be the reality 

of her practicum, however she also felt obligated to maintain positive interpersonal 

relationships with her mentor and teaching colleagues in order to be successful in her 

internship and action research investigation. 

 

Tracy’s interview statements seem to imply that she used written reflection to 

improve aspects of her teaching. Tracy argued that reflection was useful to improve 
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her teaching “you will always get better at teaching if you reflect on your teaching 

practices. By reflecting on how a lesson affects one student you can better cater to 

them later down the road.”  This statement departs from the other participants’ views 

on reflection in that it gives the impression that Tracy actually used written reflection 

to improve her teaching. In other words, her statement was not a stock phrase from a 

textbook, but came from personal experience as a reflective practitioner.    

 

Interim Summary 

In this section, I draw on these reconnaissance interviews to highlight a number of 

key threads that occurred in each interview. Common themes in the participants’ 

conversations highlighted a number of concerns about the action research and 

reflection processes. These themes have been grouped into the following categories: 

action research, reflection, criticism, complaints and fears, and verbal mentor 

feedback. 

   

In the beginning stage, the participants’ statements suggested that they had some 

rudimentary understandings of reflection. The survey and follow up interview 

discussions gave the participants the opportunity to express the stress they 

experienced in regard to the day-to-day struggles of teaching, and learning about 

action research. The unknown aspects of action research and the participants’ lack of 

experience with its application caused them worry and stress. Moreover, the 

participants’ inexperience with any kind of research meant that it was difficult for 

them individually to evaluate and determine the quality of their action research.  

 

Thus, it appeared that the participants second-guessed the quality of their 

investigations in the reconnaissance cycle of their action research, and that doubt and 

lack of expertise led Angie to refer to action research as the “scatter method.” As a 

result, the participants used several collection methods including journals, surveys, 

and interviews to gather evidence primarily because of their insecurity and 

inexperience with action research. That is, the participants felt it was necessary to 

employ a multitude of collection tools in order to do action research effectively.   
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Action Research 

Participants acknowledged significant stress because of the action research process, 

yet they also thought it was important for their learning and development as 

classroom teachers. This new relationship with action research made an impression on 

the participants at the reconnaissance cycle of their projects.  

 

The action research projects engaged the participants in a wide range of new teaching 

behaviours that introduced them to new strategies to investigate and evaluate their 

teaching. The interview statements provided evidence that the participants’ were 

thinking strategically of ways to connect the reconnaissance phase with their 

pedagogy and the next cycle (cycle one) of their action research. It appeared from the 

data that reflection was being employed by participants to evaluate the effectiveness 

of their action research and decide the future direction of their projects. 

 

Teacher Reflection 

The surveys conducted prior to the interviews demonstrated that the participants 

understood that reflection was an instrument which could help them learn, grow, and 

improve their pedagogy. However, from the reconnaissance interviews it was evident 

that one participant actually wrote out reflections in a reflective journal. Participants 

said in the reconnaissance interviews that most reflection occurred in critical 

conversations with their mentor teachers, during which they discussed the 

effectiveness of lessons or pedagogy in the classroom. This preference for reflection 

in the form of verbal mentor feedback (although mistaken) as opposed to written 

reflection was an important issue that emerged from the participant interviews.   

 

Criticisms, Complaints, Fears 

The reconnaissance interview process allowed the participants to vent their 

frustrations, criticisms, complaints, and fears in regard to the Masters of Teaching 

program and the action research project. Many negative sentiments were voiced in 

January 2009 when the participants were between week one and week three of their 

45-day internship field teaching experience.  
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In the early stages of action research, the participants’ interviews were filled with 

negative statements as they encountered several unknowns and stress that impacted 

their perspectives about action research and the teaching internship program. The 

themes that emerged from the reconnaissance interviews that affected the participants’ 

experience with action research were new teaching behaviour; reflective practice 

during practicum teaching; verbal mentor feedback, and fears. These themes - action 

research, reflection, verbal mentor feedback and fears - are explored throughout 

Chapter Four to further investigate participants’ development of reflective capacity.   

 

Cycle One  

On March 3rd 2009, as part of their study requirements, the participants were required 

to submit a proposal for their first cycle of their research project. The participants 

experienced an ‘emotionally charged’ few weeks as they awaited the assessment 

feedback. In the interview conversations, the participants expressed a gamut of 

emotions that ranged from criticism, complaints, happiness and confidence depending 

upon the assessment outcome. The mood of the participants was captured in the 

following statement by Angie: 

This week is much better than last week because I could discuss my action 
research project with my critical friend [action research mentor]. He sent me 
back an email, everything is in email, and he said I was on the right track and 
that the project looks like its going to be great.  Since that email I feel finally 
that…I am on the right track. 

 

The participants who had immediate positive feedback felt more confident in their 

action research project because the feedback validated those participants’ research 

endeavours. The assessment outcome impacted the participants’ views of themselves 

as legitimate teacher-researchers, and in cycle one the participant’s began to express 

confidence. As Angie articulates: “Yes, I’m feeling more confident in what I’m doing.  

Definitely.  Especially after today’s lesson and I think I learnt a lot.” 

 

It should be noted that due to issues related to delayed ethical permission, data was 

not collected with one participant (Tina) in cycle one of the observations and 

interviews.  As a result, cycle one contains only two participant interviews instead of 

the usual three.   
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Participant Two  

The purpose of Angie’s cycle one action intervention was to improve the literacy of 

grade 12 geography students through authentic materials designed to engage higher 

order thinking. The lesson observed was on Monday morning at 8 am and I noted in 

my field notes that Angie was well received by the grade 12 class. After the lesson 

Angie was interviewed about her action research cycle one. 

   

In the reconnaissance cycle, Angie found that her geography students had to 

physically do something in order to further stimulate their literacy, and her action 

research intervention was designed to implement that change in her classroom. Angie 

argued: “well what I found in my reconnaissance is that boys are struggling in literacy 

areas so that’s what my action is designed to do: incorporate more literacy in the 

classroom.” Angie’s discoveries in the action research project seem to have 

encouraged her to take risks, make critical decisions, reflect, and add new elements to 

her teaching repertoire as well as new behaviour that may have contributed to the 

development of her own teaching style. Angie indicated: 

I’m trying to incorporate more literacy into every lesson. I’m also learning 
myself how to do that and know what is literacy.  It’s way broader than I ever 
expected; it’s not just reading and writing. But the fact is that I’m learning 
different strategies and know what literacy is and to observe and assess what 
literacy is. I think that’s more what this action research project’s about, me 
and my teaching rather than doing something where I’m going to see dramatic 
results in the kids. 

In cycle one, Angie’s core issue of including more literacy into her lesson plans also 

enhanced her understanding of literacy as she implemented changes in her classroom.  

This is a departure from the reconnaissance cycle, in which Angie tended to view the 

action research project as separate from her day-to-day teaching practice. In cycle one 

her statements appear to show that she had combined action research into her day-to-

day teaching action. For example, Angie argued that:   

I’m thinking that all of this [action research] is probably going to set them up 
very well for the assessment tasks. All of the geography assessment tasks 
require students to have high level of literacy skills [higher order thinking].  
These lessons [action research project] are designed to stimulate higher-order 
thinking, literacy and relationships in geography, reflect on it and put it on 
paper.   
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As noted in the literature review, there are two loops of learning in action research: in 

the first loop the participant takes action to effect change in the external world, such 

as the classroom. But the second loop of action research is where meta-learning and 

meta-reflection can be found, and this loop affects the internal perception of the action 

research user. As Angie stated, “the fact is that I’m learning different strategies and 

know what literacy is and to observe and assess what literacy is.” Angie’s statement 

in cycle one indicates the meta-learning that occurred during the second loop of action 

research, during which Angie influenced not only the learning outcomes of her 

students but also her reflective and pedagogical development as a result of action 

research.     

 

By cycle one, Angie appeared to have become confident in deciding the direction of 

her action research inquiry. When asked about the next phase of research Angie 

responded that the focus after cycle one was to cultivate student responsibility, to get 

her geography grade 12 students to have a sense of ownership and pride in their 

learning. Angie argued:  

The students don’t have the sense of responsibility.  So umm, I’m going to try 
to develop that for them. To appreciate what I’m trying to do I have to 
develop students’ sense of responsibility. The reflection today was designed 
to get them thinking and to take responsibility. 

Angie’s comments suggest that the plans for cycle one are focussed, precise, and well 

connected with her overarching aim of improving literacy in her classroom. The 

important difference for her between reconnaissance and cycle one was that she 

appeared to have reconciled the gap between theory and practice and had learnt to 

apply action research to her teaching actions. That is, in cycle one, action research 

was no longer something separate from her teaching, rather it was integrated and an 

important part of her day-to-day classroom. 

 

Much like the other participants, Angie acknowledged that she was tempted to change 

topics and randomly employ techniques to collect data. For instance, Angie argued:  

It’s kinda of…overwhelming. I know that I’m struggling to stay on one topic, 
one thing, and it’s so attractive to try these other things especially when you 
don’t know what you’re doing. So the idea is that I’ll just keep trying 
different things until I hit on something that works. 

These statements acknowledge the reality that the study participants faced: taking on 

an action research project without expert input. In the early stages of action research 



 67 

 

Angie and the other participants each seemed to have gone through this learning 

process of finding a plethora of topics they could potentially investigate. The cycle 

one interviews clearly show that, despite some fears, Angie clearly made a great deal 

of progress in the clarifying of her action research project and she seemed to be a 

much more confident participant.    

   

Through the cycle one interviews Angie seemed to demonstrate development of 

positive pedagogical behaviours, including decision-making and more confidence in 

the action research. The action research process appeared to have pushed this 

preservice teacher into new areas of exploration and increased her knowledge of 

literacy. Furthermore, Angie had gained confidence and become comfortable with the 

technical mechanisms of doing an action research project. The following statement 

highlights the confidence Angie exhibited when asked about her research project:   

What’s going to happen is cycle one never finishes, Cycle two builds on cycle 
one because I’m not going to stop. Cycle one is bringing higher order literacy 
into the geography tasks and authentic materials in the classroom. 

This was a significant step forward for this particular participant.  She had adopted a 

professional voice and identity. This type of confidence appears to have derived from 

the trial and error experience that action research provided.   

 

Participant Three  

The purpose of Tracy’s cycle one action research was to improve the literacy of her 

grade 8 class by having students select heroes and do a PowerPoint presentation on 

them. Tracy was not fearful of the action research process and actually appeared to 

flourish with this type of inquiry, even thinking of new ways it could be applied at her 

school. When asked about her action research Tracy replied:  

I am really excited about it. The weird thing is that sometimes I sit at home 
and think I would probably do something like this anyways, probably not so 
in depth. I definitely wouldn’t be doing as much research but it’s the kinda 
stuff I would be doing anyways in a way. It’s been good and I like it. 

By cycle one it seemed that the majority of participants had settled into their action 

research projects and were comfortable in their internship teaching. Tracy’s action 

research was connected with improvement and change in her classroom. She had 

decided to give students autonomy in the classroom by allowing the self-selection of 

heroes and anti-heroes. Tracy believed that self-selection was fundamental and the 
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aim of her action research investigation was to guide students to discover their 

personal voice.  

 

Like the previous participant, Tracy appeared to be engaged in two loops of learning 

through the action research process. For instance, when asked to explain cycle one 

Tracy replied: 

Cycle one is a precursor to the assessment task, last class it was important for 
me to get the kids to see themselves as heroes and in a lot of my literature 
review for the action research I did a lot of reading on self-storied process, 
and that really was positive especially in terms of different cultures and stuff.  
And then another problem in the class was that the dominant groups [of 
students] were not allowing voice for other students, and the other students 
were very aggressive in the way they wanted to speak their voice to make 
themselves known - this is all the stuff I got from the reconnaissance cycle 
and stuff. 

This response indicates Tracy was deeply engaged in the promulgation of her action 

research process and was planning external changes for her students to experience in 

the classroom. In order to make external changes to her classroom it appears that 

Tracy first had to grasp the issue (voice). That is, this participant had to have 

sufficient mastery of voice before she could take action, teach, transmit and affect 

changes in her classroom. As Tracy describes cycle one, her knowledge comes 

through: 

So in my cycle one I set them up into pairs and they were assigned to find 
ways that each person was a hero and speak about their partner. They had to 
write about their partner and they had to persuade the class in five minutes 
and five to ten sentences why their partner is a hero. It went really well; the 
kids loved it and I used a pictorial scale [likert scale] and the kids gave me 
good lesson feedback. It was a good way to review structure paragraphs and it 
connects to what we’re doing in all our classes, - last week, this week and 
next week. 

Action research appears to have caused Tracy to deeply explore this issue (voice) in 

her classroom and become critical in deciding how to collect evidence on her teaching 

and determine if her action research was empowering the student voice. This 

participant seemed passionate about incorporating personal choice as the basis of self-

story in her classroom. Tracy argued:  

It would be pointless if I told them who they had to choose as a hero because 
they aren’t creating their own voice then the whole point is that they can have 
a voice (my voice is important) and share it with the class. 

In the interview, Tracy demonstrated that her action research intervention had resulted 

in positive developments in her students.   
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One of the problems Tracy experienced with action research was focus; she appeared 

enamoured by the many directions her research project could take, and that led to 

confusion regarding what should be the next stage in her action research project. 

While she acknowledged that her action research project was confusing Tracy also 

discussed and explored the future of her project and seems to have decided the topic 

and action necessary for cycle two:    

I still need to keep going with this voice…Because my biggest concern, my 
hunch is, what I was thinking to encourage the acceptance of someone’s voice 
is to have some kind of activity that students do while they watch every one’s 
persuasive speech. Did they persuade you and why, what is interesting about 
this speech, simple questions that they can be answering as they go and 
maybe share it as a class after a person has presented. 

Tracy understood that in action research there had to be a thematic connection 

between the action research cycles, and that understanding led her to return her focus 

to the original idea of voice in order to plan and outline the actions of her cycle two 

and discard other ideas as distractions.  

  

By the end of cycle one, Tracy had moved into the more pragmatic and practical 

aspects of action research real world applications. Tracy argued: “I think getting cycle 

one done has made me realize I am on track and I know where I need to go at this 

point.” Thus, cycle one was an opportunity to validate the reconnaissance cycle of her 

research and was treated as a critical learning opportunity to test her ideas in action in 

the classroom. Tracy argued that: “with action research you need to take your 

reflections and figure out where to go and what to do with it. And you have to 

research to do that.” Tracy’s cycle one interviews were filled with statements of a 

participant who appeared to have moved beyond survival with action research and 

was thriving at a practical reflective level according to the embodied reflective 

framework. 

 

Interim Summary 

In the following section, I draw on these cycle one interviews to highlight a number of 

key threads that occurred in each interview. Common themes in the participants’ 

conversations highlighted a number of concerns about the action research process and 
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reflection. These themes have been grouped into the following categories: action 

research and reflection. 

 

Action Research  

The data collected at the end of cycle one indicated that the majority of study 

participants had become proficient with the technical mechanism of doing an action 

research project, planning, acting, observing and reflecting. Indeed, feelings of 

confidence, empowerment and interest were expressed in cycle one. This is illustrated 

in the following quotes from Angie and Tracy:   

Angie: What’s going to happen is cycle one never finishes, cycle two builds 
on cycle one because I’m not going to stop. Cycle one is bringing higher-
order literacy into the geography tasks and authentic materials in the 
classroom. So that’s going to continue and I will build on that.   

Tracy: Alot of my literature review for the action research, I did a lot of 
reading on self-storied process, and that really was positive especially in 
terms of different cultures and stuff.  And then another problem in the class 
was that the dominant groups [of students] were not allowing voice for other 
students, and the other students were very aggressive in the way they wanted 
to speak their voice to make themselves known - this is all the stuff I got from 
the reconnaissance cycle and stuff. 

 

From the interview discussions it became apparent that the participants were deeply 

engaged, and immersed in the promulgation of action research. They were thinking 

strategically and consciously in regard to how action research connects with day-to-

day teaching and classroom learning outcomes. Although the context and content of 

the participants action research projects were different, qualities of reflection, 

decision-making, and strategic future planning were similar.      

 

In cycle one the participants concern progressed from fear and criticism of the 

unknown into developing strong feelings of confidence in their action research 

investigations. This new attitude can be attributed to the positive assessment feedback 

provided by Griffith University action research mentors and the successful research 

action taken by participants in their classrooms. The paradigm shift in attitude 

indicated that participants had reconciled their previous grievances from the 

reconnaissance and now had intrinsic goals and action plans in mind for their action 

research cycles. More importantly, participants showed evidence that they were 
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engaged in meta-reflection (learning about learning) as they now understood the right 

steps to take in order to produce a fruitful action research journey. 

 

Reflection 

The preliminary findings indicated that action research contributed to development of 

the participants’ reflective behaviours (plan, act, observe, reflect) and even meta- 

reflection. The interviews illustrated several examples of the participants using 

reflection in the promulgation of their action research projects and even evidence of 

meta-reflection in the discussions. For example, Tracy argued: 

Any time you reflect on something and think of something, I am sure it 
informs your future action; it definitely affects you. So even thinking about it 
is a form of action. And putting it on paper you are bringing something into 
reality. And you can come back next week to address the issue.  

Tracy’s comments suggest that she has engaged in the two loops of learning that 

action research seeks to foster. That is, in the first loop of action research she was 

engaged with planning and implementing external changes in the classroom, as Tracy 

says “any time you reflect on something and think of something I am sure it informs 

your future action it definitely affects you.” In the second loop of action research 

meta-learning occurs and affects the participants’ internalised learning or their 

personal journey of self-reflection which ultimately influences the external world (as 

Tracy said, “bringing something into reality”).    

 

The participants argued that verbal mentor feedback was one of the ways that they 

engaged in reflective behaviour in the classroom. Although participants claimed to 

have a reflective journal on their personal computer’s the evidence suggested that 

only Tracy used written reflection to improve her pedagogy.  

 

Cycle Two 

By April 2009 the internship program was ending, and that looming deadline affected 

the participants’ attitudes and the learning posture they adopted in their action 

research. Thus, data collected in cycle two interviews also seemed to demonstrate a 

transformation in the participants’ attitudes as they were soon to complete their action 

research projects. The pervasive mood in cycle two was captured by Tracy: 
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“Realistically I have 3 classes left until I finish the internship and the data collection 

of the project.” Thus, for the participants cycle two was an opportunity to apply the 

same skills acquired in action research and use them again in a more focussed and 

proficient manner.   

   

The participants demonstrated that learning new teaching behaviours, reflection and 

teacher empowerment did occur as a result of engagement in cycle two, however this 

evidence must be viewed in that light of the completion of the research project and 

internship teaching program. That is to say, because the participants were about to 

successfully complete their action research the participants were confident and 

empowered throughout the cycle two interviews. The cycle two interviews explored 

the participants’ action research experience and determined their perceptions of their 

reflective development over the entire action research project.  

 

Participant One  

Tina’s previous action research cycle was designed to identify the types of learners 

and the multiple intelligences in her classroom, and she claimed that her students were 

more visual and kinaesthetic learners. After identifying the type of intelligence in her 

classroom Tina went on to adapt her teaching style and designed lessons that:   

Related the theory and practice in class and that’s what I did. For example, we 
had colours matching concepts and which concept matches to what colour so 
they could visually see the concepts, and genre and conventions. The next 
lesson I asked them to concept map and draw things. They would later 
explain the genre with their drawing. 

This statement also appeared to show a participant who has grasped an evidence-

based approach to her teaching. Tina argued that these tailored action research lessons 

had better social results because the students were cooperating together to learn and 

the social aspects of learning led Tina into a new area of exploration in her teaching. 

As Tina explains:   

I could see how working together makes these kids learn and be more social.  
And that is what I saw. By working together in groups of 3 or 4 they really 
enjoy it and students that are shy can be leaders in the group and directing the 
activities in film and TV studies. I was very surprised because shy students 
are now leading their groups.   

In cycle one, Tina identified the types of learners she had in the classroom and also 

saw how cooperating together or cooperative learning can have a powerful impact on 
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students learning experience. In cycle two, Tina decided to continue the group 

learning approach in her classroom and designed lesson plans that specifically 

contained group and student-centred activities. Tina argued that the change in 

pedagogical approach was designed “to take kids that are usually shy and make the 

class more socially engaging. Group work has changed them making them much 

better and in a group it’s easy for me to scaffold.” Tina noted that the benefits to 

group learning in her grade 11 class were many, as her students could divide the tasks 

according to their strengths and the tasks allowed her more time to follow up and 

follow through with the groups. By empowering students to take responsibility for 

their group learning Tina argued: “students can share and discuss and share with each 

other, they can learn from each other. They discuss between them and disagree and try 

to find the best solution.”   

   

From our interview discussions it appeared that Tina had come along way from the 

criticisms, complaints and negative statements she had made in the reconnaissance 

cycle. As Tina said:  

I feel different and I know what to write in the research now and after I wrote 
the proposal I felt relieved. Because at the start there’s so many ideas. I feel 
more comfortable now and the manual of the course is not great but I’m 
starting to see how to create the action research project. I know my results 
because I see them everyday in class. 

In cycle two this participant seems confident because she successfully engaged action 

research and appears to know that the changes she made in cycle one and cycle two 

have impacted her students’ learning in the classroom. Tina’s project had taken her 

beyond normal routines of classroom teaching and she caused change in her 

classroom. As Tina remarked: 

I really feel that I’m that kind of teacher that observes then plans then 
observes and reflects. So I’m constantly looking how to improve and change 
my teaching. I see myself as more reflective. Very, very much reflective and 
aware of diversity.   

The comments indicated that Tina had incorporated the four moments of action 

research into her day-to-day classroom teaching and had bridged the gap between 

theory and teaching practice. The participant also perceived herself as more reflective, 

as a result of her engagement with the action research project. Moreover, Tina 

articulated the inner and outer changes that had occurred because of the action 

research project: 
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I’m applying strategies to see a contrast in my research for the project and 
seeing what works and not. But I know what to do because I see it everyday 
with my students.   

 

Thus, the action research project had influenced the students’ learning direction and 

Tina’s classroom had provided a forum for her to explore, learn and expand her 

pedagogy in practice. In addition, action research appeared to influence her internal 

world as Tina argued “obviously this research I mean, I’ve learnt how to become a 

reflective person and teacher and because I know how it works it is probably why I 

feel this way.” Tina perceived herself as a more reflective practitioner as there was a 

transformation between the participant’s reconnaissance and cycle two statements. In 

cycle two, Tina appears engaged in both the first and second loop of learning (meta-

learning) of action research, as she frankly evaluated action research on herself and 

her classroom.    

 

Because I was unable to interview Tina in cycle one this lesson and interview was a 

critical opportunity to explore her experience over cycle one and cycle two of her 

action research project. Tina showed a great deal of positive behaviours as a result of 

engagement in action research. The testing of new strategies with group learning and 

project-based learning changed the reality of her classroom and the learning outcomes 

available to students. As Tina remarked:    

Because I could see how working together makes these kids learn and be 
more social. And that is what I saw. By working together in groups of 3 or 4 
they really enjoy it and students that are shy can be leaders in the group and 
directing the activities in film and TV studies. I was very surprised because 
shy students are now leading their groups. The point is to work in groups 
because they can share and discuss and share with each other, they can learn 
from each other. They discuss between them and disagree and try to find the 
solution. 

There were several example of learning, and confident decision-making that occurred 

as a result of action research, and which appear to have helped Tina cultivate and 

develop her pedagogy in the classroom. 

 

Tina understood what written reflection was, but did not really see the utility of it and 

did not apply written reflection to her teaching. Tina’s reflective behaviours had not 

changed since the reconnaissance cycle and she argued, “I prefer to talk to people 

because it’s fast and it’s immediate. If I have question why would I write it when you 



 75 

 

can just tell it to me?” Thus, verbal feedback was a far more pragmatic vehicle of 

reflection for this participant. This preference does not necessarily mean that Tina did 

not enhance her reflective capacity, however she did so by using action research, self-

evaluation, and the critical feedback her mentor teachers provided on her pedagogical 

practice. 

 

Participant Two  

The objective of Angie’s second cycle of action research project was to increase 

student responsibility, engage them in authentic tasks and establish and achieve 

learning goals. Achieving these objectives was an important part of preparing the 

grade 12 students to graduate from the school.   

 

In this interview, Angie appeared to emanate confidence when she discussed her 

teaching and action research. When asked how she felt about her action research 

Angie replied:   

I’m just really proud of myself, I never thought that what I have done and 
found would be as good, I think I’ve done fairly well and I think when my 
critical friend goes and reads it my critical friend will be somewhat 
impressed. I think I’ve grown a lot [during the project] and as a teacher I’ll be 
a lot better. 

From Angie’s perspective, she had grown a great deal because of the action research 

project and the skills she learnt had a positive impact on her pedagogy. Because the 

practicum was winding down, the action research and the internship teaching program 

held no new surprises for this participant and Angie noted: “I feel very relaxed even 

from last week till now I feel very relaxed. I don’t feel rushed in completing my work; 

it’s all set out and ready to come to an end.” This excitement and enthusiasm of 

completing the internship program contributed to the pervasive feeling that permeated 

cycle two. 

  

In cycle two Angie received mixed results from her action research intervention and 

she found that her intervention (learning goals) did not actually improve the literacy 

outcomes of boys in her classroom. Her students’ negative attitude toward literacy 

was the prime reason cycle two was developed, as Angie responded:   
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I’m getting students to have a higher sense of responsibility for their learning, 
specifically literacy. I’m doing that by getting them to set goals long term and 
short term and getting them to reflect on their goals. It seems simple but I 
don’t think students know how to assess themselves or determine where to 
go. And from that set goals and decide where to go and where they should be.   

Angie pointed out that her cycle two was far too short an intervention to make a 

meaningful classroom change and improve the literacy of boys in her classroom. It 

also appeared that Angie had engaged in the two loops of action research in order to 

influence her classroom and experience meta-learning, to know what literacy is 

(internal influence) and how to implement it effectively in her classroom (external 

influence). 

 

When asked to summarize her experience thus far and reflect on the entire action 

research project Angie replied: 

I think a lot of students don’t see this as an opportunity to grow. I was at that 
stage at the start - this is going to be a lot of work and what am I going to get 
out of it? Some students think I just want to do it and be done with it, that’s 
all. Whereas I tried to look at it positively - that this is what I have to do but 
what else can I get from it, yes I will get the degree at the end but what else 
can I learn?  

Angie seems to have acknowledged the transformation in her perspective from the 

reconnaissance, cycle one, and cycle two. That is, at the beginning Angie viewed 

action research as extra work and a distraction from her teaching. But as her action 

research project moved forward, Angie appeared to become deeply involved with the 

investigation, and realized that action research was not something apart from her 

teaching but something that could actually improve her pedagogy and influence her 

students’ learning.  

  

In the cycle two interviews Angie showed signs of confidence and control, indicating 

that she knew she had done well with the internship teaching and action research 

project. This inner knowing led Angie to express: “By doing all this work I’m seeing 

myself grow and learn and that’s going to benefit me a lot in the future. It’s me 

developing as a teacher and as a person as well.” The interview also demonstrated that 

this preservice teacher used action research to become responsible for her decision-

making and to evaluate and direct her action research. In cycle two, Angie explains: 

So that is cycle two: getting students to have a higher sense of responsibility 
for their learning, specifically literacy. I’m doing that by getting them to set 
goals long term and short term and getting them to reflect on their goals.   



 77 

 

It appeared that Angie had come along way in establishing an empowered teacher 

identity since the start of her action research project. Moreover, this participant 

continued to use “social reflection” or verbal mentor feedback as the main method 

other than action research to improve her day-to-day teaching in the classroom. The 

following interview conversation articulates Angie’s rationale behind reflection:  

A: When Steve [mentor] talks to me he is real and meaningful. In writing it’s 
not as practical.  He would much rather have a conversation with me than sit 
and write something, his desk is right across from mine. I’m a social person 
and I get a lot out of verbal communication. For others maybe it’s better to 
have it in writing. But in writing you’re not getting feedback so that’s not 
very effective. For me it’s better to have a conversation as I can get feedback. 
I find it beneficial. 

I: To follow up ideas and chase up different thoughts-how do you do that 
unless you have a journal? You can expand on your thoughts, (think about 
them) if they’re written down somewhere. 

A: I still reflect and write it down but if I had to choose I would use the verbal 
feedback and I enjoy that much more. 

 

In other words, this participant did not appear to use reflection outside verbal 

feedback and action research to evaluate and improve her teaching. Nonetheless, the 

evidence seems to suggest that although Angie did not have a written reflective 

journal, her reflective capacity and pedagogy appeared to improve through action 

research and the verbal evaluations provided by her mentor teacher. 

 

Participant Three  

In cycle two, Tracy continued with the development of voice, ownership, and 

personal responsibility of students. Her action research project was designed to 

empower student voice and ensure that each member of her classroom had the right to 

speak and be heard by other students. In describing her action research project Tracy 

stated:   

What I also found students not valuing was one person’s opinion. Throughout 
my recon and cycle one I found some students being completely ignored and I 
wanted to know why and how to fix that. 

Thus, Tracy changed her classroom culture so that students would value each 

individual’s right to speak, share his or her voice, and be respected through active 

listening and appropriate (positive) participation in the classroom. Tracy continues: 
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The big thing is valuing other people and valuing their voice and allowing 
people that neutral space to share [speak]. I would have classes when they 
were sharing [sharing voice, listening, and respecting one another] how do we 
listen to people when we share, do we make eye contact? In my research I got 
into a lot of issues with that because I have an Indigenous student in my class 
and for a lot of Indigenous cultures eye contact is a threatening thing. So eye 
contact was not so important for me even though it’s a requirement in the 
assessment. 

In cycle two Tracy set out to find the approach to achieve the best forum where 

student voice could be nurtured and valued. This involved a trial - and - error process 

in the classroom, experimenting with different pedagogical approaches until students 

felt comfortable sharing their voice.   

 

Despite the apparent gains made in her action research and pedagogical skills Tracy 

remained dissatisfied with the outcomes generated by cycle two, 

Umm, for me cycle two has been a little more dry. I don’t know. The 
conclusions I’m making. It’s also um…, I’m finding it difficult to find 
research on it. Self-story and narratives I had lots of literature but now I’m 
finding it hard. I can’t find anything about it. In the recon I knew what I was 
doing but I was really excited about it.   

Tracy made her feelings known. She acknowledged the limitations of her action 

research and suggested that “if I were to continue I think I would probably go back to 

one of the other issues I found at the start of cycle one.” Tracy enjoyed the freedom 

offered by reconnaissance and cycle one of the action research, which were 

characterized by unlimited options. For her this was more exciting than the final 

stages of the project. As Tracy noted: “Now it’s kind of bland. I don’t think you can 

expect every cycle to be mind blowing.”  Even though the result of cycle two may not 

have been “mind blowing” it did provide an important opportunity for Tracy to apply 

the systematic learning of the two previous action research cycles. 

 

Interim Summary 

In the following section, I draw on these cycle two interviews to highlight a number 

of key threads that occurred in each interview. Common themes in the participants’ 

conversations highlighted a number of concerns about the action research process and 

reflection. These themes have been grouped into the following categories: action 

research, fears, and reflection. 
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Action Research 

In cycle two, the participant data centred on themes of confidence, consolidation of 

new teaching behaviour, and the reflection that occurred as a result of the internship 

and action research. Interestingly, there are few expressions of fear, criticism or 

complaints which were prevalent in the reconnaissance cycle data.   

  

Cycle two of the participants action research appeared to provide an opportunity for 

consolidation of the themes and skills that they had developed in previous research 

cycles. This opportunity for consolidation of action research skills seems to have 

contributed to positive statements regarding participants’ confidence, and to the new 

teaching behaviours in the action research process. In other words, the participants did 

learn a great deal through the action research in cycle two and this learning can be 

seen in the following statements from Tina and Tracy:   

Tina: In cycle one, I focussed more on connecting theory and practices in 
class and in cycle two I focussed on the group productions. So that’s what I 
did. It is just a reflection of cycle one. I did all of the social and individual 
work to take kids that are usually shy and make the class more socially 
engaging.   

Tracy: Throughout cycle two I’ve been changing the approach, so the first 
day they were just writing and the second day no one was sharing, now on 
day 3 they are writing and giving verbal feedback. So today I did both and 
there was a lot more people sharing. They were more focussed and thoughts 
were collected today and they were more comfortable sharing. 

Although the participants were not related to each other, there were several striking 

similarities in their behaviours, learning experiences, reflection, and empowerment 

that strongly suggest that the action research influenced participants’ pedagogy and 

view of themselves as professional teachers by the end of the project.    

 

Fears 

What became evident in the cycle two data was that there were no serious statements 

of fear, critiques, complaints or stress issues by participants. This does not mean that 

the participants’ negative issues had disappeared, rather, they appeared to feel it was 

unnecessary to mention these statements as it was not a significant issue in any of the 

cycle two interview discussions. This is a paradigm shift in behaviour from the 

reconnaissance cycle where participants used the interviews as an opportunity to vent 
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their many frustrations in regard to the Masters of Teaching internship program and 

action research.   

 

Reflection  

In this research investigation the data suggest that reflective development was 

enhanced by study participants’ engagement in action research. As a result of their 

action research the participants used reflective practice to improve their classroom 

reality, as Tina and Angie’s statements indicate: 

Tina: I see myself as more reflective. Well I would say it’s really like an 
action research: I really feel that I’m that kind of teacher that observes then 
plans then observes and reflects. So I’m constantly looking how to improve 
and change my teaching. 

Angie: Obviously this research, I mean I’ve learnt how to become a reflective 
person and teacher and because I know how it works it is probably why I feel 
this way. 

The several levels of reflection evident in the participants’ statements suggests that a 

shift in the attitudes had occurred by the end of cycle two. From the participant’s 

perspective action research had caused their reflective capacity to grow and 

contributed to their sense of being a teaching professional by the end of cycle two.   

 

It is also evident in the data that the participants relied heavily on verbal feedback 

from teaching mentors to improve their day-to-day classroom teaching. Previously, I 

argued that verbal reflection has a pragmatic utility for busy teachers, however, it 

cannot be expanded on to generate higher-order thinking unless the participant 

reflects on his or her thoughts independently in writing. Although thinking is an 

action, quality, expansion, improvement, and clarity of thought can only be achieved 

through the reflective process that writing provides (Boud 2001; Chitpin et al., 2008; 

Hutchinson 1997; Malkani & Allen 2005). 

 

Case study researchers have to be aware of lines of similarity that may exist between 

cases, and Stake (2005) contends that cases seldom exist alone and it is the 

researcher’s responsibility to search for replication in behaviour across cases under 

study. In the interviews, Tracy noted that:   

The weird thing is that sometimes I sit at home and think I would probably do 
something like this anyway probably not so in depth. I definitely wouldn’t be 
doing as much research but it’s the kinda stuff I would be doing anyway. 
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These sentiments are similar to those evident in statements by Angie, who expressed a 

sense of already “knowing” and “doing” action research in the classroom. 

  

Summary 

The textual accounts in Chapter Four demonstrated the participants’ experience with 

action research and indicated emergent themes that influenced the development of 

reflective capacity, namely, action research, reflection and verbal mentor evaluation.  

 

First, action research forced the participants to adopt evidence-based approaches to 

their pedagogy, utilize reflection, enhanced their decision-making, and take 

responsibility for their action research. Many of these were new essential skills for the 

participants, and action research appeared to empower their pedagogical confidence. 

That is, action research was a catalyst for the participants to engage in new teaching 

behaviour, develop strategic planning, and self-evaluate the effectiveness of their 

classroom action. Action research also engaged the participants’ reflective behaviour 

to decide and control the direction of their research project. Indeed, the participants’ 

textual accounts had elements of meta learning where in the first loop action research 

the participants influenced their external world and in the second loop, meta reflection 

cycle, influenced internal views of themselves as empowered teachers.     

 

Next, participant attitudes appeared to shift dramatically during the course of their 

action research projects. That is, as the participants gained more familiarity and 

control with action research they complained less, but also appeared to hit a plateau 

where they did not develop greater proficiency or praxis with action research (Carr & 

Kemmis 1986; Groves and Gray 2008; Smith 2008). 

 

The action research cycles textual accounts showed that few participants’ actually 

wrote out reflection in a reflective journal. The participants said in the interview 

conversations that most reflection occurred in critical conversation with their mentor 

teacher, during which they discussed the effectiveness of lessons or pedagogy in the 

classroom. This verbal mentor evaluation was an important theme to emerge from the 

interview conversations and undoubtedly impacted the participants’ reflective 
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development during their action research. The emergent themes identified here will 

now be explored fully in Chapter Five. 

 

Chapter 5: Data Analysis and Discussion 

 

This study was designed to consider action research effect on the participant’s 

reflection and I used the embodied reflective framework to ascertain the levels of 

reflection that participants achieved. In Chapter Four, the qualitative data was 

reported and in this chapter, these are analysed using a grounded theory methods and 

the NVivo 8 software (Merriam 1988; Qualitative Software Solutions, 2008). This 

chapter bridges the previous chapters and begins with a discussion on the connections 

to emerge during the three phases of the study, the participants’ action research 

cycles, and describes the significant influences to emerge in the participants’ 

development of reflective capacity. Next, the data collected in the three phases of the 

study are compared to the literature in the field, and discussion moves on to discuss 

the following: 

• Action research impact on participant pedagogy including new teaching 

behaviour, empowerment, and rudimentary reflection.  

• Participant reflection according to the technical, practical, active and 

embodied reflective levels in the embodied reflective framework. 

• Participants mistaken use of verbal mentor evaluation as a form of reflection  

Following on from this, the study identified three findings that emerged at different 

points in the study. As a result, one major finding, and two lesser findings emerged in 

regards to the development of reflective capacity. These finding were:  

 

First Major Finding: 

1. The participants achieved a technical level of action research that developed 

new pedagogical skills but only rudimentary reflective capacity.   

 

Second Lesser Finding: 

2. Action research did not generate higher order active or embodied reflection in 

any of the study participants, and the absence of praxis in their pedagogy 
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undermined their progression into higher realms of active and embodied 

reflection (according to the embodied reflective framework).    

 

Third Lesser Finding: 

3. The participants mistakenly used verbal mentor evaluation as a form of 

reflection.  As a consequence, they relied on the verbal feedback, and mistook 

this as a catalyst for reflection - they did not engage in any form of praxis.  

These findings were recurrent themes in the coded data and are highlighted to 

establish their importance to the participant’s experience and development of 

reflective capacity. Therefore, data analysis chronologically and conceptually 

captured the participants’ experience in relation to action research and reflection 

during the study. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations to the 

present study.        

   

In this study it was found that action research enhanced the technical reflection of the 

participants, as outlined in the embodied reflective framework. In other words, the 

participants engaged in action research, but they only reflected to the technical degree 

because that was all that was necessary to complete their project. Therefore their 

knowledge, reflective capability, and level of reflection struck a premature plateau in 

their action research projects. However, the assumption in the educational literature 

appears to be that action research somehow seems to automatically generate 

reflection, but few articles have examined the quality of reflection that have actually 

been generated by preservice teachers who used action research. Reflection is often 

confused with observation and Clark (2001) argues these types of observations must 

not be allowed to establish empirical truths about pedagogical practice.       

 

To evaluate the participant’s reflective capacity the embodied reflective framework 

connected action research with its corresponding type of reflection and explained why 

the participants achieved that type of reflective development during this study. In 

addition, the type of action research that resulted has been examined according to the 
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technical, practical, and emancipatory forms outlined by Habermas (1972), Carr and 

Kemmis (1986), and McTaggart (1991) in Chapter Two.   

 

The following section explores the data analysed through the NVivo software that 

emerged out of the reconnaissance cycle, cycle one, cycle two, and explores 

participant engagement of action research to “build abstractions across 

cases” (Merriam 1988: 195). 

 

Reconnaissance Data 

The features of the NVivo 8 software allowed the entire research database be analysed 

based on emergent themes identified from open coding which enabled critical 

comparisons to be drawn. These comparisons were essential as they enabled me to 

correlate, group and identify the major findings in the research data (Merriam 1988). 

NVivo coding illustrated that the following were the most coded items in the 

reconnaissance phase of study participant’s experience as outlined in Figure 5.1. 

Figure 5.1 NVivo Reconnaissance Coding: 

 
 

The most coded items in the reconnaissance phase of participant’s action research 

projects were negative statements relating to critiques/complaints, work/life/ 



 85 

 

practicum stress, fears and technical reflection. Technical reflection was an anomaly 

here because the participants had undertaken a reconnaissance survey before the 

interview and several of their comments were well written, thoughtful and coded at a 

technically reflective level that was not indicative of their actual reflective practice in 

the classroom. 

   

Initially, the participants appeared to resent the action research project. At the 

reconnaissance phase, action research was not an element the participants considered 

useful in their day-to-day teaching practice. This is consistent with Carr and 

Kemmis’s (1986) argument surrounding technical action research where the purpose 

and even the action research questions are ‘facilitated’ and controlled by outside 

influences. In this study, action research was facilitated by the university and the 

participants initially engaged in the project in order to achieve a course requirement -

not because they were intrinsically interested in improving classroom reality (Carr & 

Kemmis). Indeed, facilitated action research served as an important introductory 

methodology with which participants were able to investigate their pedagogical 

practice. 

   

Cycle One Data 

The data illustrated a marked shift in the participant perspective between 

reconnaissance and cycle one, as Figure 5.2 illustrates. Figure 5.2 NVivo Cycle one 

coding: 
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The most coded items in cycle one no longer related to critiques/complaints; rather 

the participants indicated that fears were no longer a dominant concern as they had 

been in the reconnaissance. Thus, as the participants became familiar with their action 

research projects and developed knowledge, skills, and research competencies they 

voiced fewer negative sentiments in their action research projects. By the end of cycle 

one, the participants had successfully connected theory with their teaching practice 

consistent with technical action research which Carr and Kemmis (1986: 204) refer to 

as: “efficient and effective practice where the concerned becomes informed about the 

systems of knowledge that enable proficient handling of action research”. In cycle 

one, technical proficiency with action research improved as participants investigated 

cause and effect relationships in their pedagogy and engaged in the self-monitoring 

necessary to complete the action research cycle (Coghlan & Brannick 2009). 

 

The emergent and textual data also indicated that action research forced participants 

outside known comfort zones of experience. As the participants’ knowledge and 

control of action research increased, along with their practicum teaching, they began 

expressing themselves in empowered terms. In other words, when participants 

experienced the greatest amount of discomfort in their action research they 

simultaneously experienced the greatest learning curve as represented in the data and 

textual accounts. That is, initially, the participants in this study were unsure about 
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action research methodology and what they would be investigating, so they were 

forced to read widely in the literature to understand the issue they wished to follow up 

in their action research investigation in order to regain confidence, competency and 

control of action research. This research process meant that the participants learned a 

great deal as they explored diverse streams of thought before deciding to investigate 

their chosen research issue.  

 

Cycle Two Data 

Cycle two was conducted at the end of participant internship teaching, toward the 

conclusion of their action research project. The timing of cycle two was imperative to 

understanding participant data and Figure 5.3 illustrated that participants’ three most 

coded responses were: 

  

1. New teaching behaviour 

2. Meta reflection 

3. Practical reflection 

Figure 5.3 NVivo Cycle two coding: 

 
 

In cycle two, all of the reflective categories scored significantly lower, and there was 

no evidence of embodied or active reflection. In other words, critical reflection was 
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not a significant component of participant action research or pedagogical practice; this 

was an important finding to emerge from the data.   

  

Cycle two revealed new teaching behaviour, for instance, Tina commented: 

Throughout cycle two I’ve been changing the approach, so the first day they 
[the students] were just writing and the second day no one was sharing, now 
on day three they are writing and giving verbal feedback. So today, I did both 
and there were a lot more people sharing. They were more focused and 
thoughts were collected today and were more comfortable sharing. 

Tina’s experience with action research illustrates the reflexive approach she used to 

engage in the action research cycle as a teacher, changing her pedagogical approach to 

identify the best way to of sharing information in her classroom. In cycle two, the 

participants consolidated what they had learned in the reconnaissance and cycle one. 

It was evident that the action research process had become easier for the study 

participants as the data revealed considerably more positive statements and there were 

no complaints in the closing stages of their action research projects. The data also 

indicated that meta-reflection, - learning about learning - was a component of the 

participants cycle two data. Thus, the following section discusses meta-reflection and 

explores its emergence in the participants’ experience with action research.  

 

Meta-Reflection 

Action research arguably results in meta-learning and the participant textual and 

coded data illustrated that participants in this study had moments of meta-reflection in 

their action research investigations. To qualify as meta-learning, participants’ 

comments had to indicate explicit moments of meta-reflection. For instance: 

Tina: I actually like what I’m doing and I’m interested in the issue. I see it as 
I’m doing my teaching, and my research is because of my teaching. I don’t 
see it that because of the research I have to do this. How I teach and why I do 
things are the reasons for my research. The project is based on my internship I 
think. The actual teaching is the topic of my research. 

This statement indicated that the participants had incorporated self-monitoring and 

reflection as part of their teaching practice, which Carr and Kemmis (1986) suggest is 

indicative of technical and practical proficiency with action research.   
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Cycle two gave the participants the opportunity to consolidate the systems of action 

research and connect them explicitly to their classroom teaching in a confident way 

and reflective gains made by the participants in the research study were cumulative.   

Indeed, the participants’ technical proficiency with action research led to moments of 

meta-learning that were consistent with practical action research. However, there was 

only one participant in the study whose responses indicated that she could be 

classified as a practical action researcher.  

 

Negative statements such as fears, criticisms and complaints regarding the 

participants’ experience with action research were evident through the NVivo data 

coding. However, the negative statements did not relate to the participants’ 

development of reflective capacity and therefore, have been excluded as a major 

finding in relation to participants’ reflective capacity.   

 

The Influence of Action Research and New Teaching Behaviour  

The most significant theme that emerged from NVivo data analysis - ‘action research 

and new teaching behaviour’ - was the most dominantly coded item in the study. This 

finding indicated that the participants used action research to engage in new teaching 

behaviour, to develop evidence-based approaches to teaching and to enhance 

rudimentary reflective capacity in the classroom. From planning the action research 

intervention the participants learnt to gather evidence from their classrooms which 

substantiated claims made in their research projects. 

   

This evidence-based approach, where collecting data from mentors, students, and self-

assessment instruments were the main catalyst for reflection represented a significant 

shift away from their usual classroom teaching routines. From this perspective, the 

participants went well beyond known comfort zones into new fields of exploration 

and the action research projects engaged them in a wide array of new behaviours and 

new strategies with which to investigate their teaching during their projects (Mertler 

2008; Schoen 2007). Participant behaviour was consistent with the technical levels of 

action research where action research develops participant knowledge based upon 

enquiries conducted within specific contexts (Carr & Kemmis 1986; Koshy 2005). 
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For instance, as a result of input and reflection, Tina demonstrated new teaching 

behaviour. This can be evidenced in Tina’s statement: 

What I actually planned was to start recognizing all the ways of learning I had 
in my classroom. I assumed I didn’t know them (the students) and designed a 
survey. For example, “I feel more comfortable studying outside”, to identify 
if they are kinaesthetic or audio learners. That’s how I started. As I got results 
I found out that these kids were more visual and kinaesthetic learners. The 
next week I created lessons with more physical and practical activities. But I 
wanted to design activities that related the theory and practice in class, and 
that’s what I did. For example, we had colours matching concepts and which 
concept matches to what colour so they could visually see the concepts, and 
genre and conventions. The next lesson I asked them to concept map and 
draw things they would later explain the genre with their drawing. 

The central finding to be gained from this statement is that action research broadened 

the learning outcomes available and empowered the participant in two ways: first 

through personal choice, (‘I can decide and influence what happens in my classroom) 

and second, as Esposito and Smith (2006) argue, action research encourages her to 

accept full responsibility for the choices they made.   

 

This personal decision-making and personal sense of responsibility was important to 

the participants as it generated positive behaviour, namely: self-belief and confidence 

to make decisions and evaluate one’s decision-making in the classroom (Esposito & 

Smith 2006). The participants’ statements illustrate this shift to evidence-based 

teaching and personal accountability as Tina showed:  

As I got results I found out confirmed that these kids were more visual and 
kinaesthetic learners. The next week I created lessons with more physical and 
practical activities. But I wanted to design activities that related the theory 
and practice in class and that’s what I did.  

New teaching behaviour that resulted from action research was also consistently 

found in consistent statements from participants in different field teaching contexts. 

For example, Angie stated: 

Well, what I found in my reconnaissance is that boys are struggling in literacy 
areas so that’s what my action is designed to do incorporate more literacy in 
the classroom. I also found that it was not just the boys there are a few girls 
too but there’s a higher number of boys. I found that boys are less interested 
in reading novels and doing certain literacy tasks. Boys are more interested in 
going out and playing sport or if it’s inside it’s watching movies or playing 
video games; it takes away from their reading or activities that are literate. So 
I’m trying to incorporate more literacy into every lesson. I’m also learning 
myself how to do that and know what is literacy. It’s way broader than I ever 
expected; its not just reading and writing. 
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This participant expressed deliberation, self-monitoring, future planning, 

responsibility, ownership, and a degree of control consistent with technical action 

research endeavours (McTaggart 1991). 

   

Moreover, as this action research study moved forward, the participants understood 

from past actions what was necessary for action research. After cycle one, the 

participants’ confidence and sense of personal empowerment increased and their 

attitude transformed. They knew that they could do action research and implement 

change in their classroom. For example, Angie’s statement illustrates the influence of 

action research on her pedagogical practice: 

Yes, I’m trying to get more literacy in the lesson I don’t think I’m actually 
going to see any results because of my 2-week action cycle, of course literacy 
takes years to develop. But the fact is that I’m learning different strategies and 
know what literacy is and to observe and assess what literacy is. I think that’s 
more what this action research projects about, me and my teaching rather than 
doing something where I’m going to see dramatic results in the kids. 

 

These statements of empowerment demonstrated the participants’ cognitive shift from 

seeing themselves as inexperienced preservice teachers to seeing themselves as 

possessing all the skills, experience and responsibilities of a practicing classroom 

teacher (Esposito & Smith 2006). Ideally, the methodology of action research, when 

properly conducted, ensures that participants reflect and develop theory from their 

practice. In this study, the participants used action research with an emphasis on 

action and observation in the classroom, and this explains why “new teaching 

behaviour” dominated the NVivo coding (Clark 2001).  

 

Major Finding 1: Technical Action Research  

One major finding and two lesser findings emerged during the course of this study 

and the first major finding is discussed here, namely; the participants engaged in 

technical action research that improved the efficiency of their pedagogy and 

rudimentary reflective capacity (Carr & Kemmis 1986). Technical action research 

built new ways of knowing and doing in the participants’ pedagogical practice, and 

this transformed their knowledge and teaching perspectives (Schoen 2007). 

Throughout the study the participants struggled to make the connection between 
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theory and practice and by the end of cycle two, they had achieved success in seeing 

action research as part of their pedagogical practice. 

 

This major finding indicated that action research helped the participants learn to use 

evidence-based approaches to gather evidence in their classrooms, develop new 

teaching behaviour, and become more empowered in their professional identity as a 

teacher (Esposito & Smith 2006; Walkington 2005). Additionally, the participants 

employed basic reflective strategies to evaluate the effectiveness of research evidence 

and to decide which pedagogical behaviour to continue and which to discard, 

consistent with technical action research (McTaggart 1991). Without taking time to 

critically reflect, the participants had effectively trapped themselves in technical 

action research, which definitely improved the efficiency of their pedagogical practice 

but did not make it praxis-oriented (Groves & Gray 2008).  Therefore, action research 

emerged from the data as one of the technical engines driving new teaching 

behaviour. It enabled participants to enter into several new areas of exploration in 

their classrooms but did not necessarily make participants more critically reflective in 

their pedagogy.   
 

Teacher education programs have recognized the value of action research as a means 

to ensure quality control of their preservice teachers engaged in practicum teaching 

(Smith 2008). In this case study, the action research course structure offered did not 

appear to create the possibility for the preservice participants to become critical 

reflective action researchers, but perhaps that was not the objective. From the 

university perspective, technical proficiency in action research should result in a 

degree of reflective ability in their preservice teachers, and even technical action 

research created the opportunity for participants to reflect and examine their 

pedagogical practice.     

   

In this study, the participants were invited to attend lectures about action research in 

July 2008 and they were provided with an action research textbook that covered the 

salient details of their project. In January 2009, Tina commented: 

I know its good for us - the research project but I think we should have the 
action research seminar in January in summer school. Because honestly, I 
don’t remember any of that [action research] information now. The bad thing 
about action research is the timing between taking the action research course 



 93 

 

and doing the internship teaching. Now I need the action research course and 
it would be better to take it right now. 

A lot of participants’ initial fear, frustration and angst toward action research 

originated because they had little knowledge of the subject and little university 

support to conduct their action research projects. Secondly, the participants received 

email supervision of their action research from an experienced tutorial leader, but he 

or she may not have been an expert in action research. 

   

Moreover, not one participant in this study was supervised (beyond email) in the field 

during their action research projects. That is, no one from the university visited 

participants in the field to gauge the quality of their action research and there was a 

lack of on-site support to ensure the participants were engaged in reflection as a 

foundation of their action research. Although, not explicitly stated, the university 

action research course structure in implementation demonstrated that the quality of 

action research was not the primary concern; rather it was necessary to provide a large 

quantity of preservice teachers with a technical mechanism (action research) to 

investigate and improve their pedagogical skills. For instance, in this study, action 

research enabled the participant to develop technical proficiency with action research 

and investigate their pedagogical practice consistent with the parameters of facilitated 

action research design. These were some of the factors that contributed to the 

participants’ development of technical reflection and technical action research in this 

study.     

 

Interim Summary 

This study has shown that the participants engaged in technical action research that  

improved the efficiency and effectiveness of their pedagogical practice. Although not 

explicitly stated, facilitated action research appeared embedded into the course 

structure that these preservice teachers participated in, and was a contributing factor 

to participants’ development of mere technical reflection (Carr & Kemmis 1986).   

 

Indeed, technical action research presented an important step forward in the 

participants’ pedagogical development as they had embraced evidence-based 

approaches and rudimentary reflection through action research (Cherry 1999; McNiff 

& Whitehead 2009). The participants’ action research textual accounts in Chapter 
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Four and Five highlight the learning curve that participants experienced to achieve 

technical reflection through action research.  

 

A significant moment in this research study was cycle one when participants received 

positive supervisory feedback from their action research mentor. All of the 

participants received positive action research feedback, which led participants to 

understand the following: 

1)  Positive evaluation of reconnaissance and cycle one explicitly told 

participants that they were on the right track with their action research 

projects (with only cycle two left to complete). 

2) The evaluation demonstrated what was considered acceptable action 

research for assessment purposes. 

Once positive feedback had been gained, the participants understood technical action 

research and felt that technical reflection was sufficient to successfully complete their 

action research projects. The participant data is consistent with the literature 

surrounding preservice teachers’ reflective habits on practicum in the field where 

preservice teachers tend to engage in reflection to complete external assessment tasks 

but need to be taught, encouraged, and guided to engage in higher order reflection 

(Groves & Gray 2008; Malkani & Allen 2005; Valli 1992; Van Mannen 1977). The 

first major finding that emerged was that the participants engaged in action research 

only reflected to the technical degree that it was necessary to complete their project 

and their knowledge, reflective capability, and level of reflection struck a plateau in 

their action research projects. This was most evident in cycle two.   

 

The following section explores the effect of action research on the participant’s 

development of reflective capacity according to the embodied reflective framework, 

and then discusses the second and third lesser findings to emerge in the research 

study.  

 

The Influence of Embodied Reflection in Preservice Participants  

To develop new teaching behaviours, it was essential for preservice teachers to 

incorporate reflection into their action research. It was also evident that no other 

reflective instrument, such as the reflective journal, were seriously adopted by 
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participants to increase reflective capacity above and beyond the minimum 

requirement of the action research project. In fact, the reflective categories in NVivo 

coding were among the least coded items across the study. For example: 

1. Technical reflection (evident) 

2. Verbal Mentor Feedback (evident) 

3. Practical Reflection (evident) 

4. Written reflection  (1 participant) 

5. Active reflection  (none) 

6. Embodied reflection (none) 

Following the NVivo coding frequency approach, only one participant in the entire 

research database made comments that were consistent with keeping a reflective 

journal inside the category of written reflection. There was no evidence of frequency 

of statements or NVivo coded data that was consistent with active or embodied 

reflection. This was a significant finding because there was no evidence at any time of 

higher order reflection generated by action research in the data. Thus, it can be 

implied that the participants did not engage in praxis or higher order embodied 

reflection in their action research projects as determined by the interview and research 

process. However, it should be acknowledged that the participants may have been 

engaged in reflective practices that are not documented in this case study.  

 

The next section provides accounts of the participant’s reflective development with 

action research and documents the reflective type in the embodied reflective 

framework from lowest-level technical to highest-level embodied reflection (outlined 

in Chapter Two).   

 

The influence of technical reflection and participants’ reflective capacity 

According to the embodied reflective framework, the participants demonstrated nearly 

all of the technically reflective characteristics in the embodied reflective framework at 

differing levels of competency during their action research projects. For example: 

• Reconnaissance phase:  pre-technical reflection 

• Cycle One:  emerged into technical reflection 

• Cycle Two:  technical proficiency, practical reflection emerged   
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In the reconnaissance cycle, action research was extremely new to the participants and 

it was definitely viewed as distinct from their teaching practice, and they struggled to 

connect the project to their teaching practice. After cycle one, the participants 

successfully engaged in action research and had emerged into a technical level of 

proficiency with action research, characterized by transformed perspectives of 

confidence, empowerment and effective action research. By cycle two, technical 

mastery of action research was achieved and the data demonstrated they had 

connected action research with their teaching practice. Indeed, cycle two also 

demonstrated the emergence of practical action research and practical reflection as 

study participants gained even more control of the action research process. The 

participants were also not required or pushed to generate higher order reflection, 

praxis, which is the foundation of action research (Carr & Kemmis 1986). As Valli 

(1992) warns there is no guarantee that preservice teachers will engage in reflective 

practice during their practicum teaching.   

  

Similar to outcomes of technical action research, the technically reflective practitioner 

relies heavily on routine teaching and immediate solutions in the classroom rather 

than connecting pedagogy to long-term goals and strategies (Hatton & Smith 2006). 

Several of the participants’ textual accounts illustrated technical application of 

reflection and action research. Technically reflective practitioners have difficulty 

understanding the intrinsic value of reflecting on what they already know; reflection is 

interpreted as externally motivated, and used only to satisfy external conditions. The 

majority of preservice teachers, Van Mannen (1977) points out, engage in technical 

reflection if they are not pushed towards meta-reflection.  

 

The participant data highlight technical reflection and technical action research from 

the embodied reflective framework. Technical reflection was evident in participants 

responses to the question, “What is reflection, and how do you use it?”,  during 

reconnaissance and cycle one interviews: 

I: What is reflection, and how do you use it? 

Tracy: It is just to stop and say what I did and what I got from that and how 
can I make them (lessons, students, classroom) better.   

Tina: Yes I use reflection, because the classes change and the same strategies 
need to change to make it better and I won’t do the things that don’t work. 
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Angie: Yes, I use reflection to improve lessons, especially if it’s gone wrong.  
I use it to fix those lessons or courses that I teach for a long time. 

The statements indicate that the participants have informed views of reflection that 

can help them improve lesson plans and aspects of their pedagogy, but they required 

an externalised reason to engage in reflection. In this case study, participants used 

reflection to improve immediate classroom concerns, “if something has gone wrong 

or if things don’t work” and there was no requirement to engage deeply in praxis or 

critical reflection to improve their pedagogy.  

 

The participant also demonstrated inexperience with reflection as they viewed it only 

as a means to achieve and resolve immediate classroom outcomes. In other words, 

they used reflection for quick fix solutions in the classroom rather than as an 

instrument of insight. Thus participants did not engage in higher order reflective 

practice, simply because they were not required to act efficiently and effectively in 

their action research. Secondly, there was no emphasis by Griffith University tutorial 

leaders on the quality of reflection during the participants’ action research projects in 

the field, and this resulted in technical levels of reflection as several commentators 

have indicated.   

   

In this study, participant behaviour was consistent with Carr and Kemmis’s (1986) 

arguments that technical action researchers do not develop new theoretical knowledge 

through action research. Indeed, the purpose of facilitated action research may not 

have been designed by Griffith University to generate insight but to give participants 

the opportunity to learn the systems of action research and examine their pedagogy.          

   

The embodied reflective framework is used to frame how technical reflection resolves 

problems as they appear in the classroom; it is mechanical and conducted without 

further thought, evaluation or participant learning from the situation. This was the 

most evident type of reflection in this research study, because the participants did not 

engage in reflective practice above and beyond what was required to do technical 

action research.  
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The influence of practical reflection and participants’ reflective capacity 

Practical reflection is an externally stimulated form of reflection where the agent 

reflects to achieve an externalised purpose, as described by the embodied reflective 

framework. The technical and practical reflective practitioner requires guidance from 

expert or mentor teachers to reflect on action in order to determine, advise and 

improve the script of their action research, reflection and classroom outcomes (Hatton 

& Smith 2006). The participant follows the systematic and scripted routines of action 

research to evaluate, reflect on action taken, however, the participant does not have 

the reflective capability to improvise in action or determine which direction the action 

research project should go without expert supervision (Schon 1987).     

 

In cycle two, the participants’ statements incorporated elements of practical reflection 

where they were “beginning to examine one’s use of essential skills or generic 

competencies as often applied in controlled small scale settings.” During the 

interviews the participants exhibited practical reflection characteristics as outlined in 

the embodied reflective framework. For example in cycle two: 

I: What is reflection? 
 
Tracy: I think reflection is a process of getting better; it can help you improve 
your teaching. Always the second or third time. It’s a means for change. You 
will always get better at teaching if you reflect on your teaching practices. By 
reflecting on how a lesson affects one student you can better cater to them 
later down the road.     
 
Angie: If you’re not criticizing yourself you’re not going to get anywhere. 
You know what I mean, I think self-criticism is important to evolve and 
change. 
 

The contrast between technical and practical reflective modalities is evident in the 

quality of the thought and reflection participants have allocated to each. Where 

technical reflection is concerned with the immediate and mechanical, practical 

reflection is more discerning and relates to improving teaching practice. For example, 

Tracy’s practical reflection included the following in her cycle two interview: 

Any time you reflect on something and think of something I’m sure it informs 
you’re future action it definitely affects you. So even thinking about it is a 
form of action. And putting it on paper you are bringing something into 
reality. And you can come back next week to address the issue. For me, the 
line between action and reflection kind of blurs.   
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Practical reflection involves the participant beginning to connect the consequence of 

their teaching action through reflection. Tracy’s statements indicated that she realized 

the potential to develop new pedagogical practices by evaluating and reflecting on her 

classroom action. That is, through action research and reflection she can “bring 

something into reality”. This is an important step forward where the practically 

reflective practitioner is beginning to internalise the principles of reflective practice. 

Tracy also highlighted the difficulty participants had in understanding the difference 

between action and reflection and acknowledged that the “line between action and 

reflection kind of blurs.” This was where the participants required expert supervision 

to identify the critical aspects of action research and to guide them to become more 

critically reflective during their action research projects. Action research and 

reflection can become tightly interwoven in pedagogical practice however, successful 

action does not automatically indicate the participant had engaged in high order 

reflection (Smith 2008; Pattison 1999).  

    

Practical reflection is about defining and developing proficiency over oneself and 

ones practice in the classroom whereby participants do not simply survive the action 

research but thrive during the project (Schon 1987). By the end of cycle two, practical 

reflections became more prominent in the NVivo data as participants gained 

proficiency with technical action research that they were more capable of 

implementing action research at a higher level of proficiency. However, near the end 

of their action research projects participants had no external motivation to become 

more critical in the action research or reflections since the project had concluded. 

Therefore, practical reflection was evident in the participants’ data but was not a 

consolidated and consistently demonstrated teaching skill. Because of this 

inconsistent application of practical reflection it was not an achieved mastery by 

participants. Participant reflections were identified at a technical and practical level 

because they did not engage in higher order reflective behaviour. Valli (1992) argues:  

No one should take it for granted that student teachers will become reflective 
practitioners with time in the field. Nor should it be assumed that students 
will use tools and technologies of reflection explicitly or consciously as part 
of their professional lives when they teach. (1992: 90) 

 

In this study, the participants were not required to engage in critical reflection to 

successfully complete their action research projects and the evidence gathered 
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illustrated that few engaged in reflective practice above and beyond their action 

research to generate praxis in their pedagogy. The debate in the literature review 

illustrated that it is difficult to determine the quality of reflection preservice teachers 

reach, and it is even more difficult to gauge the quality of praxis and classification of 

that reflection (Smith 2008).   

 

The influence of active reflection and participants’ reflective capacity 

In this study, some of participants’ meta-reflective accounts demonstrated moments of 

active reflection and action research can produce meta-learning in its users. To qualify 

and be coded as meta-learning, participants’ comments had to illustrate meta-

reflection.  For instance: 

Tina: I actually like what I’m doing and I’m interested in the issue. I see it as 
I’m doing my teaching and my research is because of my teaching. I don’t see 
it that because of the research I have to do this. How I teach and why I do 
things are the reasons for my research. The project is based on my internship I 
think. The actual teaching is the topic of my research. 

Tina: These activities had better results because I could see how working 
together makes these kids learn and be more social. And that is what I saw.  
By working together in groups of 3 or 4 they really enjoy it and students that 
are shy can be leaders in the group and directing the activities in film and TV 
studies. I was very surprised because shy students are now leading their 
groups.   

The statement indicate that the participants action research had moments of meta-

learning that were consistent with practical action research (McTaggart 1991).  

However, there were anomalies as the participants’ statements did not indicate a 

consistent application of active reflection in the NVivo coding and the criteria 

established in the embodied reflective framework.   

   

For example, active reflective practitioners have developed the ability to reflect on, 

and reflect in action, they act in congruence with internalised principles in their 

approaches to teaching and learning (Schon 1987). The active embodied practitioner 

understands how self-reflection improves both teaching practice and learning 

outcomes and that it requires no external motivation. This practitioner has mastered 

the first two modalities of reflection (technical, practical) and has received the 

appropriate expertise and support to develop the reflective skills necessary to move 

beyond epistemological reflection and into embodied knowing. This type of reflective 
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discernment is praxis, which is the critical bridge between action and reflection during 

action research and is necessary if participants are to master the epistemological 

processes and emerge into higher realms of embodied knowing (Coghlan & Brannick 

2005; Groves & Gray 2008; Smith 2008). 

 

Throughout the NVivo coding, active reflection was totally absent and this was an 

important finding as it indicated that the participants completed the action research 

project successfully, but did not cultivate the praxis - the necessary critical reflective 

skills, to enable them to become embodied practitioners. Since praxis develops higher 

order reflective thinking, participants’ low-level reflective behaviours meant they did 

not develop beyond a technical or practical (epistemological) level of reflection 

(Kemmis 2008; Smith 2008). The active embodied practitioner understands how self-

reflection improves both teaching practice and learning outcomes and that it requires 

no external motivation.     

   

Reflection is a central tenet of action research as McNiff and Whitehead (2006: 33) 

argue “action research is an ongoing process of developmental learning and action, 

reflection on the learning and action.” Several other commentators support the link 

between action research and reflection. These correlations are, as Smith (2008) points 

out, often asserted without much detail as to what is meant by reflection. Additionally, 

the action research literature appears to overlook the reflective framework of Schon 

(1987) - reflecting on action and reflecting in action by omission. This study attempts 

to fill the gap in the literature by utilising the embodied reflective framework which 

explores the connection between reflection (as described in the literature of Hatton 

and Smith (2006); Schon (1987)), and action research. 

 

There appears to be a contradiction inside the embodied reflective framework 

between the moments of epistemological and embodied reflection, between practical 

reflection and active reflection. This is an important point to distinguish the levels of 

reflection in the embodied reflective framework. The epistemological levels are 

concerned with procedural knowledge where the practitioner can only reflect on 

action after the fact and requires expert supervision to acquire the reflective skill set, 

praxis necessary to create the possibility of emerging into active embodied reflection 

(Groves & Gray 2008; Schon 1987; Smith 2008). In other words, higher order active 
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and embody reflective practitioners have developed a locus of control and reflective 

skills necessary to self - direct their action research and no longer require the same 

amount of supervision or expert input required by the technical and practical 

reflective levels in the embodied reflective framework.   

 

The influence of embodied reflection and participants’ reflection 

Embodied reflection is ostensibly a mastery characterized by freedom from fixed 

modes of behaviour and rigid teaching structures. The embodied reflective 

practitioner has cultivated a sense of “intuitive artistry” (Schon 1987) and is free from 

pedagogic structures but can use any of the previous reflective modalities outlined in 

the embodied reflective framework. Such a practitioner has a high level of positive 

inner dialogue that enables him or her to explore, experiment, and adapt new ideas to 

the classroom.   

   

Embodied reflection was not evident in the participants’ textual accounts or NVivo 

coding and at no time did participants achieve a mastery level of action research, 

neither did they embody their reflective practice during this study. In the data, there 

was no evidence that any of the participants engaged in active or embodied reflective 

practice. Perhaps, it is naive to assume that participants would achieve a mastery level 

of action research or become embodied reflective practitioners on their very first 

action research project.   

   

This finding led the research to explore why the participants had not developed into 

embodied reflective practitioners. The next section explores this as the second lesser 

finding in this study.  

 

Lesser Finding 2: Action Research and Embodied Reflection  

The second lesser finding to emerge was that action research did not generate praxis 

or higher order reflective practice in the participants. This unexpected finding 

contradicts the educational literature that cites the power of action research to instil 

praxis and higher levels of reflection in its agents. Several commentators claim that 

action research gives participants a logical sequence of reflective evaluation that 

appears to ensure teacher-researchers generate praxis. Previously, Carr and Kemmis 
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(1986) argued action research only creates change if reflection is present and 

participants can only progress with action research if they are able to engage in 

reflective practice. Groves and Gray (2008: 85) remind: us, “praxis involves 

preservice teachers developing informed views about their teaching and their 

profession, they develop this orientation by ongoing and formative reflection.” 

   

The assumption that action research alone can generate praxis and higher order 

reflection in inexperienced preservice teachers in their first action research project 

was simply not borne out by this study. This finding is consistent with the NVivo 

coding as the most coded item in the entire research database was “new teaching 

behaviour” and this best describes the participants’ experience with action research. 

New teaching behaviour indicated that the participants were able to take action 

without becoming critical and emancipatory in their pedagogical practice.  

 

The following statement from Tracy in cycle two illustrates her perceptions of action 

research and reflection. 

 

 Tracy argued:   

Reflection is sitting there thinking of your thoughts. Action research you need 
to take your thoughts and realize where to move forward. You reflect on what 
you’ve done but to identify where to move forward and it tells me what I need 
to know to take us there. That’s the idea I get of action research. 

This statement demonstrates the connection the participant made between action 

research and her classroom pedagogy, but is notable because the participant viewed 

action research to implement what Clark (2001) described as observations without 

spending time to properly reflect and evaluate the situation before moving forward.   

 

Therefore, in order for action research to be properly conducted, participants must 

engage in critical reflective practice if the are to build on the competencies they 

already possess and bridge the gap between action and research (Coghlan & Brannick 

2005; Groves & Gray 2008). As Winter and Gidding-Munn (2001: 50) indicate: 

“action research is designed in order for practitioners to learn from their own 

practices” and the only way to do so is through critical reflection. Similarly, Groves 

and Gray’s (2008) study into preservice teachers’ reflection found:  
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Reflection was not viewed as an activity or learning process to be 
encompassed into the daily life work of a teacher but rather it was construed 
as an artefact of the practicum which is not seen to connect with real teaching. 
(2008: 102)  

In this study there was a gap in the literature in the actual application of action 

research and reflection by the participants in their practicum teaching. Winter (1989: 

25) suggests that action research: “reflection is tacitly assumed to be straightforward, 

where the comprehensiveness of the data automatically guarantees the validity of the 

interpretation.” Winter highlights the tacit subjectivity of action research where 

validity and reflection appear to exist inside action research. However, the quality of 

action research and the reflection generated are wholly dependent upon the action 

researcher’s knowledge, skill, and ability to reflect on, and use, the critical moments 

of action research to properly reflect the data. This study has shown that not all 

participants’ action research resulted in quality reflection.  

 

Interim Summary 

This study found that the type of reflection generated by participants engaged in 

action research was at a technical reflective level, according to the embodied 

reflective framework. The participants appeared to consider that action research and 

reflection were synonymous with each other and this was a critical misunderstanding 

and effectively undermined their reflective development. As Pattison (1999) argued: 

Learning does not automatically result from action. Taking the action of 
solving a problem does not necessarily lead to learning. For learning to take 
place, one has to reflect on that experience to identify what has been learned 
and to internalise the lessons. (1999: 18) 

One of the assumptions made in the literature about action research appears to be that 

it automatically introduces, and hence cultivates praxis in its agents’ classrooms 

(Winter 2001). In this study, action research improved the participants’ technical 

reflective capacity as they successfully engaged in action research but without 

developing praxis or critical reflection to complete their projects.       

  

Without any action research mentor, (beyond email) or research supervisor to guide 

the participants through the action research process, it was also an unrealistic 

expectation to assume the action research project alone would generate praxis and 

higher order reflection in preservice participants, particularly as this project was their 

first. Indeed, reflection needs to be taught and acquired by preservice teachers to 
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ensure they are engaged in critical reflection throughout their action research (Boud & 

Knight 2004; Chitpin et al., 2008; Walkington 2005).     

 

In this study, the participants did achieve moments of practical reflection and meta-

reflection as described in the embodied reflective framework. However, these 

reflective moments were not emphasized as important in participants’ action research. 

In other words, the participants never understood where to focus their action research 

and reflective attention to further develop and increase meta-reflective, active and 

embodied reflective skills in their pedagogy. Inexperienced action researchers require 

expert input and direction to know which skills ought to be emphasised to develop 

praxis and become reflective in their pedagogy (Boud & Knight 2004; Chitpin et al., 

2008; Derlin & McShannon 1996).   

 

Lesser Finding 3: Verbal Evaluation and Participants’ Reflective 

Development  

The third lesser finding that emerged in this study was that the participants engaged in 

verbal mentor evaluation as a form of mistaken reflection that totally undermined 

their development into higher realms of active and embodied reflection. In this study, 

the participants confused verbal evaluation as a form of mistaken reflection that is not 

evident, recognized, or sanctioned as a form of reflection in the educational literature, 

or by this research. Consequently, the participants’ decisions to use verbal evaluation 

as a mistaken reflective practice had a significant influence throughout the study as 

participants were not engaged in praxis or higher order reflection as described in 

Chapter Two. 

  

Verbal mentor evaluation was feedback given to the participants by their mentor 

teachers to improve or change pedagogical approaches and the participants decided 

how to use these recommendations. The research demonstrated that few participants 

wrote in a reflective journal after lessons or even viewed (through their actions) the 

journal as an important instrument in their day-to-day teaching. The participants 

revealed that most of their so-called “reflection” occurred during critical conversation 

with their mentor teacher when they evaluated their pedagogy or classroom 

performance.      
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The participants understood reflection was an important instrument that helped them 

to improve their pedagogy and they used the language of reflection learned from 

university coursework. But in reality, they did not implement concrete reflective 

strategies in their classrooms. A distinct lack of written reflection was shared by the 

majority of the participants and this demonstrated a gap in the literature with regard to 

the practical application of reflection in the classroom. Instead, the participants 

actively engaged in verbal evaluation during, or after, teaching lessons. This generally 

consisted of immediate verbal feedback from mentor teachers during the lesson under 

observation. After receiving these evaluations, the participants adjusted their 

pedagogy in line with the advice received without considering the process of 

reflection in a reflective journal. For participants, verbal evaluation was mistaken as a 

form of reflective practice.   

   

Throughout this study, the participants were asked what types of reflection they used 

in their lessons and two participants responded as follows: 

Angie: Usually, I sit down and write down a reflection. But I get a lot more 
out of sitting down and discussing the lessons with my mentor teacher. When 
I sit down by myself and reflect that is only my view, but when I do it with 
my mentor they give me another perspective. 

Tina: I prefer to talk to the people because its fast and its immediate. If I have 
question why would I write it when you can just tell it too me? Often we just 
talk and then relate to the teaching. 

Although the participants understood what reflection really was, the majority did not 

engage in reflective behaviours beyond the basics suggested by technical forms of 

action research. It is striking to note that when there was no external pressure or 

suggestion to engage in written reflection, the participants simply did not do so. This 

is consistent with Groves and Gray’s (2008) finding that preservice participants on 

practicum tended to use reflection only when they were evaluated or when they had 

an assessment task to complete.   

 

It appears that reflective behaviour must be taught and acquired, however there was 

no follow up on the part of the university to ensure that written reflection was valued 

and treated as a core activity of participants’ teaching practice (Boud & Knight 2004).   

In order to generate higher order thinking, the participants had to take the time to 
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reflect on their thoughts independently in writing and unless the moment was captured 

in word or by other technologies (such as a tape recorder or video) it was difficult for 

participants to improve their pedagogy beyond mere technical reflection (Schon 

1987). Therefore, verbal mentor evaluation was not an effective strategy for 

participants to hone their reflective capacity. It became the responsibility of the 

participants to reflect on verbal mentor evaluation in writing to improve their 

pedagogical practices (Boud 2001). 

 

Interim Summary     

The third lesser finding in this research study was that the participants mistakenly 

considered verbal mentor evaluation to be a form of reflection, and this belief 

undermined their ability to develop higher levels of reflection in their pedagogy. 

    

It was essential for mentor teachers impart their knowledge, skills and expertise in the 

classroom to the preservice participants. However, the responsibility to develop 

specialized knowledge rested on the participants’ ability to capture critical aspects of 

their mentor teacher’s knowledge and to expand upon them through the medium of a 

reflective journal (Boud 2001). Higher order reflection and meta-reflective behaviours 

(active and embodied) can only be achieved through the consistent application of self-

evaluation that writing provides. By focusing solely on verbal mentor evaluation, the 

participants were only able to develop low-level reflective habits.       

   

In order to be effective, teacher education programs should equip preservice teachers 

with the reflective skills necessary to become reflective practitioners and life-long 

learners. To do so, university education programs must follow up, and follow through, 

with their preservice teachers to monitor and ensure reflection is properly employed in 

the classroom (Boud & Knight 2004; Chitpin et al., 2008; Postholm 2008). 

   

This study demonstrated that the participants did not consistently engage in reflection 

(beyond technical reflection) because it did not become important part of their day-to-

day pedagogical practice. In addition, reflection was not a requirement necessary to 

complete the action research project and exit the Masters of Teaching program. 

Furthermore, participants were largely unsupervised (in the field) by the university so 
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they were left to decide how to implement reflection in their pedagogy. The data from 

this study showed that the participants engaged in rudimentary reflection as a means 

to achieve external goals and complete their action research projects. Reflection was 

not considered (through their action) to be intrinsically beneficial to their pedagogy 

and this recurrent theme has been demonstrated throughout the findings of this study.   

 

Summary of Findings 

The first major finding was that the participants engaged in technical action research 

which improved the efficiency and rudimentary reflection of the participants teaching 

practice. The first major finding is supported further by the second and third lesser 

findings that action research did not generate higher order reflection or praxis in the 

participants and as their technical proficiency of action research increased, they 

reached a plateau in their learning and performance of action research. In other words, 

the participants did not emerge into higher order reflection because they did not 

seriously engage in praxis and reflective practice, above and beyond technical action 

research.   

 

These findings are an important contribution to the literature surrounding action 

research and preservice teacher education as they demonstrate that participants can 

engage in action research without necessarily becoming critically reflective 

practitioners. Moreover, this study challenges assumptions in the literature that 

reflection and praxis are tacitly embedded into action research. These findings were  

revealed in the study, with the following limitations. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

There were several limitations in this study that should be noted here. These include: 

study design, collection methods, the relationship between the researcher and the 

participants, as well as my own personal beliefs, values and attitudes during the 

investigation. In the following section these limitations are discussed. 

 

To embark on this research investigation my theoretical framework originated in a 

case study, but the topic under investigation was action research. As a result, I 
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consistently used the language of action research (reconnaissance, cycle one, cycle 

two) to describe the significant moments of the case study (stage one, stage two, stage 

three) to describe the points participants had reached in their action research 

investigations. 

  

One of the features that a case study approach offered this investigation was 

flexibility and freedom to adapt grounded theory methods to identify and analyse the 

emergent themes in the participants’ experience with action research. Case study 

methodology, stimulated recall and grounded theory methods allowed for significant 

events of triangulation to emerge across multiple case study participants. This 

triangulation of data occurred with the participants who had never met one another, 

yet had similar experiences with action research and reflection.  

  

Another data collection technique that proved useful to the study was stimulated 

recall, as it allowed the participants to describe their teaching in reflective reverie. As 

I became more proficient with interview techniques (observations, anecdotal notes, 

research journals), stimulated recall gave the participants the freedom to express their 

range of emotions, and so the interviews became more dynamic and focused interview 

conversations. However, the initial quality of research data was affected by my 

inexperience as a case study researcher and with stimulated recall as a data collection 

technique.    

 

The participants in this study were all international students attending Griffith 

University and were not a representative sample of Australian preservice teachers. 

Nonetheless, these particular students arguably represented the average preservice 

teacher’s first experience in terms of action research and practicum field teaching.  

Even though the majority of the participants came from overseas to attend Griffith 

University, their experience with action research and reflection were consistent with 

similar studies around the globe that involved preservice participants (Esposito & 

Smith 2006; Groves & Gray 2008; Hatton & Smith 2006). 

 

This study reported on only three study participants, and this has implications in terms 

of generalization and the replication of findings in the wider academic community. 
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This is typical of case study designs and researchers use triangulation of data to 

overcome limitations as Yin (1993: 69) argued: “an important clue is to ask the same 

question of different sources of evidence; and if all sources point to the same answer 

you have successfully triangulated your data.”  

 

Scrupulous attention in data collection and analysis searched for triangulating 

evidence across multiple case studies to identify the major themes in the data to 

develop thick description (Stake 2005). In addition, several rounds of open and 

thematic coding, using grounded theory methods and NVivo software, further 

increased the triangulation of evidence that raised the data to an empirical level 

(Strauss & Corbin 1997). Moreover, the many findings of this study were consistent 

with the educational literature on action research and there is substantial evidence to 

support this study’s claims to knowledge.   

   

The debate in the literature review illustrated that it is difficult to determine the 

quality of reflection that preservice teachers generate and even more difficult to 

ascertain the quality of praxis and classification of that reflection (Smith 2008). In this 

study, the participants’ development of reflective capacity was evaluated and 

grounded in the embodied reflective framework, however, it was difficult to 

determine from observations and interviews the precise level of reflection each 

participant achieved by the end of the investigation. I relied on the participants’ self-

reporting, retelling, subjective thoughts, and feelings of their action research 

experience and these may not have been a totally accurate reconstruction of reality.  

  

The embodied reflective framework was the means to understand and characterize the 

participants’ reflective types and the quality of their action research. However, 

embodied reflection also occurs inside the practitioner and it is difficult to determine 

exactly how reflective the participants’ became and what level of reflection, technical, 

practical, active or embodied that they developed through their action research. A 

number of other taxonomies of reflection exist in the educational literature and each 

has their pros and cons when it comes to classifying reflective capacity. 

   

Second, the participants were aware they had volunteered to participate in a Doctoral 

thesis and knew I was investigating action research and reflective practice and that the 
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findings would eventually be published. At times the participants may have answered 

in ways they thought were ideal for the research study or in ways they thought would 

be pleasing to me (Burns 2000). 

    

I developed a warm and collegial working relationship with participants during the 

research investigation. In relation to my personal research bias, I followed the 

recommendations of the literature and was aware that this relationship occurred and 

did my best at each stage of data collection and analysis to minimize the impact on the 

research study. As Freeman et al., (2007) contend:   

There is no standpoint outside human activity from which to claim neutrality, 
neither research participants nor researchers can be neutral they are always 
positioned culturally, historically, and theoretically. (2007: 27)    

In this study, I was not an impartial witness to events as they unfolded. I had an active 

interest and agenda to decide what to investigate and the themes to research in the 

study. My decisions shaped the outcome of the project and undoubtedly influenced 

the views expressed in some part, but my findings were based on the data collected. 

Although I attempted to remain objective and allowed the data “to speak to me” it is 

unlikely that I was totally impartial and unbiased throughout the entire course of this 

study (Alexander 2006; Strauss and Corbin 1997). I was aware of these issues 

throughout the course of this study and attempted to minimize their impact on the 

research findings, by consistently engaging in critical discussions with my supervisors 

and colleagues, maintaining a research journal, and repeatedly examining the data to 

search for triangulation, replications that most accurately represented this report (Yin 

2003). 

 

Summary  

In this study, one major finding and two lesser findings emerged in terms of the 

development of the participants’ reflective capacity. The first major finding was that 

technical action research enhanced the participants’ pedagogy including new teaching 

behaviour, evidence-based approaches to teaching and rudimentary reflective 

capacity. The second lesser finding was that action research did not generate praxis or 

embodied reflection in the participants’ pedagogy. In other words, the participants 

completed the action research project without becoming critically reflective, praxis-
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orientated practitioners. This cohered with emerging research that finds preservice 

teachers tend to produce no more than technical and practical levels of reflection 

unless pushed to develop praxis. The third lesser finding was that the participants 

mistakenly interpreted verbal evaluation as a form of reflection that impacted their 

pedagogy and reflection in two fundamental ways. First, it improved pedagogy as 

participants benefited immensely from their mentor teacher’s experience during the 

practicum teaching experience. The participants noted their mentor teacher’s 

evaluation and made immediate adjustments to their pedagogy, but without further 

thought or reflection in a reflective journal. Second, the participants decided to use 

verbal evaluation alone, and this prevented them from developing higher order 

reflection.   

  

It was shown in Chapter Five that the participants engaged in action research without 

generating the necessary critical reflection to elevate their action research to 

embodied levels of reflection. However, these findings are limited by the range of 

factors noted in this chapter and by the data collection methods, and modes of 

analysis. With these points in mind, the following chapter explores the conclusions 

and implications of this research study.  
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Chapter 6:  Conclusions and Implications 

 

This chapter discusses my conclusions and the implications of the findings in this 

study, including suggestions and recommendations for further research. I conclude 

this chapter with a personal reflection on the thesis journey. 

 

Conclusions 

Whilst acknowledging the limitations to the present study outlined in Chapter Five, 

the following major findings did emerge from the data: 

• Technical action research enhanced the participants’ pedagogy, giving them a 

methodology with which to take action and explore new areas in their 

pedagogy. 

• Action research did not generate praxis or higher order reflection and this 

study found that the participants successfully completed their action research 

project without need for praxis, higher order reflection or embodied reflective 

capacity.    

• Participants arbitrarily used verbal mentor evaluation as a form of reflection 

which ultimately undermined their reflective development. 

The importance of these major findings is explored below. 

 

Participants’ Action Research 

The most important aspect of this finding was that the participants learned positive 

pedagogical behaviour through technical action research. It is significant to note that 

as participant knowledge and control of action research increased, according to the 

data their learning curve with action research and reflection reached a plateau. Action 

research empowered the participants to investigate their pedagogy and adopt 

evidence-based approaches to teaching and learning in their classroom. Therefore, 

action research became an important behaviour catalyst for the participants during the 

course of this study - it enabled them to become more professional and systematic in 

their pedagogy.       

   



 114 

 

Action Research and Reflection 

Technical action research effectively raised the participants’ rudimentary reflective 

capacity according to the embodied reflective framework. Achieving this technical 

level of reflection was an improvement in the participants’ reflective behaviour and 

was the result of action research. The participants’ action research was technical and 

procedural; it was used to complete the action research project but without becoming 

critically reflective in their pedagogical practice (Carr & Kemmis 1986; McNiff & 

Whitehead 2006).   

   

Textual accounts in the embodied reflective framework and the data analysis 

illustrated that during the study the participants had not engaged in praxis or any 

substantial reflective practice (beyond the scope of the action research project). 

Therefore, the participants did not develop higher levels of active and embodied 

reflection. Instead, they demonstrated planning, action, observation, and reflection at 

rudimentary levels, designed only to successfully complete their action research 

projects. The types of reflection generated by the participants were classified 

according to the embodied reflective framework, which bridged the gap between 

theory and practice and proved itself an invaluable instrument, and point of reference, 

to gauge and measure participant development of reflective capacity. The embodied 

reflective framework was the fundamental point of reference guiding this thesis 

investigation and evaluating the outcomes in this project.     

 

Verbal Mentor Evaluation  

As has been noted, the participants arbitrarily decided to use verbal mentor evaluation 

as a form of reflection. They made this decision because it was easier to consult with 

mentor teachers than to capture that mentor feedback in a reflective journal (or other 

reflective device, such as a tape recorder or video). The decision to use verbal mentor 

feedback as a form of reflection undermined participants’ development of a praxis 

orientation which Groves and Gray (2008: 85-87) contend “[preservice teachers]: 

develop this orientation by ongoing and formative reflection” and “praxis and 

reflection are inextricably linked.”   
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Verbal mentor evaluation gave preservice teachers the appearance of reflection 

because it affected their immediate technical pedagogy and procedural approaches to 

their day-to-day classroom teaching. Because of the immediacy of verbal mentor 

evaluation, participants decided there was no further need to reflect on, or expand 

upon that moment as change had been successfully implemented to their mentor 

teachers’ satisfaction. While technical and practical aspects of participant pedagogy 

did improve as a consequence of verbal mentor evaluation, the decision to use it as a 

form of reflection potentially undermined their development into higher realms of 

embodied reflection. 

  

As the literature review highlighted, there is a great deal of debate as to what 

reflection is and how to implement reflection effectively in teacher education 

programs. This finding documents the actual experiences of preservice teachers in the 

field and this study becomes significant because it identifies what reflection is not: 

and verbal mentor evaluation does not require participants to capture and expand on 

their thoughts in writing and is therefore not a legitimate form of reflective practice. 

 

Implications 

This study began by examining the literature surrounding the types of reflection 

generated by preservice teacher doing action research as outlined in the introductory 

chapter. This study found that action research enhanced the participants’ pedagogy 

but did not generate higher order embodied reflection. In order for the participants to 

truly develop praxis and higher order reflection, this study makes the following 

recommendations for teacher education and future research.  

 

Recommendations for Teacher Education 

Action research has been widely acknowledged to cultivate reflection and life-long 

learning in preservice teacher education. However, education programs that use action 

research as a reflective panacea need to re-examine the quality and types of reflection 

preservice teachers engage in during action research (Boud & Knight 2004; Chitpin et 

al., 2008; Clark 2001; Groves & Gray 2008; Valli 1992).   

 



 116 

 

The findings of this study highlight a gap in the educational literature between action 

research in theory and the quality of reflection produced by preservice teachers action 

research projects during their practicum teaching experience. As shown, at no time 

did the participants in this study become critically reflective in their action research 

projects. 

 

In the future, teacher education programs that adopt action research methodology, and 

that espouse to develop reflective practice (particularly those seeking to move beyond 

technical reflection) should focus on the quality of reflection generated by participants 

to ensure they develop the reflective capabilities necessary to improve their teaching 

practice. Teacher education programs which include action research as a program 

requirement must supervise, follow up and follow through with their preservice 

teachers to ensure they become engaged in quality reflection. To do so, university 

education must emphasize quality over quantity and praxis and critically reflective 

practice, not simply the completion of an action research project to satisfy course 

requirements.   

 

Second, the participants would have benefited from an experienced action research 

mentor from the university (beyond email) who supervised, visited and scaffolded 

their entire action research project in the field. The action research mentor would give 

immediate critical feedback and expertise designed to guide the preservice participant 

to properly engage with action research, develop their praxis, and become critically 

reflective practitioners. Teacher education programs have a duty to equip the teacher 

of tomorrow with the necessary repertoire of skills to reflect on, and continuously 

improve, their classroom practice.   

 

This study has shown that action research alone cannot be the sole vehicle in teacher 

education programs if we wish to cultivate higher order reflection and praxis in 

preservice participants’ practice. Indeed, praxis is a fundamental step to embodiment 

of knowing, where learning and doing become a seamless part of oneself, as 

characterized in the higher realms of the embodied reflective framework (Groves & 

Gray 2008; McNiff & Whitehead 2006; Smith 2008). Much can be done within 

teacher education to ensure that preservice teachers are equipped with the critically 
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reflective skills necessary not only to survive but also to shine with intuitive artistry in 

their action research and future pedagogy (Schon 1987).      

 

Implications for Future Research 
Several articles in the existing literature examine action research or reflection but few 

discussed action research and embodied reflection together in terms of preservice 

teaching. This study has contributed to the literature by documenting the actual 

reflective behaviour of preservice teachers during their field teaching experience and 

has illustrated that action research alone did not generate higher order reflection or 

praxis according to the embodied reflective framework. 

  

Despite the many benefits of small-scale case study research, this study would benefit 

from a larger sample of participants and a longitudinal study design that would track 

participant progress with action research over more than one semester. In other words, 

a longitudinal qualitative research investigation would be beneficial to verify and 

further establish the major findings of this study.  

  

This report is part of a growing body of literature that argues that knowing and 

reflection is embodied; it is part of the whole being (McNiff & Whitehead 2006). 

Thus, further research into action research and embodied reflection must continue to 

generate realistic reflective frameworks that can measure the actual reflective 

behaviour of preservice teachers in the classroom. 

 

Personal Reflection on the Study 

As a teacher, I use action research to understand and develop my pedagogical 

practice. Following on from my experiences, I decided to research action research and 

reflection as my doctoral thesis topic to determine the effect of action research on 

other teachers. This led me to investigate action research and embodied reflection in 

preservice participants at Griffith University. One of the highlights for me was data 

collection as I interacted with the study participants. I empathized with their action 

research experiences and simultaneously gained a wide array of new research skills. 
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In fact, it was a pleasure for me to actually apply theoretical constructs to the real 

world I was researching.   

 

Doctoral study has been one of the hardest things I have ever done.  I recognize that I 

am a very different person today from when I first began this project, and that is a true 

testament to the quality of my supervisors and colleagues at Griffith University. 

 

Summary 

This study investigated action research and the reflection it generated on a small 

group of preservice participants during their final practicum at Griffith University. 

The findings indicated that the participants completed their action research projects 

without embodied reflection in their pedagogical practice. This is a major issue in 

education as it illustrated preservice teachers can conduct action research and develop 

technical reflection without engagement in praxis or higher order reflection. Second, 

the participants’ use of verbal mentor evaluation prevented them from developing into 

higher realms of embodied reflection. Finally, technical action research improved 

participants’ technical reflective capacity according to the embodied reflective 

framework in this study.  
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Appendix B:  Semi-structured interview questions 
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Appendix A: Reconnaissance Survey 

 
Name:                                                              Date: 

Nationality:       School:                                                             

Secondary Teachers Teaching Subjects:  

 

Question 1:  What prior knowledge and experience do you have with teaching?  Feel free to 

discuss prior practicum teaching, or any other teaching experiences outside of Griffith 

University. 

 

 

Q2:  On the following line please Mark how confident you feel teaching in the classroom: 

0--------------------3------------------------5---------------------7------------------------10 

Not Confident        Very Confident 

 

Q3:  Please elaborate and explain your answer to the above question, specifically at what 

points in your teaching you felt your confidence develop: 

 

 

Q4:  Before you started practicum teaching what expectation did you have of the teaching 

profession?  How have your expectations changed at this time? 

 

 

Q5:  In your opinion, what characteristics (personality, teaching style) make a good teacher?  

List as many characteristics you can think of: 

 

 

Q6:  In your opinion, what is reflection?   

 

 

Q7:  What do you think of reflection?  Do you feel it is a useful activity or not?  Is reflection 

part of your day-to-day teaching? 

 

Q8:  What do you already Know and what do you Think about action research at the 

reconnaissance phase of the project? 
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What I already Know of Action Research: 

 

What I Think of Action Research at the reconnaissance phase? 

 

Q9: In your opinion, what experience has been most beneficial to your teaching practice thus 

far?  (For example:  University courses, practicum teaching, mentor teachers, lesson planning, 

reflection, peer support). 

 

 

Q10:  In the classroom (day to day teaching), what strategies do you use to improve your 

teaching practice? 

 

 

Q11:   What advice would you give to future students of the Masters of Teaching program 

that must do an action research project and the final internship to graduate?   

 

Q12: What advice would you give to Griffith University Masters of Teaching program 

coordinators that could improve the quality of the program for future students?   

 

Optional Question:  I ask the following question because I have come to understand that many 

Masters of Teaching students have other issues (Part-time work, money, family stress) going 

on that may impact your academic performance.   

Q13:  How is your personal life situation at the moment?  Are you working other jobs to pay 

for school or are there other personal issues going on that may effect your internship and 

action research dissertation?   

 

 

Additional Comments/ Suggestions I would like to make: 
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Appendix B: Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

Reconnaissance: 

• What do you already know about action research? 

• What would you recommend to improve your practicum and action research 

experience? 

• How is the internship going so far? 

• What is your action research topic on? 

• What is reflection?   

• Do you use reflection?   

• What process do you follow to reflect?   

• So reflection is more of a discussion format than a written activity?   

• Do you keep a reflective journal?   

• How is the action research going then? 

• Can you explain your reconnaissance cycle a little bit? 

• What are some of the negative aspects to action research project? 

• What is reflection?  What types do you use in class?   

• How can the University improve the delivery of the Masters of Teaching 

program and action research? 

• What do you think of reflection?   

 

Cycle One: 

• It seems you are developing your own style and identity as a teacher? 

• What’s the purpose of cycle one? 

• What have students been lacking in the past? 

• Are you becoming more conscious of your teaching and action? 

• How long will cycle one last? 

• Have you found yourself changed from the reconnaissance to now?  

• What the purpose of today’s lesson was and how it connects to your action 

research? 

• What is the reasoning behind today’s lesson? 

• Are you feeling more settled with the action research?  Things are not as 

unknown or up in the air as before? 
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• What types of reflection are you using? 

 

Cycle Two: 

• Ok, just talk a little bit about what you think of cycle one leading into cycle 

two? 

• What is the connecting theme between the research cycles? 

• What are you finding from cycle two then? 

• Are you a bit dissatisfied with the results of cycle two?  

• You sound like you are really settled than when we first spoke? 

• What was your experience? 

• You don’t get a lot of feedback from mentors? 

• How would you summarize your experience overall? 

• Did you feel you were already doing action research? 

• Did you feel you changed at all, do you see yourself changed? 

• Do you think the students have changed because of the project or is it more 

yourself that has changed? 

• Which do you prefer verbal or written feedback? 

• How is your action research going? 

• Just talk about your research cycle, what you thought of cycle two? 
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Appendix C: Open Coding Matrix 

 

The following matrix used to sift and code according to preservice teachers statements 

made in stimulated recall interview discussion.  

 

Coding Matrix Descriptors of Conceptual Chunks in Text 

 

Criteria Descriptor 

Fears  

F 

 

Fear-based statements in regard to the unknown application and 

technology of action research.  Fear-based statements in regard to the 

internship teaching experience. 

 

Confidence 

C 

 

Confident statements made by participants in regard to thoughts, feelings 

and perceptions about their action research, internship and teaching.  

New teaching 

behaviours 

NTB 

Participants developed new ways of thinking, reflection, behaviour and 

used new teaching strategies because of action research. 

Meta reflection  

MR 

Statements indicate that meta-reflection, learning about learning and 

feelings of significant confidence in regard to premeditated action in the 

classroom.  

Verbal Mentor 

Feedback 

VMF  

Use of verbal feedback from mentor teachers as the feedback mechanism 

on pedagogy and reflection. Verbal feedback is considered by participant 

to be a legitimate form of reflection on pedagogy. 

 

 

Technical 

Reflection 

TR 

 

-Characterized by heavily scripted and documentary approaches to 

teaching and reflection. 

  

-High reliance on routine teaching and immediate quick fix solutions in the 

classroom instead of connecting pedagogy to long-term goals and 

strategies. 

 

-Reflection is externally stimulated and they have difficulty seeing intrinsic 
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value to reflecting on what they already know.   Requires external 

motivation in order to use reflective strategies in their teaching. 

 

-Little evidence of adaptability or flexibility in regard to the classroom 

reality. 

 

Practical 

reflection  

PR 

-Externally stimulated reflection.  The practitioner does not seamlessly 

connect reflection to their overall teaching effectiveness. 

 

-A great deal of concern with praxis improving the script of lesson 

outcomes.  However, must have a script to reflect on actions taken and 

little or no evidence of higher order thinking. 

 

-Has not developed a strong inner locus of control and requires scaffolding 

from expert or mentor teachers to reflect on action. 

 

-Uses pedagogical approaches without connecting them to the overall 

theory or principle-based teaching. 

 

Empowered 

statements 

ES 

 

-Ownership over the research process demonstrated by a proactive teacher 

identity rather than reactive voice.  Statement affirms participant’s views 

of themselves as a professional experienced classroom teacher.  That is, 

who I am and what I do in the classroom.  Equally who I am not and what I 

do not do in the classroom has developed as a result of action research. 

 

Replications of 

statements 

R 

Significant replication in statements across cases.  Similar thoughts, 

concepts and feelings that participants experienced as a result of 

participating in the action research process. 

 

Written 

reflection after 

lessons 

(Reflection after 

action) 

WR 

Statements that demonstrate participants wrote reflections after their 

lessons and participants utilized a reflective journal. 

 Pressure Work   Social, financial pressure, statements that illustrated work/life stress has 
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Life Stress  

PWLS 

impacted on participants’ emotional well-being and practicum 

performance. 

 

 

 

Critics 

Complaints 

PC 

Participants complain in regard to the Masters of Teaching program 

structure, implementation of the practicum and the action research project.   

Any other valid complaint that may service can be notated into this box. 

 

 

Active 

Reflection 

-Has developed the ability to reflect on and act in congruence with 

internalised principles. 

-Has developed a high level of self-awareness and self-monitoring that is 

reflexive to the environment. 

-Values others’ experienced opinions and applies that knowledge to the 

classroom. 

-Analysis of one’s performance in the professional role, able to give 

explicit reasons for action taken. 

This higher order level of reflection is recognized by thinking about the 

effects upon others of ones actions, taking account of social, political and 

cultural forces. 

-Hearing ones own voice exploring alternative ways to solve problems in a 

professional situation. 

-Understands the power of self-reflection to improve teaching practice and 

learning outcomes 

Embodied 

Reflection 

- Embodied reflective practitioner has developed a sense of “intuitive 

artistry” (Schon, 1983) and is totally free from pedagogic structure. 

-High level of positive inner dialogue that enables the practitioners to 

explore, experiment, and adapt new ideas in the classroom.   

Reflects in action and can simultaneously utilize any of the skill sets below 

to classroom situations as they take place. 

-Evidence-based approach to pedagogy. The practitioner connects theory 

seamlessly with teaching practice. 

-Understands that additional learning occurs through action and has a high 

degree of synthesis and congruence between planning, action and 

reflection in the classroom.   
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-Feels a high sense of ethical, moral duty to provide a socially just 

environment where all students can learn. 

 

 

 

Criteria Descriptor Recon Cycle 1 Cycle 2 

Fears  

 

Fear-based statements in regard to the 

unknown application and technology 

of action research. 

 

   

Confidence 

 

 

Confident statements made by 

participants in regard to thoughts, 

feelings and perceptions of the action 

research project. 

   

Development of 

new teaching 

behaviours 

 

Participants explicitly attribute action 

research as the cause for developing 

new ways of thinking, reflection, 

behaviour and use of new strategies in 

the classroom. 

   

Meta reflection  Action research forced the participant 

to learn about their learning, reflection 

statements that show the beginning of 

taking premeditated action in the 

classroom. 

   

Verbal 

Feedback  

Use of verbal feedback from mentor 

teachers as the feedback mechanism 

on pedagogy and reflection.  

 

 

   

Technical 

Reflective 

applications 

Is surviving in the project, coping 

with the technology of action 

research.  Substantial fears.  
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Practical 

reflective 

applications 

Is thriving and understands how to 

apply action research in the 

classroom.  No fear. 

 

 

   

 

Empowered 

statements 

 

-Ownership of the research process 

demonstrated by a proactive rather 

than reactive voice.  What I do in the 

classroom can impact student results. 

-Positive statements in regard to 

action research. 

   

 

Replications of 

participant 

statements 

Significant replication in statements 

that regard thoughts, concepts and 

feelings that participant’s experienced 

as a result of participating in the 

action research process. 

 

   

Written 

reflection after 

lessons 

(Reflection after 

action) 

Statements that demonstrate 

participants wrote reflections after 

their lessons. 

Participants kept and used a reflective 

journal. 

   

 

Practicum 

Pressures  

 

Must do what the mentor says, must 

conform to pass the course, must not 

speak out otherwise that may 

jeopardize my internship teaching and 

cause social strife. 

   

Work Life 

Stress 

 

Social pressures, financial pressures, 

statements that illustrate 

work/life/stress impacts on the 

participant’s emotional wellbeing. 

 

   

Complaints Participants complain in regard to the 

program, the practicum and timing 
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and action research project.   

 

 

Teacher Identity Statements that affirm participants’ 

views of themselves as an empowered 

classroom teacher.   
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Appendix D: Informed Consent Mechanism 

 
Who is conducting the research? 

Student Investigator:  Jeff Hawkins, Research Higher Degree student. 

Chief Investigator:  Professor Robyn Jorgensen, Doctor Peter Grootenboer 

School:  Education Professional Studies Department, Griffith University  

Office:  G30 3.07 Gold Coast 

Contact Phone 

Contact Email:  Jeff.Hawkins@student.griffith.edu.au, jeffhawk776@hotmail.com 

 
 

What you will be asked to do? 

You will be asked to participate in observations, surveys, interviews, share journals 

and lesson plans that gather data on your personal viewpoints, opinions, theories and 

experience in regard to using action research and how it affects your pedagogy.  It is 

estimated that these sessions of observation will be 45 minutes depending on the 

participant’s schedule and interviews/research discussions/reflections will take from 

30 minutes to 90 minutes of time, depending on the participant’s schedule.   

 

The basis by which participants will be selected or screened? 

The convenor of the Masters of Teaching program at Gold Coast will introduce 

potential study participants. It is important to note that participation is voluntary and 

you are not under any obligation to consent to participate in this research Non- 

participation will not involve any penalty or affect any current or future consequence 

at Griffith University.  If you chose to participate you may discontinue participation at 

any time without penalty or without explanation.  We hope that you will consider 

participation in this study which may not benefit you directly it may have the potential 

to improve the quality of the Masters of Teaching program at Griffith University.  

 

What are the expected benefits of the research? 

The three main beneficiaries from this research project will be:  First, the most likely 

benefits of the study are preservice teachers enrolled in Griffith University education 

programs as the study will document their journey, thoughts, experiences, feelings, 

javascript:addSender(%22Jeff.Hawkins@student.griffith.edu.au%22)�
mailto:jeffhawk776@hotmail.com�
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viewpoints that result because of the action research process.  Second, Griffith 

University may benefit from the insights generated in the study that can influence 

policy and educational practice at the University.  Third, the study will provide a 

valuable contribution to the literature on reflective practice in preservice teacher 

education.   

 

Risks 

Participation in this research poses no serious risks as the research asks only that you 

identify your perceptions of action research. However, knowledge and information are 

never neutral and appropriate precautions must be taken in order to protect data 

collected. For example, personal information, identity, viewpoints, internal theories, 

personal opinions, and age will considered confidential and appropriate precautions 

will be taken to protect gathered information at all times.    

 

As part of the informed consent process you will be told of the potential risks 

involved in the study and will be given additional information on how to contact 

Griffith University ethics officers should you feel your rights have been infringed 

upon in any way. All research data gathered will be stored in a safe and secure 

location G30, 3.07 locked filing cabinet with only single key access. 

  

I personally guarantee non-interference with the participant’s journey through the 

action research process, however the perception may exist that some have received 

preferential treatment for participating in the study. That is a false perception and all 

participants should know that no extra help will be provided to write and complete 

their action research project.   

 

Sample questions to be asked in the research: How did you decide to become a 

teacher?  What prior knowledge do you have of teaching? What did you already know 

about teaching? What expectations did you have of the teaching profession, what did 

you think it would be like?  What characteristics make a good teacher?  List all of the 

characteristics you can think of.  What did you already know about action research? 

Additional sample questions:  What are 3 important teaching skills that preservice 

teachers need to learn?  What is the biggest difference between the novice and the 

expert teacher do you think?  On a scale of 1-10 how would you rate your teaching 
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skills?  After conducting action research what is your impression of the process?  

What do you like about it and what do you dislike about it? Was there anything 

unexpected or surprising that resulted from the research act? What skills make a good 

classroom teacher? 

 

Stimulated recall is a data collection technique that may have several ethical issues 

that need to be addressed, as I intend to use photos in the classroom to capture actual 

preservice teaching episodes and photos will inevitably involve unintended pictures of 

students in the classroom. Photos will therefore have to be protected and proper steps 

taken to secure them under lock and key in safe location.   

 

Confidentiality 

The data collected from this research will be reported in general terms and will not 

involve any identifying features. All data will be kept confidential and in a locked 

filing cabinet in the School of Education, Gold Coast G30, 3.07 RHD office for a 

period of 2 years from collection before being destroyed. Moreover, a general report 

of the findings from the investigation will be made available to participants at their 

request and prior to publication (Moyle, 2008).  I promise the following: 

 

• Your identity will be protected at all times unless you give me specific 

permission to name you. 

• You are free at all times to withdraw from the research, whereupon I will 

destroy all data relating to you. 

• I will check all data relating to you before I make it public. 

• I will make a copy of my research report available to you prior to its 

publication. 

• Your personal data will be stored in a secure location, RHD G30 307, 

locked office with locked filing, cabinet both with single key access. 

• At no times will this study impact your grades and has no relationship with 

your performance or assessment at Griffith University. 

 

Questions -/-further information 
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Should you require additional information or have any additional questions please feel 

free to contact the research team:  Jeff Hawkins at Mobile: 0449270581 email:  

Jeff.Hawkins@student.griffith.edu.au, Professor Robyn Zevenbergen  

r.zevenbergen@griffith.edu.au> and  Dr Peter Grootenboer   

p.grootenboer@griffith.edu.au. 

 

 

Complaints Mechanism 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans.  Should study participants have any 

concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project please contact 

the Manager, Research Ethics on 3875 5585 or research ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback to you 

I will do my utmost prior to publication of the research to report back to participants 

any findings so that they may observe and check the results of the study to their 

satisfaction.  

 

Privacy Statement 

The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties 

without your consent.  For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan 

at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 3875 5585. 

 

Griffith University Letterhead 

Action Research and Preservice Teaching Pedagogy 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Research Team:  Jeff Hawkins, Professor Robyn Zevenbergen, Doctor Peter 

Grootenboer 

School:  Education Professional Studies Department, Griffith University  

Office:  G30 3.07 Gold Coast 

Contact Phone:  0449270581 

Contact Email:  Jeff.Hawkins@student.griffith.edu.au, jeffhawk776@hotmail.com 

 

javascript:addSender(%22Jeff.Hawkins@student.griffith.edu.au%22)�
mailto:%20r.zevenbergen@griffith.edu.au%3E�
mailto:%20r.zevenbergen@griffith.edu.au%3E�
javascript:addSender(%22Jeff.Hawkins@student.griffith.edu.au%22)�
mailto:jeffhawk776@hotmail.com�
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By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package 

and in particular have noted that my involvement in this research will include my 

participation in: observations, surveys, interviews, focus groups, photos and several 

conversations that will generate data about my perceptions of how action research 

may have affected my pedagogy in the classroom. I understand that this research will 

take place from January to June 2009 during my final practicum at Griffith 

University.  In addition: 

 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation 

in this research; 

• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary and 

understand that it in no way impacts the grades I receive from Griffith 

University. 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research 

team; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee on 3875 5585 (or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 

project; and 

• I agree to participate in the project. 

 

I have read the information sheet and the consent form.  I agree to participate in this 

study and give my consent freely.  I understand that this study will be carried out as 

described in the information statement, a copy of which I have retained.   I also realize 

that I can withdraw from the study at any time and that I do not have to give any 

reasons for withdrawing.  I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 

 

 

…………………………………………………………………….. 

Name     Signature     Date 
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Appendix E: Ethics Approval Education Queensland 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 136 

 

References 

Adamson, J. (2004). Unpacking teacher beliefs through semi-structured interviewing:  
Insights into the interviewing process in context. Journal of Language and 
Learning, 2(2), 114-128. 

 
Alba, G., & Barnacle, R. (2007). An ontological turn for higher education. Studies in 

Higher Education, 32(6), 679-691. 
  
Alexander, H. (2006). A View From Somewhere. Journal of Philosophy in Education, 

40(2), 205-221. 
 
Allan, G. (2003). A critique of using grounded theory as a research method. Retrieved 

June 10, 2009 from the World Wide Web at:  http://www.ejbrm.com. 
  
Altrichter, H., Kemmis, S., McTaggart, R., & Zuber- Skerritt, O. (1991). Defining 

Confining or Refining Action Research? Vermont: Gower.  
 
Argyris, C., Putnam, R., & Smith, D. (1990). Action Science. San Francisco: Jossey 

Bass.  
  
Ashcroft, K., & Morwenna, G. (1991). Action Research in Teacher Education. 

Brisbane: Gowen.  
 
Atkinson, P., & Hammersley, M. (1994). Ethnography and Participant Observation. In 

N., Denzin & Y., Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research. London, 
Sage, 248-261. 

 
Baker, C. D., & Johnson, G. (1998). Interview talk as constructing social action. 

Language Education, Griffith University Brisbane, 12(4), 1-14. 
 
Ball, D. L., & Cohen D. K. (1999). Developing practice, developing practitioners:  

Toward a practice based theory of professional development. In L. Darling-
Hammond & G., Sykes (Eds.), Teaching as the Learning Profession: 
Handbook of Policy and Practice. San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 3-32. 

 
Bassey, M. (1999). Case Study Research in Educational Settings. Philadelphia: 

McGraw Hill Education. 

Bawden, R. J. (1991). Towards action research systems. In O. Zuber-Skerritt 
(Ed.), Action research for change and development. Vermont: Gower 
Publishing. 

Berends, M. (2006). Survey Methods in Educational Research. In J. L. Green, G., 
Camilli, & P. Elmore, (Eds.), Handbook of Complementary Methods in 
Educational Research. New Jersey: Erlbaum, 623-640.   

 
 



 137 

 

Bintz, W. P., & Dillard, J.  (2006). Teachers as Reflective Practitioners: Examining 
Teacher Stories of Curricular Change in a 4th Grade Classroom. Akron: Kent 
State University Press. 

 
Bogdan, R, C., & Biklen, S. K. (2003). Qualitative Research For Education. An  

introduction to theory and methods (3rd ed.) Boston MA: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Borda, F., O. (2006). Participatory Research in Social Theory: Origins and 

Challenges. In P. Reason, H., Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook of Action Research. 
London, Sage, 27-38. 

 
Boud, D. (2001). Using Journal Writing to Enhance Reflective Practice. New 

Direction for Adult and Continuing Education, Sage, 90(4): 9-17. 
 
Boud, D., & Knight, S. (2004). Course Design for reflective practice. Reflective    
Learning for Social Work: Research, Theory and Practice. Sydney: Aldershot. 
 
Buchholtz, M. (2007). Variation in Transcript. Discourse Studies, 9(6), 784-808. 
 
Burke, J., & Onwuegbuzie, A. (2004). Mixed Methods Research: A Research 

Paradigm Whose Time Has Come." Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26. 
 
Burns, R. B. (2000). Introduction to Research Methods (4th ed).  French Forest, NSW: 

Longman. 
 
Bryman, A. (2004). Social Research Methods (2nd ed). New York: Oxford University 

Press. 
 
Carr, W., & Kemmis, S. (1986). Becoming Critical:  Education, Knowledge and 

Action Research. Melbourne: Deakin University. 
 
Callison, D. (2007). Action Research. School Library Media Activities Monthly, 

23(10), 40-43. 
 
Charmaz, K. (1997). Identity Dilemmas of Chronically Ill Men. In A. Strauss & J. 

Corbin (Eds.), Grounded Theory in Practice. London: Sage, 35-63. 
 
Cherry, N. T. (1999). Action Research: A Pathway to Action, Knowledge and 

Learning.  Qualitative Methods Series.  Melbourne: RMIT University Press. 
 
Chitpin, S., Simon, M., & Galipeau, J. (2008). Preservice teachers the objective 

knowledge framework for reflection during practicum. Teacher and Teacher 
Education, 24(8): 2049-2058. 

 
Clark, C. (2001). Carr and Kemmis's Reflections. Journal of Philosophy of Education, 

Great Britain, 35(1), 85-100. 

Cohen, L., Manion, L. and Morrison, K. (2000, 5th ed.) Research Methods in 
Education. London: Routledge/Falmer. 



 138 

 

Coghlan, D., Brannick, T. (2009). Doing Action Research in Your Own Organization  
3rd Ed, London: Sage. 

 
Coghlan, D. (2004). Action Research in the Academy: Why and Whither. Irish 

Journal of Management, 25(2), 1-10. 
 
Coghlan, D., & Brannick, T. (2001). Doing Action Research in Your Own 

Organization. London: Sage. 
 
Coghlan, D., & Brannick, T. (2005). Doing Action Research In Your Own 

Organization. London: Sage. 
 
Corey, S. (1949). Action research:  fundamental research and educational practice.   

Teachers College Record, 50, 509-514. 
 

Craig, V. C. (2009) Action Research Essentials. San Francisco CA: Jossey Bass.  

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1998). Collecting and interpreting qualitative 
materials. London: Sage. 

Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (1994). Entering the Field of Qualitative Research. 
Handbook of Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks CA: Sage. 

 
Derlin, R., & McShannon, J. (1996). Action Research Teams: A Means to Transform 

Teaching and Empower Underrepresented Students in the University 
Classroom. Paper presented at the National Conference on Race and Ethnicity 
in American Higher Education. San Antonio, Texas: US Department of 
Education. 

 
Dewey, J. (1933). How We Think. A restatement of the relation of reflective thinking 

to the educative process. Boston D.C.: Heath. 
 
Dewey, J. (1938). Experience and Education. New York: Macmillan. 
 
Dey, I. (1999). Grounding Grounded Theory. San Diego: Academic Press. 
 
Elliot, J. (1996) Bringing Action Research Home: The Experience of Teachers Who      

followed Award Bearing Courses. Paper presented at The American 
Educational Research Association. New York. 

 
Elliot, J. (1991). Action Research for Educational Change. Buckingham: Open 

University Press. 
 
Elliot, J. (1978). What is action research in schools? Journal of Curriculum Studies 

10(4), 355-7. 
 



 139 

 

Eryaman, M. Y. (2007). From reflective practice to practical wisdom: Toward a post-
foundational teacher education. International Journal of Progressive 
Education, 3(1), 87–107. 

 
Esposito, J., & Smith, S. (2006). From Reluctant Teacher to Empowered Teacher 

Researcher. Teacher Education Quarterly 33(3), 90-105. 
 
Francis, H., & Cowan, J. (2008). Fostering an action reflection dynamic amongst 

student practitioners. Journal of European Industrial Training 32(5), 336-346. 
 
Freeman, M., DeMarrias., K.,  Preissle, J., Roulston, K., & St Pierre, L. (2007). 

Standards of Evidence in Qualitative research: an incitement to discourse. 
Educational Researcher, 34(1), 3-13. 

 
Galvez, M., Elena, M., & Bowman, C. (1998). Reflection and preservice teacher 

education. Paper presented at the annual meeting association of Teacher 
Educators. Dallas, Texas. 

 
Gamst, G. (2007). Fear and learning: from basic processes to clinical implications. 

Choice: Current Reviews for Academic Libraries 44(7), 1247-1247. 
 
Gaventa, J., & Cornwall, A. (2006). Power and Knowledge. Participative Inquiry and 

Practice. In P. Reason & H. Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook of Action Research. 
London: Sage, 70-81. 

 
Guba, G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing Paradigms in Qualitative Research.  In 

N. Denzin & Y. S., Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research, 
London: Sage, 105-117. 

 
Guba, E. G. and Lincoln, Y. S. (2005) Denzin, N. K. and Lincoln, Y. S. The Sage 

Handbook of Qualitative Research (3rd edition), Sage, Thousand Oaks, 
California. 

 
Gubrium, J., & J. Holstein (2002) Handbook of Interview Research: Context & 

Method. London: Sage Publications. 
 
Genor, M. (2005). A Social Reconstructionist Framework for Reflection. Issues in 

Teacher Education, 14(2): 45-62. 
 
Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory. Strategies for 

Qualitative Research, Chicago: Aldine Publishing. 
 
Greenwood, D., Elvemo, M., Matthews, L., Streubel, A., Thomas, L., & Whyte, W. 

(1997). Participation, Action, and Research in the Classroom. Studies in 
Continuing Education, 19(1), 1-50. 

 
Groves, C. E., & Gray, D. (2008). Developing praxis and reflective practice in 

preservice teacher education: Affordances and constraints reported by 
prospective teachers. In S. Kemmis, & T. Smith (Eds.), Enabling Praxis: 
Challenges for Education. Rotterdam: Sense, 85-109. 



 140 

 

Grundy, S., & Kemmis, S. (1981). Educational Action Research in Australia: The 
state of the Art. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Australian 
Association for Research in Education, Adelaide: Deakin University Press.  

Golafshani, N. (2003). The Qualitative Report Volume 8 Number 4 Pg: 597-607 
http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR8-4/golafshani.pdf University of Toronto, 
Toronto, Ontario, Canada. 

Habermas, J. (1972). Knowledge and Human Interest. London: Hienemann. 
 
Hamel, J., Dufour, S., & Fortin, D. (1993). Case Study Methods, Newbury Park CA: 

Sage. 
 
Hardy, I. (2008). A case study of teacher learning:  Professional development, policy, 

practice and praxis. In S. Kemmis, & T. Smith (Eds.), Enabling Praxis: 
Challenges for Education. Rotterdam: Sense, 149-171. 

 
Hatton, N., & Smith, D. (2006). Facilitating Reflection: Issues and Research. Paper 

presented at the Australian Conference for Teacher Education. Brisbane QLD 
Australia, Conference Proceedings. 

 
Hutchinson, C., & Allen, K. (1997). The reflection integration model: A process of 

facilitating reflective learning. Journal of Teacher Education, 32(4), 226-233. 
 
Jensen, J., & Winitzky, N. (2002). Exploring Preservice Teacher Thinking: A 

Comparison of Five Measures. Retrieved January 15, 2010 from the World 
Wide Web, ERIC Reproduction Service NO: ED464956. 

 
Jones, D. (2009).  Personal Communication. Convenor, Griffith University Masters of 

Teaching, Gold Coast: Queensland Australia. 
 
Johnson, A. (2008). A Short Guide to Action Research. Minnesota: Pearson. 
 
Johnson, G. (2006). The discursive construction of teacher identities in a research 

interview. Cambridge: University Press. 
 
Jorgensen, R., & Grootenboer, P. (2008-2010). Doctor of Education Supervisors.  

Griffith University, Gold Coast:  Queensland, Australia. 

Joppe M (2010) The Research Process.  Retrieved November 15, 2010 from 
(http://www.htm.uoguelph.ca/pagefiles/MJResearch/ResearchProcess/home.ht
ml. 

Kath, G. (1999). Professional Development through Action Research in Educational 
Settings. London: Cambridge Journal of Education 29(3), 123-153. 

 
Kemmis, S. (1991). Improving Education Through Action Research. Vermont: 

Gowen. 
 

http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR8-4/golafshani.pdf�
http://www.htm.uoguelph.ca/pagefiles/MJResearch/ResearchProcess/home.html�
http://www.htm.uoguelph.ca/pagefiles/MJResearch/ResearchProcess/home.html�


 141 

 

Kemmis, S. (1995). Changing Teaching Practices and The Organization of 
Educational Work. National Forum of the Innovative Links Project 
Melbourne, 1-44. 

 
Kemmis, S., & McTaggart, R. (1988). The Action Research Planner. Geelong 

Australia:  Deakin University Press. 
 
Kemmis, S. (2006). Exploring the Relevance of Critical Theory for Action Research:  

Emancipatory Action Research in the Footsteps of Jurgen Habermas. In P. 
Reason & H. Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook of Action Research. London: Sage, 
91-103. 

 
Kemmis, S., & Grootenboer, P. (2008). Situating praxis in practice:  Practice 

architectures and the cultural, social and material conditions for practice. In S. 
Kemmis, & T. Smith (Eds.), Enabling Praxis: Challenges for Education. 
Rotterdam: Sense, 37-65. 

 
Kemmis, S., Smith, T. (2008). Personal Praxis:  Learning through Experience. In S. 

Kemmis, & T. Smith (Eds.), Enabling Praxis: Challenges for Education. 
Rotterdam: Sense, 15-37.  

 
Kinsella, E., A. (2007). Embodied Reflection and the Epistemology of Reflective 

Practice. Philosophy of Education, 41(3), 395-409. 
 
Konecki, C. (1997). Time in the Recruiting Process of Head Hunting Companies. In 

A. Strauss & J. Corbin (Eds.), Grounded Theory in Practice. London: Sage, 
131-147. 

 
Koshy, V. (2005). Action Research for Improving Practice. London: Paul Chapman. 
 
Knight, P. (2002). Small Scale Research. Thousand Oaks CA: Sage. 
 

Lather, P. (2007). "Validity, Qualitative." The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology, 
George Ritzer, ed. Oxford: Blackwell Pub, 5161-5165. 

Lather, P. (2001). "Validity as an Incitement to Discourse: Qualitative Research and 
the Crisis of Legitimation."  Handbook of Research on Teaching, Fourth 
Edition, Virginia Richardson, editor.  Washington DC: AERA, 241-250. 

Larossa, R. (2005). Grounded Theory Methods and Qualitative Research Family 
Research. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(4), 837-857. 

 
Lempert, L. B. (1997). The Line In The Sand: Definitional Dialogues in Abusive 

Relationships. In A. Strauss & J. Corbin (Eds.), Grounded Theory in Practice. 
London: Sage, 147-171. 

 
Levin, B., & Merritt, S. (2006). Action Research for Teacher Empowerment and 

Transformation. Teacher Education Quarterly, 33(3), 1-6.  
 



 142 

 

Levin, B., & Rock, T. (2003). The Effects of Collaborative Action Research on 
Professional Development. Teacher Education, 54(2), 135-149. 

 
Lewin, K. (1949). Philosophy of Science and Social Science. The Philosophy of Ernst 

Casiser. New York: Tudor. 
 
Lyle, J. (2000). Stimulated Recall: a report on its use in naturalistic research. British 

Educational Research Journal, 29(6), 861-877. 
 
Lynn, L. (1999). Teaching and Learning with Cases. New York: Chatham House. 
 
Malkani, J. M. & Allen, J. D. (2005). Cases in Teacher Education: Beyond Reflection 

into Practice. Paper presented at the annual meeting of American Educational 
Research Association: Montreal Canada. 

 
Marks, J. M. (2007). Influences on Preservice Teacher Socialization: A Qualitative 

Study. Chicago: American Annual Research Associating Meeting. 
 
Mcarthy, J. & Riner, P. (1996). Accelerated Schools Inquiry Process: Teacher 

Empowerment Through Action Research. Education, 117(2): 223-233. 
 
Mckernan, J. (1991). Curriculum Action Research. London: Kogan Page Limited. 
 
McNiff, J. & Lomax, J. P. (2003). You and Your Action Research Project. New York: 

Routledge Falmer. 
 
McNiff, J. & Whitehead, J. (2009). Action Research:  Principles and Practices. 

London: Routledge Falmer. 
 
McNiff, J. & Whitehead, J. (2002). Action Research:  Principles and Practices. 

London: Routledge Falmer. 
 
McNiff, J. & Whitehead, J. (2006). All You Need To Know About Action Research. 

London: Sage. 
 
McTaggart, R. (1991). Action Research: A short modern history. Victoria Australia: 

Deakin University Press. 
 
McTaggart, R. (1997). Participatory Action Research. Albany: Suny press. 
 
Meade, P. & McMeniman, M. (1992). Stimulated Recall - An Effective Methodology 

for Examining Successful teaching in Science. Australian Educational 
Researcher, 19(3), 1-18. 

 
Melrose, J. (2001). Maximizing the Rigor of Action Research:  Why would you want 

to? Auckland University of Technology, Sage 13(2), 160-180. 
 
Merriam, B. S. (1988). Case Study Research In Education. London: Jossey-Bass INC. 
 



 143 

 

Mertler, C. A. (2008) Action research: teachers as researchers in the classroom. New    

York: Sage. 

Millar, M., Greenwood, D. & Maguire, P. (2003). Why Action Research. Sage 1(1), 
9-28. Retrieved from the World Wide Web July 26, 2008 from 
http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/whyar.html. 

 
Moore, R. & Cherednichenko, B. (2007). Understanding Quality in Career Change 

Teacher Education: The ontological teacher or cloned technician. Paper 
presented at the European Council for Educational Research Conference: 
Ghent, Belgium. 

 
Nolen, A. L., & Putten, J. (2007). Action Research in Education: Addressing Gaps in 

Ethical Principles and Practices. Educational Researcher, 36(7), 401-407. 
 
O'Bryan, B. (1999). The development of one teacher's skills at instructional 

conversation. Reading Horizons, 39(4), 257-277. 
 
O'Connor, K. A., Greene, C. & Anderson, P. (2006). Action Research: A Tool for 

Improving Teacher Quality and Classroom Practice. Paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association. San  
Francisco, CA. Available online at ERIC: ED494955. 

  
Orona, C. (1997). Temporality and Identity Loss Dure to Alzheimers Disease. In A. 

Strauss & J. Corbin (Eds.), Grounded Theory in Practice. London: Sage, 171-
197. 

 
Ostorga, A. N. (2006). Developing Teachers Who Are Reflective Practitioners: A 

Complex Process. Issues in Teacher Education, 15(2), 5-20. 
 
Pasmore, W. (2006). Action Research in the Workplace and Sociotechnical 

Perspective. In P. Reason & H. Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook of Action 
Research. London: Sage, 38-49. 

 
Patton, M. (1990). Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods. Thousand Oaks 

CA: Sage. 
 
Pattison, S. (1999). Action Research and Ways of Knowing. Santa Barbara, Fielding 

Institute. Doctor of Education Thesis, 1-27. 
 
Polanyi, M. (1967). The Tacit Dimension. London: Routledge. 
 

Polkinghorne D.E. (2007). Validity Issues in Narrative Research, Journal of 
Qualitative Inquiry Vol X, 1-16.  Los Angeles: Sage. 

Postholm, M., B. (2008). Teachers developing practice: Reflection as key activity. 
Teacher and Teacher Education, 24(3), 1717-1728. 

 
Potter, J. (2007). Life is out there: a comment on Griffin. Journal of Discourse 

Studies, 9(2), 276-282. 



 144 

 

 
Price, J. & Valli, L. (2005). Preservice Teachers Becoming Agents of Change. 

Teacher and Teacher Education, 56(1), 57-72. 
 
Primavera, L., Allison, D. & Alfonso, V. (1997). Measurement of Dependent 

Variables. Design and Analysis of Single Case Research. New Jersey: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Reason, P. & Bradbury, H. (2006). Handbook of Action Research. London: Sage. 
 
Reiman, A., J. (1999). The evolution of the social role-taking and guided reflection 

framework in teacher education: Recent theory and quantitative synthesis of 
research. Teacher and Teacher Education, 15(2), 597-612. 

 
Rodgers, C. (2002). Defining reflection:  Another look at John Dewey and reflective 

thinking. Teacher College Record, 104(4), 843-865. 
 
Schepens, A., Aelterman, A. & Keer Van, Hilde. (2007). Studying learning processes 

of student teachers with stimulated recall interviews through changes in 
interactive cognitions." Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(4), 457-472.   

 
Schoen, S. (2007). Action Research: A Developmental Model of Professional 

Socialization. Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues 
and Ideas 80(5), 211-216. 

 
Schon, D. (1983). The Reflective Practitioner. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 
 
Schon, D. (1987). Educating the Reflective Practitioner. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 
 
Schramm, W. (1971) Notes on Case Studies of Instructional Media Projects 

Retrieved from the World Wide Web April 15, 2009 from ERIC: ED09214, 1-
43.  

 
Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D. & Campell, D. T. (2002). Quasi Experimental Design. 

for generalized causal inference. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.  
 
Sim, C. (2004). The personal as pedagogic practice. Teachers and Teaching:  Theory 

and Practice, 10(4), 251-264. 
 
Simons, H. (2009) Case study research in practice.  Los Angeles:  Sage, 189. 
 
Smith, M. (2005). Helping Preservice Teachers Develop Habits of Inquiry: Can it be 

Done? Reading Research and Instruction, 45(1), 39-68. 
 
Smith, M. & Lytle, L. (1999). The Teacher Research Movement: A Decade Later. 

Educational Researcher, 28(7), 15-25. 
 
Smith, T. (2008). Fostering a praxis stance in preservice teacher education. In S. 

Kemmis, & T. Smith (Eds.), Enabling Praxis: Challenges for Education. 
Rotterdam: Sense, 65-85. 



 145 

 

 
Somekh, B. (2006). Action Research a Methodology For Change and Development. 

Buckingham: Open University Press. 
 
Stake, R. (1995). Case Study Research. Thousand Oaks CA: Sage. 
 
Stake, R. (2005). Multiple Case Study Analysis. New York: The Guilford Press. 
 
Stake, R., Trumbull J. D (2010).  Naturalistic Generalizations Center for Instructional 

Research and Curriculum Evaluation University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign.  Retrieved November 2010 from 
www.ed.uiuc.edu/circe/publications/Naturalistic.pdf. 

 
Stenhouse, L. (1975). An Introduction to Curriculum Research and Development.  

London: Heinemann. 
 
Stough, L. M. (2001). Using Stimulated Recall in Classroom Observations and 

Professional Development. Paper Presented at the annual meeting of American 
Educational Research Association. Seattle: Washington. U.S Department of 
Education, 1-11. 

 
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1997). Grounded Theory In Practice. London: Sage. 
 
Swepson, P. (1999). Guidelines for good research: either action research or science. 

Systemic Practice and Action Research. Springer Netherlands, 16(2), 99-111. 
 
Tellis, W. (1997) Introduction to Case Study. The Qualitative Report, 3(2), 1-12  
 
Tomal, D. (2003). Action research for Educators. Oxford UK: Scarecrow Press. 
 
Valli, L. (1992). Reflective Teacher Education: cases and critiques. Albany: 

University of New York Press. 
 
Van Manen, M. (1977). Linking ways of knowing with ways of being practical. 

Curriculum Inquiry, 6(3), 205-228. 
 
Wagner, K. (2006). Benefits of Reflective Practice. Proquest Journal, 36(2): 1-30. 
 
Walkington, J. (2005). Becoming a teacher: encouraging development of teacher 

identity through reflective practice. Asia Pacific Journal of Teacher 
Education, 33(1), 53-64. 

 
Weiss, R. S. (1994). Learning From Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative 

Interviews. New York: Free Press. 

Winter, G. (2000) A Comparative Discussion of the Notion of ‘Validity’ in 
Qualitative and Quantitative Research. The Qualitative Report. 4:3/4. 
http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR4-3/winter.html 

Winter, R. (1989). Action research and the nature of social inquiry. Aldershot, 
England: Gower Publishing Company. 

http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR4-3/winter.html�


 146 

 

 
Winter, R. & Gidding-Munn., C. (2001). A Handbook for Action Research in Health 

Care and Social Care. New York: Routledge. 
 
Yin, R. (1994). Case Study Research Design and Methods. Beverly Hills CA: Sage. 
 
Yin, R. (1993). Application of Case study Research. New Delhi: Sage. 
 
Yin, R. (2003). Case Study Research Design and Methods. Thousand Oaks CA: Sage. 
 
Zeichner, K. (1996). Reflective Teaching. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Ziebarth, J. & Bovill, R. (2008). A partnership in progress. Educational Researcher 

Project Innovations, 19(3), 128-441. 

Zuber-Skerritt, O. (1996). Emancipatory Action Research for Organisational 
Change and Management Development. In O. Zuber-Skerritt (Ed.), 
New Directions in Action Research. London: Falmer Press. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


	Abstract
	Statement of Originality

	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	Acknowledgements
	Chapter 1: Introduction
	The Issue
	Organisation of the Thesis

	Chapter 2:  Literature Review
	Introduction
	Action Research in Teacher Education
	Action Research Methodology
	Meta-Reflection
	Action Research and Reflection
	Action Research Types

	The Status of Reflection in Teacher Education
	Types of Reflection
	Embodied Reflection
	Practical and Technical Reflection
	Praxis and Reflection in Preservice Teacher Education

	Summary

	Figure 2.1
	Chapter 3:  Methodology and Method
	Research Questions
	Main question
	Sub-question

	Methodology
	Theoretical Assumptions of Case Study Research
	When to use Case Study?
	Types of Case Study
	Multiple Case Designs
	Three Stages of Case Study
	Case Study Validity
	Case Study Limitations

	Method
	The Participants
	Procedure of Data Collection
	Reconnaissance Survey
	Stimulated Recall
	Stimulated Recall Interviews
	Criticism of Selected Methods
	Data Analysis
	Logical Positivism
	Qualitative Validity
	Reliability

	Grounded Theory Methods
	Grounded Theory Critiques
	Research Ethics

	Summary

	Topic
	In Chapter Four the participants’ qualitative textual descriptions of action research and reflection are included to highlight their thoughts, feelings and perceptions of the experience. In Chapter Five, data analysis combines participants’ textual ac...
	Chapter 4: Qualitative Data
	Introduction
	Reconnaissance Cycle
	Participant One
	Participant Two
	Participant Three
	Interim Summary
	Action Research
	Teacher Reflection
	Criticisms, Complaints, Fears

	Cycle One
	Participant Two
	Participant Three
	Interim Summary
	Action Research
	Reflection

	Cycle Two
	Participant One
	Participant Two
	Participant Three
	Interim Summary
	Action Research
	Fears
	Reflection

	Summary

	Chapter 5: Data Analysis and Discussion
	Reconnaissance Data
	Cycle One Data
	Cycle Two Data
	Meta-Reflection
	The Influence of Action Research and New Teaching Behaviour
	Major Finding 1: Technical Action Research
	Interim Summary

	The Influence of Embodied Reflection in Preservice Participants
	The influence of technical reflection and participants’ reflective capacity
	The influence of practical reflection and participants’ reflective capacity
	In cycle two, the participants’ statements incorporated elements of practical reflection where they were “beginning to examine one’s use of essential skills or generic competencies as often applied in controlled small scale settings.” During the inter...
	The contrast between technical and practical reflective modalities is evident in the quality of the thought and reflection participants have allocated to each. Where technical reflection is concerned with the immediate and mechanical, practical reflec...

	The influence of active reflection and participants’ reflective capacity
	The influence of embodied reflection and participants’ reflection

	Lesser Finding 2: Action Research and Embodied Reflection
	Interim Summary

	Lesser Finding 3: Verbal Evaluation and Participants’ Reflective Development
	Interim Summary

	Summary of Findings
	Limitations of the Study
	Summary

	Chapter 6:  Conclusions and Implications
	Conclusions
	Participants’ Action Research
	Action Research and Reflection
	Verbal Mentor Evaluation

	Implications
	Recommendations for Teacher Education
	Implications for Future Research
	Several articles in the existing literature examine action research or reflection but few discussed action research and embodied reflection together in terms of preservice teaching. This study has contributed to the literature by documenting the actua...

	Personal Reflection on the Study
	Summary

	Appendices
	Appendix A: Reconnaissance Survey
	Appendix B: Semi-Structured Interview Questions
	Cycle One:

	Appendix C: Open Coding Matrix
	Appendix D: Informed Consent Mechanism
	Who is conducting the research?

	Appendix E: Ethics Approval Education Queensland

	References

