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Abstract 

 

In this study, I explored two things: (1) influences on primary school principals and teachers 

in the Queensland education sector intending to integrate information and communication 

technologies (ICT) into teaching practice, and (2) influences on primary school teachers’ collaborative 

work within a community of learners and in classrooms to generate knowledge of multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading.  To do this, I used action research and case study methodologies 

to detail understandings of how the participants in my study integrated ICT and multiliterate reading 

practices.  This investigation used a multi-method approach that incorporated multiple quantitative 

and qualitative grounded theory techniques to triangulate data. 

The study had three contexts and phases.  In Phase 1, through quantitative and qualitative 

survey data, I captured a snapshot of influences acting on principals and teachers to integrate ICT in a 

broad selection of primary school classrooms.  This phase used ordinal scales of measurement, 

descriptive statistics, and Optimal Scaling analysis of the data obtained in the surveys to contextualise 

the findings of the action research project.  In Phases 2 and 3, I investigated how a specific cohort of 

teachers from schools in one district participated in an action research project to explore the teaching 

of reading using a multiliteracies approach.  I worked as a facilitator and action researcher in this 

project.  Qualitative methods were used predominantly to analyse data.  This included abstracting and 

examining critical incidents from project meeting and presentation transcripts, concept maps, and 

reflective journals using Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model.  This provided a 

means to examine how the community of learners worked collaboratively to generate knowledge and 

transform teaching practices using action research cycles.  It also allowed me to analyse how teachers’ 

espoused theories translated into theories-in-use and to identify changes in single-loop to double-loop 

learning as described by Argyris & Schön (1974).  In addition, I analysed teachers’ engagement using 

Schön’s (1983) description of reflection-on-action and reflection-in-action.  In Phase 3, I also 

conducted an in-depth exploration of one key informant teacher’s experiences of integrating Internet-

reading tasks into reading groups with her students.  I worked as this teacher’s in-class facilitator to 

guide and support her action learning processes.  This phase of my study outlined how we worked 

collaboratively to generate knowledge and transform her teaching practice using the same analytical 

techniques as described in Phase 2.  I also introduced “snapshots” as an analytical tool to reduce the 

large corpus of data collected in this phase and to report findings.  Throughout this study, I examined 

my own role and practices as an action researcher and facilitator/coach.   

I found that particular elements provided the structures to ensure teachers sustained their 

efforts to enact their goals and engage in reflective practice.  These were (a) collaborative partnerships 

between systems, (b) the formation of the community of learners and development of quality 

relationships between its members, (c) the action research and action learning approach, and (d) in-
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class facilitation/coaching.  In this project, these structures supported teachers’ demonstration of 

personal agency and resilience when they confronted critical incidents in their practice.  Some 

teachers engaged in single-loop learning.  Others enacted the more critically reflective double-loop 

learning, whereby they changed not only their action strategies, but also their espoused beliefs 

underpinning these strategies.  

My study contributes new knowledge in two main areas.  First, it provides a clearer picture of 

elements that influence the integration of ICT and multiliterate reading practices into teaching 

practice.  It does this by showing how leadership and decision-making about ICT infrastructure in 

schools influence the ease with which teachers’ planning, doing, and reflective redesigning happen in 

classrooms.  The study describes teachers’ critical responses to school-based decisions.  In particular, 

those related to uncertainty about the effectiveness of professional development to transform teaching 

practice.  It also highlights three specific areas of teacher knowledge lacking in teaching practice:  (1) 

knowledge of integrating ICT in general, (2) knowledge of integrating ICT for multiliterate reading 

practices, and (3) knowledge of processes or techniques to closely monitor teaching and learning 

when integrating ICT into class programs.   

Second, it provides contributions to the literature on the puzzle of providing quality 

professional learning.  It describes a theorised understanding of professional learning in action 

drawing on the work of Argyris and Schön (1974) and Fletcher (2004, 2008) to explicate a model that 

offers (a) a process for change, (b) insights into knowledge that contribute to change, and (c) a way 

forward for practitioners to manage change.  In so doing, it considers elements important for 

developing a culture for professional learning and research within organisations.  The study discusses 

findings that relate to how the system and educational leadership influences teachers’ professional 

learning.  Namely, it explains how collaborative partnerships across organisations cause uncertainty 

and insecurities for some teachers.  It also shows how system involvement provides focus, funding, 

and supportive structures and mechanisms for teachers’ pedagogical decision-making.  However, it 

cautions that this support needs to be consistent, sustained and managed to positively influence 

teachers’ professional learning.  It also provides new knowledge of how a community of learners 

works collaboratively to achieve their professional learning aims through a process of espoused and 

enacted evidence-based research.  It provides knowledge of those elements that support teachers to 

engage in open, honest professional dialogue, build trusting relationships and rapport, and work 

collaboratively and reflectively with facilitators/coaches in classrooms.  In particular, the study 

explicates how action research and action learning contribute to change in teachers’ practice.  It 

discusses how action research cycles unfold in practice to challenge traditional representations of 

action research cycles presented in the literature.  A more complicated, complex process evolves for 

participants in this study who confront critical incidents (collisions and collusions) and hesitations as 

they enact their action research cycles.  This results in new theorisation to account for these tensions, 

one where practices of hovering and oscillating between options create cycles within cycles and 
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changes within changes in practices.  As a consequence, this study recommends the necessity for 

feedback loops between action research cycles to address unintended consequences that arise. 
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Glossary 

In this thesis, I have used some terms that are complex or have multiple meanings in common 

use.  The following definitions are provided for these terms to clarify their meaning when used in this 

thesis.   

Information and communication technologies (ICT) are the relatively new digital technologies 

or multimediated resources that teachers use as tools for students’ learning in classrooms. Some 

examples of ICT are CD-ROM programs, the Internet, e-mail, chat rooms, interactive whiteboards, 

digital cameras, television, videos, DVD, and film.  In this thesis, I use the ICT acronym to stand for 

the plural form of information and communication technologies.  However, the Queensland 

Department of Education, Training and Employment (referred to as Education Queensland in this 

thesis) has used the acronym ICTs in the titles of some policy documents that I refer to.  I also used 

the acronym ICTs in the Principals’ and Teachers’ Information and Communication Technologies 

(ICTs) surveys that were distributed to schools in an Education Queensland district.     

Multiliteracies is a term devised by the New London Group (1996) to define a broader view 

of literacy and what it means to be literate, in a world that experiences rapid and complex changes in 

literacy, resulting from globalisation, technological advancement, and increasing social and cultural 

diversity.  First, due to the advent of new, digital technologies, users now process multiple semiotic 

systems and multiple modes of communication simultaneously through multiple modes and platforms 

of communication. Second, there is the multiplicity of social and cultural influences on how literacy is 

constructed and used.  Multiple literacies are recognised in the different contexts, ways, purposes, and 

audiences that people conduct literate practice.  In this study, multiliteracies refers to knowledge, 

skills, and processes that are necessary to engage with a range of oral, print, or multimediated 

resources for multiple literate or multiliterate practices.  These resources include the ICT resources 

identified in the information and communication technologies (ICT) definition above, as well as 

various print-based texts, for example, novels, picture books, magazines, brochures, or newspapers.  

Multiliterate reading practices are approaches, activities, or experiences teachers integrate 

into teaching programs to facilitate students’ learning of knowledge, skills, and processes required for 

reading. These approaches, activities, or experiences could utilise oral, print, or multimediated 

resources as outlined in the above definitions.    

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” is the title given to the action research project in this 

study, which was conceived and developed by a coordinator and administrator of an Education 

Queensland Learning and Development Centre (Literacy), in partnership with Education Queensland 

District Officers and university academics.  The project brought together nine primary school 

teachers, two critical friends, and three facilitators who formed a professional learning community to 

explore the teaching of multiliterate reading practices, using an action research cycle and action 

learning processes.  
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Community of learners is the name given to the cohort of participants (as described above) 

who collaborated to share practices, engage in critical reflection, generate knowledge, and transform 

their teaching of multiliterate reading practices during the project.  
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Chapter 1 

 

Introduction 

Education departments worldwide have urged teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) into classroom practice to enhance the quality of teaching and 

learning.  However, studies on effective professional learning and development models to guide 

teachers to generate knowledge about integrating ICT into their practice have been inconclusive in 

their results.  Research findings have not agreed on effective ways to manage sustained change to 

policy and innovations in teaching practice.  This research explored these issues and focused on the 

needs of primary school teachers in the Queensland education sector.  I investigated the influences 

prompting them to integrate ICT into their teaching programs.  I examined the influence of one 

professional development approach designed to generate teachers’ knowledge of multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading.  The overarching purpose of the study was to identify influences 

that supported teachers to integrate multiliterate reading practices into their reading programs and to 

sustain their efforts to transform their teaching practices.  This provided insights to better inform ICT 

and multiliteracies policy and practice in primary schools.  It also provided insights into the influences 

that contribute to teachers’ sustainable professional learning and development and change 

management within organisations.  

Interest in the effective teaching of ICT and multiliteracies in the curriculum was inspired by 

my experiences of working as a primary school teacher with the Queensland Department of 

Education, Training and Employment.  (In this thesis, the department will be referred to as Education 

Queensland.)  This interest was further developed by university studies for my Masters research, in 

which I explored how a student used a multimediated CD-ROM program for reading (Hill, 2002).  

My professional experiences as an ICT specialist teacher, academic tutor, education adviser, and 

researcher within various education settings also helped develop my passion for guiding and 

supporting teachers to develop their knowledge and skills for effectively integrating ICT into teaching 

practice.  Through these practical experiences, I saw firsthand the complexities teachers faced when 

attempting to integrate ICT for teaching reading in their programs.  I wanted to explore this further.    

Context of the Study 

My teaching experiences.  Before beginning my Doctoral study, I was a primary school 

teacher and ICT specialist teacher of infant classes for approximately 16 years from 1985.  During this 

time, I began integrating a multimedia interactive software program called “WiggleWorks: The 

Scholastic Beginning Literacy System” for teaching literacy (Scholastic, 1994).  I observed my 

students’ motivation and engagement when reading electronic books, which were a feature of this 

program.  I reflected on how students’ responses to electronic reading experiences appeared to affect 

their reading behaviours.  This curiosity became a focus of the case study for my Masters research 
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(Hill, 2002).  I examined the experiences of one emergent reader, a Year 2 boy, who read and 

interacted with a sample of WiggleWorks electronic books.  I identified if and how his interactions 

facilitated “successful,” “independent,” and “enthusiastic” engagement with his reading processes 

(Scholastic, 1994, pp. 5 & 6).   

For that research, I observed, monitored, tracked, and reflected on this student’s interactions 

with the WiggleWorks program for reading over a 4-week period.  I analysed and reflected on 

observations of his interactions with the program.  I concluded that he appeared to be motivated to 

engage with the electronic, interactive functions built into the program to support his reading efforts.  

However, his use of these functions actually appeared to hinder his reading progress.  Data suggested 

this emergent reader became over-reliant on the interactive support functions of the WiggleWorks 

program to the detriment of independent reading strategies he had developed in print-based reading 

environments.  This investigation helped me to understand how I needed to review and adapt my own 

teaching practices when integrating ICT-based, multimediated reading programs into class activities.  

It highlighted a need for teachers in general to be supported in their understandings of ways to best 

analyse, evaluate, and implement practices for effective ICT teaching and improved student learning.  

My Masters research concerned a specific case of student learning through the use of ICT.  

Further, my work as an educator in classroom settings provided opportunity to observe and reflect on 

the broader range of issues that teachers confront when they attempt to integrate ICT into their 

teaching programs.  As a teacher, I was required to constantly monitor, reflect on, and modify my 

teaching practice to accommodate Education Queensland policy and reforms.  This was expected with 

minimal support to guide my planning and actions.  As an education adviser and researcher, I 

observed the problems my teaching colleagues encountered as they implemented new ICT policy that 

aimed to improve teaching practice and students’ learning outcomes.  My observations and reflections 

on these practical teaching situations drew to my attention what appeared to be a consistent problem 

across teaching contexts–the unsuccessful attempts being made to support teachers to interpret and 

integrate ICT policy and practice into teaching and learning in classrooms.  My Masters research and 

my observations of teachers encountering and responding to difficulties as they attempted to integrate 

ICT in their programs and activities led to this Doctoral research. 

Education Queensland context.  The decision to focus my Doctoral research on the 

influence of ICT integration on teaching practice was timely.  Prior to my research, the Queensland 

education sector prioritised a range of policies, initiatives, or resources to support teachers to integrate 

ICT and literacy practices in the curriculum. 

In 2001, Education Queensland introduced Learning and Development Centres (Literacy) in 

particular schools within education districts.  They were established for two key purposes.  One was 

to support schools in managing the Education Queensland reform agenda in literacy.  The other was to 

assist schools in developing Whole School Literacy Strategies in response to recommendations of an 

official report on literacy teaching and learning.  A report titled “Literate Futures: Report of the 
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Literacy Review of Queensland State Schools,” but more commonly referred to as the “Literate 

Futures Report” (Education Queensland, 2000a), had identified four priority areas for action.  These 

were (1) student diversity, (2) whole-school programs and community partnerships, (3) the teaching 

of reading, and (4) future literacies.  

Learning and Development Centres (Literacy) were encouraged to support teachers to 

implement change processes by offering a range of professional development opportunities.  They 

were encouraged to adopt a flexible approach to professional development.  This approach would 

involve teachers working in professional learning communities and being supported to innovate on 

and improve teaching practices (Fullan, 2001).  The coordinators of Learning and Development 

Centres (Literacy) were accountable for the design, implementation, and support of programs.  This 

included the introduction of a literacy CD-ROM package titled “Literate Futures: Professional 

Development–The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate World P-7, 7-12” (Anstey, 2004) that 

Education Queensland had released in its school districts.  Initiatives and policies such as these helped 

to broaden the view of literacy underpinning Education Queensland policy, so that it incorporated the 

notion of ICT and multiliteracies (Sefton-Green, 2002/3, p. 47). 

When this CD-ROM package was released, one Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

in a metropolitan district designed and implemented an action research project titled “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World.”  This project influenced the formation of partnerships between a Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator, a deputy principal acting as a Learning and Development 

Centre (Literacy) administrator, an Education Queensland Educational Advisor (EA) Curriculum, a 

university academic, nine primary school teachers, and myself (a university doctoral student).  We 

came together to facilitate change in teaching and learning of literacy in Queensland primary schools.  

The primary school teachers involved in the project were from schools in a particular metropolitan 

education district.  These schools’ data on literacy performance of students from Year 2 to Year 5, 

derived from the Education Queensland Corporate Data Warehouse, showed significant improvement.  

The schools involved nominated Year 4 and Year 5 teachers to participate in the project.  It aimed to 

identify successful literacy practices in classrooms and provide teachers with opportunities to develop 

shared understandings about teaching multiliterate reading practices. 

The “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project influenced the design and 

development of this research.  I was invited to participate in the project as a facilitator to guide and 

support participant teachers’ change processes.  I assumed a dual role in this project.  First, I acted as 

a participatory member of the professional learning community, or “community of learners” as it was 

known, that was formed for the project.  In my role as a facilitator within this group, I supported two 

teachers to transform their reading teaching practices to integrate ICT and a multiliterate approach.  

One of these teachers was a key informant for the research.  All teachers in the project designed, 

implemented, and reflected on individual action learning plans concerning topics associated with the 

teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  Second, as an action researcher, I evaluated the action 
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learning processes of teachers, responded to feedback, and reflected on the formation and progress of 

participants working in the community of learners.  

This work in the project became a component of my Doctoral research.  I explored how 

teachers, working in this community of learners and with students in classrooms, engaged in actions 

designed to improve their teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  To contextualise this action 

research, I included a survey to investigate the ICT beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions of principals 

and teachers from primary schools in the education district in which the Learning and Development 

Centre (Literacy) was positioned.   

This study was therefore embedded in the practical work of educators in primary schools.  It 

was grounded in the firsthand experiences of teachers seeking to integrate ICT and multiliteracies 

policy and reforms introduced by an education system.  Its content and design was influenced by my 

professional experiences in the primary education sector and the conception of, and my work within, 

the action research project.  The study was focused by two research questions. 

Research Questions 

The two research questions that guided the development of the study were: 

 

Research Question 1:  What influences primary school teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) for teaching and learning in schools and classrooms? 

 

Research Question 2:  What influences primary school teachers working within a community 

of learners to generate knowledge of communally agreed multiliterate practices for the 

teaching of reading in their classrooms?  

 

To answer Question 1, I investigated the influences on teachers’ integration of ICT into 

teaching practice within a broad selection of primary schools and classrooms in the selected 

metropolitan Education Queensland district.  These survey data contextualised the action research 

project component of the study. 

To answer Question 2, I explored how a cohort of primary school teachers from the selected 

metropolitan Education Queensland district formed a community of learners and transformed their 

teaching of ICT and/or multiliterate reading practices.  These teachers had been brought together for 

the action research project initiated by the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy).  One teacher 

from this community of learners became a key informant for the study.   

The contexts for exploring and answering these research questions are reported across three 

phases of the study.  These are reflected in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Contexts for the Three Phases of the Study 

Phase Phase 1: Chapter 4 

 

Phase 2: Chapter 5  

 

Phase 3: Chapter 6  

 

Context Survey about 

integrating ICT in 

schools and 

classrooms 

(principals and 

teachers in a 

district)  

 

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project 

(community of learners) 

 

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” action 

research project (one key informant 

teacher) 

 

Research 

Question 

 

1) What influences 

primary school 

teachers to integrate 

information and 

communication 

technologies (ICT) 

for teaching and 

learning in schools 

and classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school teachers working within a 

community of learners to generate knowledge of communally 

agreed multiliterate practices for the teaching of reading in 

their classrooms?  

 

1) What influences primary school 

teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school 

teachers working within a community of 

learners to generate knowledge of 

communally agreed multiliterate practices 

for the teaching of reading in their 

classrooms? 

 

Participants 

 

Nine primary 

schools, four 

principals, and 55 

teachers within a 

metropolitan 

Education 

Queensland district.  

 

Nine teachers from five Education Queensland primary 

schools within a metropolitan education district.  

 

Two critical friends 

 A university academic;  

 A deputy principal/ Learning and Development 

Centre (Literacy) administrator. 

 

Three facilitators 

 A Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator;  

 An Education Queensland Educational Advisor 

(EA) Curriculum;  

 Myself, a university doctoral student.  

 

One teacher from the cohort of nine 

teachers who formed a community of 

learners in Phase 2.  

Data 

Collection 

 

Qualitative and 

Quantitative 

 

Principals’ and 

Teachers’ 

Information and 

Communication 

Technologies (ICT) 

Integration Surveys 

(See Appendix A) 

Qualitative 

 “What is Reading?” concept maps (see Appendix 

B)    

 “What is Reading?” photographic display (see 

Appendix C)    

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see Appendix D for two 

teachers’ reflective journals, Appendix E for the 

Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator’s/facilitator’s reflective journal, and 

Appendix F for my reflective journal)    

 Transcripts of project meetings, project 

presentations (PP), and project presentation 

slideshows (see Appendix G) 

 

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Teaching Qualifications and Experiences (TQE) 

questionnaires (see Appendix H)    

 Multiliteracy Pedagogical Reflective Tool (MPRT) 

(Butler, 2004) (see Appendix I)  

 Survey 1 (see Appendix J)  

 PROBE reading assessment (Parkin, Parkin, & 

Pool, 2002) (see Appendix K)  

 Evaluation of Learning (EOL) surveys (see 

Appendix L)   

Qualitative 

 Participant and non-participant 

observation of classroom 

practice 

 New Basics unit planning 

framework and documents (see 

Appendix M)  

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see 

Appendix D for the teacher’s 

(Janice’s) reflective journal and 

Appendix F for my, her 

facilitator’s, reflective journal)   

 Reflective protocols-Action 

Research Planning and Design 

(ARPD), Classroom Snapshot 

(CS), and Mapping the 

Learning Journey (MLJ) (see 

Appendix N) 

 Students’ work samples 

(Appendix O) 

 Project brochure response sheet 

(BRS) (Appendix P)  
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These three contexts and phases of the research constitute a coherent thesis about influences 

on teachers to integrate innovative or new teaching practices, such as ICT and/or multiliterate reading 

practices.  An important outcome of this study was gaining deeper understanding of the elements that 

influenced teachers to engage in professional learning while they worked in their classrooms as 

teacher researchers and as members of a community of learners (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991).  

Significance of the Problem 

The introduction of ICT as a learning tool has created a need for education systems in 

international, national, and local contexts to develop policy to support teachers to develop and 

integrate innovative practices.  Recent reform has seen the introduction of a national Australian 

Curriculum (Australian Curriculum, Assessment, and Reporting Authority [ACARA], 2013).  

However, education systems for primary and secondary schools are generally run at a state rather than 

a national level.  Therefore, the context of this research was the Queensland education sector.  In the 

action research project, I explored problems that primary school teachers from one Education 

Queensland district addressed as they collaborated with a community of learners and in classrooms to 

integrate ICT and multiliteracies policy.  The literature on this topic revealed similar changes to ICT 

policy have been implemented internationally and throughout Australia.  Also, education systems 

elsewhere have faced complexities similar to those faced by Education Queensland about ways to 

support teachers’ professional learning needs for integrating ICT as a teaching and learning tool.  

International, Australian, and Education Queensland policies for integrating ICT into 

practice.  International studies have advocated that schools prepare students for their present and 

future roles by providing access to the emerging skills, knowledge, and processes they need to interact 

effectively with new technologies for learning (Downes et al., 2001; Livingstone, 2012; Way & 

Webb, 2007).  In response, “governments and educational bodies worldwide have led the call for the 

development of policies that identify and encourage innovative and purposeful uses of ICT for 

improved student outcomes” (Hill, Butler, Fletcher, & Nolan, 2005, p. 1).  They also have 

acknowledged the need for effective professional development for teachers to enable them to integrate 

ICT into their practice for enhanced student learning (Centre for Educational Research and Innovation 

[CERI], Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 1998; Office for 

Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills [Ofsted], 2001, 2002, 2009, 2011; British 

Educational Communications and Technology Agency [Becta], 2001, 2004a, 2004b; International 

Society for Technology in Education [ISTE], 2000, 2008; Ministry of Education Singapore, 1997, 

2002, 2008; Department of Education and Science (DES), 1997).  

“An Australian response has seen the development of a series of national and state-wide 

initiatives that recognise” (Hill, et al., 2005, p. 1)  a futures-oriented education and mandate the 

integration of ICT for teaching and learning in school curricula (Legislative Assembly Parliament of 

Western Australia, 2012; New South Wales Department of Education and Training, 1999; 

education.au limited, 1996; Education Queensland, 1999a, 2002a; Ministerial Council on Education, 
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Employment, Training and Youth Affairs [MCEETYA], 2000, 2008; South Australia Department of 

Education and Children’s Services [SA DECS], 1996).  

The genesis of this study was two particular Education Queensland policies that were central 

in framing the integration of ICT and multiliteracies into the curricula of Queensland schools.  These 

policies were documented in (a) Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) for Learning 

(2004-2005) (Education Queensland, 2004a); and (b) Literate Futures: Professional Development–

The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate World P-7, 7-12 (Anstey, 2004).  Education Queensland 

introduced these policies to focus a greater emphasis on the pedagogy of ICT.  This represented a 

significant shift away from ICT skills-based training for teachers and students that had been 

prioritised in an earlier policy (Education Queensland, 1999b).  Further, these policies encouraged 

teachers’ professional learning in the area of ICT and multiliteracies teaching.  This research was a 

response to these two key policy initiatives.  It addressed gaps in the literature on teachers’ use of ICT 

for learning in schools (Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Korte & Husing, 2007).  It also addressed gaps 

on how teachers’ pedagogy can be guided to integrate ICT into curricula (European Experts’ Network 

for Educational Technology [EENeT], 1998; Fullan, 1992; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; O’Rourke, 

2001) for translating multiliteracies policy and theory into practice (Kist, 2005; Kitson, Fletcher, & 

Kearney, 2007; Neville, 2005).  These elements need to be clearly understood.  The two key 

Education Queensland policies that informed the study are now discussed. 

ICTs for Learning (2004-2005) (Education Queensland, 2004a).  The ICTs for Learning 

policy presented a broad range of professional learning pathways and resources to support teachers 

and schools in “creating the conditions where information and communication technologies (ICTs) 

are integrated as everyday tools for learning and delivering curriculum” (Education Queensland, 

2004a, p. 4).  The policy identified six key ICT drivers that Education Queensland believed reflected 

the conditions necessary for successful teaching and learning with ICT in schools and classrooms.  In 

its ICTs for Learning (2004a) policy, Education Queensland identified the following components for 

providing an integrated approach to meet the challenges of learning in the 21
st
 century: 

 

 Learning, teaching and the curriculum–integrating ICT into subject and curriculum 

areas, 

 Learning and development–ensuring teachers have the necessary capabilities to use 

ICT effectively as tools for learning, 

 ICT infrastructure–ensuring teachers and students have access to modern ICT, 

 Connectivity–making connections with the people and information required for 

learning (connecting to each other and to the Internet), 

 ICT support–initiating innovative support measures that will allow teachers to 

concentrate on the core business of teaching and learning, and 
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 Innovation–encouraging schools and teachers to commit to improvement and 

acknowledging their achievements. (Education Queensland, 2004a, p. 12)  

 

Literate Futures: Professional Development–The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate 

World P-7, 7-12 (Anstey, 2004).  This resource package was developed for the professional 

development of teachers.  It supported recommendations made in the Literate Futures Report (2000a) 

and ICTs for Learning (2004a) policy.  The package advocated support for projects or programs that 

initiated change in teachers’ use of past, present, and future literacies and technologies.  The release of 

this package was integral to the development of the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action 

research project and to the conception and design of this study.  

These two Education Queensland policies formed the policy context of the study. 

Policymakers, schools, and teachers across education contexts have raised concerns about if and how 

policy translates into practice (Bauer & Kenton, 2005; Conlon & Simpson, 2003; Cuban, 2001; 

Galligan, Buchanan, & Muller, 1999; Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Meredyth, Russell, Blackwood, 

Thomas, & Wise, 1999; Oldfield, 2010; Tondeur, van Braak, and Valcke, 2007).  Education systems 

worldwide have grappled with ways to support teachers to effectively integrate ICT and transform 

their knowledge and practice of using ICT for improved student learning (Becta, 2001, 2004a, 2004b; 

International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement [IEA], 2006; ISTE, 2000, 

2008; Ofsted, 2001, 2002, 2009, 2011). 

My research examined and evaluated an action research project and the action learning 

processes that teachers implemented as one approach for supporting them to generate knowledge and 

transform teaching practice.  The project involved teachers in a professional development experience 

that was communal, practitioner centred, reflective, and action oriented to develop teaching practices 

for integrating multiliterate reading practices. 

Overview of the Thesis 

In Chapter 2, I provide a comprehensive review of literature relating to two main areas. First, 

I present literature related to integrating ICT into classroom practice and a multiliteracies approach for 

teaching reading through ICT.  Second, I present literature related to models of effective professional 

learning and development designed to facilitate teachers’ knowledge generation and development of 

practices.  I identify gaps in the literature around these topics.  These gaps helped derive the research 

questions and conceptual and methodological frameworks I explored in this study. 

In Chapter 3, I provide a theorised rationale and justification for the action research (Zuber-

Skerritt, 2001) and case study (Yin, 1994) methodologies and nature of data used in the study.  I 

describe how I collected quantitative and qualitative data from a sample of schools in the district.  I 

also describe how I collected qualitative data from members of the community of learners, during the 

9-month timeframe of the study.  This included data from one teacher who acted as a key informant 
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and from me, as a facilitator.  I present and justify the analytical techniques I used to abstract, 

transform, and focus data. 

In Chapter 4, I present analyses of quantitative and qualitative survey data relating to Phase 1 

(Question 1) of the study.  These findings provide an etic, first-order perspective (Meynell, 2005; 

Pike, 1954) and global understandings of influences on teachers’ integration of ICT for teaching and 

learning to contextualise the study. 

In Chapter 5, I present analyses of qualitative data relating to Phase 2 (Question 2) of the 

study.  These analyses provide an emic, second-order perspective (Meynell, 2005; Pike, 1954) of 

influences acting on teachers as they collaborated as members of a community of learners.  The 

teachers had been brought together to generate knowledge and transform their teaching of 

multiliterate reading practices for the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project.  I 

also present my self-reflections to describe my evolving understandings and the effectiveness of 

actions I took as a facilitator and action researcher in this community of learners. 

In Chapter 6, I present analyses of qualitative data relating to Phase 3 (Question 1 and 

Question 2) of the study.  These findings provide an emic, second-order perspective (Meynell, 2005; 

Pike, 1954) of influences on one teacher and myself as we collaborated as members of the community 

of learners described in Chapter 5.  In her classroom, we worked together to generate knowledge and 

transform our teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  I also present my self-reflections to describe 

my evolving understandings and the effectiveness of actions I took as a facilitator and action 

researcher in this teacher’s classroom. 

In Chapter 7, the final chapter of my thesis, I draw together and discuss analyses of all three 

sets of data from across the three contexts and phases of my study.  I discuss influences that contribute 

to change management to offer a theorised view of guiding and managing teachers’ sustained 

professional learning, research, and change within organisations, using action research cycles. 
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Chapter 2 

 

Literature Review 

In this chapter, I review current literature that has informed this study.  I begin by 

describing ways teachers integrate information and communication technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in the curriculum in schools.  I examine the varied systems that have been 

implemented to support teachers’ integration of ICT in schools worldwide and in an Education 

Queensland context.  I consider the factors that have been identified that support or hinder 

teachers to embed ICT into their teaching practice at the school level through provision of 

infrastructure, professional learning and development, and leadership.  I also discuss how 

teachers’ own capabilities, willingness, and beliefs about teaching and learning influence the 

ways they integrate ICT into the curriculum to ensure effective learning outcomes for students.  

My review then turns to a focused analysis of a multiliteracies approach that has been proposed 

to assist teachers to rethink literacy pedagogy when integrating ICT and multimodal texts in 

curriculum areas.  I include discussion on considerations that are important for teaching reading 

through ICT.  I conclude this section by describing Education Queensland’s response to a 

multiliteracies approach to literacy pedagogy.  This background on models of teachers’ ICT 

integration provides a constructive foundation for a consideration of current practice and how 

this may be formulated through professional learning and development opportunities.  

As a part of my discussion, I present a description of theoretical approaches to teachers’ 

knowledge generation, development of practice, and professional learning.  I begin this section 

by describing the varied categories of knowledge types that have been identified in the 

literature.  I focus my discussion on descriptions of metacognitive knowledge, experiential 

knowledge, and teacher knowledge through professional learning and development that aims to 

help teachers ascribe meanings to their practical experiences.  I also discuss effective models of 

learning in an adult learning context.  I consider literature that describes the influence of 

personal agency and a teacher’s individual beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions to either inhibit 

or enhance professional learning.  The review then turns to a detailed discussion of how 

learning through critical reflection on practice can enhance professional learning opportunities.  

I describe approaches, processes, and techniques for effective critical reflection that help 

teachers challenge underlying beliefs and assumptions (tacit knowledge) about their knowledge 

and practice, including teachers working as researchers collaboratively in professional learning 

communities to reflect on and develop their practice.  As part of this discussion, I examine the 

significance of facilitation or coaching to engage teachers in reflective practices and in action 

research and action learning processes.  The chapter leads to and closes with a section on 

effective ways to manage teacher professional learning and change in schools and classrooms, 

including the use of an action theory for change model (Fletcher, 2008; Fletcher & Hill, 2004) 

to monitor, evaluate, and interpret processes and change in practice.  
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I do three main things in this literature review.  First, I logically develop an argument 

that emphasises the significance of examining teachers’ integration of ICT into teaching 

practice.  In this section of the review, I identify research related to three key elements, which 

are considered important to raise the standards of teachers and students beyond current 

capabilities (Commonwealth of Australia, 2000; Becta, 2001; Parr, 2003).  These three elements 

are: 1) strategic systems that recognise the importance of integrating ICT into school curricula, 

2) supportive school cultures that organise for its integration into classroom practice, and 3) 

capable and willing teachers who encourage students’ interactions with ICT for learning 

(Commonwealth of Australia, 2000; Becta, 2001; Parr, 2003).  In this section, I also investigate 

literature on the use of a multiliteracies approach for teaching reading through ICT.   

Second, I present literature on ways teachers’ can be supported to generate knowledge 

and develop their practices.  In this section, I consider the influence of effective approaches and 

processes for engaging teachers in professional learning and development opportunities.  I 

discuss techniques for engaging in critical reflection and for working collaboratively as teacher 

researchers and action learners in school and classroom settings.  Third, I identify research gaps 

that are under reported in the literature relating to these areas.  Throughout this review, I 

describe how the study addressed these research gaps.  

Teachers’ Effective Integration of ICT into Teaching Practice  

Computers and CD-ROMs have been viewed as tutors or tools for learning in 

classrooms since the 1970’s (Taylor, 1980).  Literature has identified different models of ICT 

use, offering different opportunities for learning.  Using ICT for educational purposes in 

classrooms is viewed as being many things to many teachers.  Teachers’ uses of ICT can range 

from students acquiring ICT skills through to enhancing students’ abilities to use ICT within the 

curriculum.  Integrating such ICT practices may or may not require teachers to change their 

pedagogical approach.  Some researchers suggest that integrating ICT into school curricula can 

transform teachers’ pedagogy and content, and the ways students learn through authentic, 

multidisciplinary tasks (Downes et al., 2001; Way & Webb, 2007).  Hence, in this view 

integrating ICT can transform practice in curriculum areas where new content and new 

approaches to learning are possible (Downes et al., 2001).  

This has not been the reality for all schools or teachers.  It has been reported that 

computers and other technologies are underutilised by teachers in classrooms (Bauer & Kenton, 

2005; Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009) and integrating these resources has not achieved expected 

results (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010).  Livingstone (2012) believed schools were 

“proving slower to change their lesson plans than they were to fit computers in the classroom” 

(p. 9).  She proposed “the unresolved debate over whether ICT should be conceived of as 

supporting delivery of a traditional or a radically different vision of pedagogy based on soft 

skills and new digital literacies” as one possible explanation (p. 9).  In their study, Way and 

Webb (2007) found that a majority of primary schools were using ICT to develop the 
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technological skills of students and teachers and as a tool to enhance curriculum outcomes.  

They stated, “While the resources are now exciting, the learning goals and pedagogy are 

essentially the same as without the technology” (p. 573).  Korte and Husing (2007) stated “there 

is a lack of information on the actual use of ICT for learning in schools” (p. 1).  Hixon and 

Buckenmeyer (2009) suggested “there are many gaps to our knowledge of how well technology 

is integrated or the levels of integration.  It has become clear that technology integration is not 

synonymous with technology access or even technology use” (p. 132).  The potential that ICT 

can offer for teaching and learning has been rarely realised according to Bingimlas (2009).  

Others suggest that despite the ready availability of computers and other technology in schools 

and a culture that acknowledges its use, there has been limited uptake of ICT policy and 

minimal influence of ICT use on teaching and learning (Bauer & Kenton, 2005; Conlon & 

Simpson, 2003; Cuban, 2001; Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Meredyth et al., 1999).  Oldfield 

(2010) believed there was “an interplay between individual factors (e.g., teachers’ lack of skills, 

insufficient training) and wider, system level factors such as school and national policies and the 

complexity of integrating ICT into the curriculum” (p. 2).   

My study identified the complexities teachers encountered when attempting to integrate 

ICT in classrooms.  It explored how systems influenced teachers’ professional learning and 

capabilities for integrating ICT and multiliteracies for teaching reading.    

Strategic systems for integrating ICT into schools.  ICT has had a clear impact on the 

development of international and Australian educational policies and curricula (Becta, 2004a, 

2004b; ISTE, 2000, 2008; MCEETYA, 2000; Ofsted, 2001, 2002, 2005, 2011).  In their study, 

Kearns and Grant (2002) found that each of the countries they investigated, including Australia, 

“had progressed in varying ways, through a number of phases in their policy for ICT in 

education” (p. 2).  However, despite significant commitment and investments in ICT equipment, 

many countries report variable and often underwhelming ICT use in classrooms (IEA, 2006).  

Notably, government interventions and specific programs that were effective had provided 

“ample time and space for teachers to contribute to and act on national and school policies” 

(Oldfield, 2010, p. 4).  

Tondeur et al. (2007) suggested “a particular challenge for educational authorities 

resides in the need to address the economic, social, educational, and catalytic rationales for the 

inclusion of ICT in education” (p. 964).  Furthermore, they questioned the effectiveness of the 

translation of some national ICT policies and initiatives into school and classroom practices.  

They suggested the development of school-based strategies or plans that interpret national 

policy to assist schools to adopt competencies for teachers integrating ICT into class programs 

(Tondeur, et al., 2007).  Education Queensland is one such educational system that has taken 

this decentralised approach to policy development, with local education authorities encouraging 

schools to develop strategies to assist teachers to integrate ICT into school programs.  
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An Education Queensland response to integrating ICT into schools.  Education 

Queensland ICT policies and curriculum guides have mandated teachers integrate ICT into 

classroom practice to improve student learning in every subject at every year level.  In earlier 

times, Education Queensland policy described a skills-focused approach to ICT competencies 

(Education Queensland, 1999b).  Recently, the Smart Classrooms Professional Development 

Framework (2005-2013) (Education Queensland, 2005, 2007, 2009) has continued the work of 

the ICTs for Learning (2004-2005) (Education Queensland, 2004a) policy to integrate ICT for 

teaching, learning, and the curriculum (see p. 7 in Chapter 1 for a more detailed discussion of 

this policy).  

I have summarised key Education Queensland ICT policies, initiatives, or resources that 

have been produced to assist teachers to transform the way they integrate ICT into classroom 

practice in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Key Aims of Education Queensland ICT Policies, Initiatives, or Resources  

Education Queensland 

ICT Policies, Initiatives, 

or Resources 

 

Key Aims  

 

Minimum Standards for 

Teachers–Learning 

Technology  

(Education Queensland, 

1999b) 

Aimed to “improve student learning outcomes through the integration of computers into the 

curriculum by bringing worldwide information resources to Queensland state school classrooms” (p. 

1).  It focused on increasing teachers’ confidence and competence for using computers for teaching 

and learning.  It aimed to do this by developing, maintaining, and increasing teachers’ skills in 

learning technology standards and applications in all Key Learning Areas (KLAs)–P-12. 

  

The Learning Place 

(2002b) 

 

An Internet-based resource that was Education Queensland's gateway to a range of innovative online 

learning, community and communication resources.  It featured four areas: online learning, online 

communication, communities, and online resources.   

 

ICT Continua  

(Education Queensland, 

2002c) 

Were developed to extend the Minimum Standards for Teachers–Learning Technology (Education 

Queensland, 1999b) and focused on learning and teaching using ICT rather than ICT skills.  These 

continua were intended to “be used as a reflection tool by teachers when developing personal 

learning and development plans that incorporate ICTs” (p. 1).  They plotted a teacher’s individual 

ICT journey using the indicators of developmental, innovator, and leader across four key areas.  

These areas were (a) ICTs and curriculum integration, including classroom planning and 

management; (b) productive pedagogies through the use of ICTs; (c) ICTs knowledge, skills, 

processes, and attitudes; and (d) decision-making and planning.   

  

ICTs for Learning 

Practical Ideas for 

Teachers booklet series 

(Education Queensland, 

2003a, 2004b)   

 

Produced on the topics of Years P-3, Years 4-9, Years 10-12, Girls and ICTs, Indigenous Education 

and ICTs, and Students with Disabilities and ICTs.  These booklets described “approaches to ICT 

curriculum integration with practical, step-by-step examples of ICT use across a range of curriculum 

areas” (Education Queensland, 2003a, p. 2).          

    

ICTs Curriculum 

Integration Performance 

Measurement Instrument 

(Jamieson-Proctor, 

Finger, & Watson, 2003) 

                                                                                      

Aimed to gather information about teachers integrating ICT “related to the Key ICT Driver–

Learning, teaching, and the curriculum, and contribute to the data collection processes established 

through Education Queensland’s annual Schools ICT Census” (p. 1).  The instrument consisted of “a 

set of items designed to gauge the extent to which teachers perceive that their students use ICTs for 

learning” (p. 1).  

ICTs for Learning 

(School Information Kits 

2002-2005) (Education 

Queensland, 2004a) 

 

Aimed to assist Queensland state schools to integrate ICT into teaching, learning and the curriculum.  

These kits provided details on the ICTs for Learning strategy and were sent to all teachers in schools 

between the years 2002 and 2005.  

  

Smart Classrooms 

Professional Development 

Framework (2005-2013) 

(Education Queensland, 

2005, 2007, 2009) 

Claimed “ICT can support, enhance, enable and transform teaching and learning in all subjects areas 

and phases of learning.  It promotes using effective pedagogies with ICT to transform the design and 

delivery of curriculum and to improve learning outcomes for students” (Education Queensland, 

2007, para. 2).  In addition, teachers and principals were encouraged to use the framework as a guide 

for planning enhanced professional learning with ICT across three levels: (a) ICT Certificate 

acknowledged teachers who demonstrated foundation-level capabilities with ICT in a learning 

context, (b) Digital Pedagogy Licence acknowledged teachers who leveraged digital pedagogies to 

improve teaching and learning, and (c) Digital Pedagogy Licence Advanced acknowledged teachers 

who led the transformation of learning and schooling (Education Queensland, 2009).  

 

Scope and Sequence 

Years 1-9: Information 

and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) 

(Education Queensland, 

2008)  

Scaffolded the Queensland Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting (QCAR) Essential Learnings 

(Queensland Studies Authority [QSA], 2007) and supported teachers to understand and enact the 

Education Queensland curriculum.  This curriculum frame was underpinned by a belief that “using 

ICTs as an effective tool for learning both supports KLA learning and provides all students with the 

opportunity to become competent, discriminating, creative and productive users of ICT” (p. 1).  

 

Curriculum into the 

Classroom (C2C) 

(Education Queensland, 

2011) 

 

A project designed to support implementation of the Australian Curriculum, including the ICT 

General Capability (ACARA, 2013), in Queensland state schools.  The C2C units for P-10 

embedded the ICT General Capability (ACARA, 2013) to engage students in learning how “to use 

ICT effectively and appropriately to access, create and communicate information and ideas, solve 

problems and work collaboratively in all learning areas at school, and in their lives beyond school.  

ICT capability involves students in learning to make the most of the technologies available to them, 

adapting to new ways of doing things as technologies evolve and limiting the risks to themselves and 

others in a digital environment” (ACARA, 2013, p. 13). 

 



15 

These policies, initiatives, or resources have enabled some teachers in Queensland 

primary schools to develop ICT innovations in their practice.  For instance, it has been reported 

that by December 2012 approximately 10% of the Education Queensland teaching workforce 

had achieved their Digital Pedagogy Licence and approximately 50% had achieved their ICT 

Certificate level (Education Queensland, 2012).  The ICT Certificate level was focused on 

planning digitally rich units of work.  However, these results suggest change in the pedagogical 

practices of all teachers was not guaranteed.  Further, the take up of ICT policy by Queensland 

teachers has remained varied.  For example, a review of progress in Queensland government 

schools reported, “World’s best practice is occurring in many classrooms, and, more rarely, at 

the whole school level, but in general computers are used in a supplementary and ad hoc fashion 

with little impact on student learning outcomes” (Galligan et al., 1999, p. 1).  Also, results for 

the 2005 National Assessment Program (MCEETYA) showed Queensland schools were ranked 

below schools in all other Australian states and territories except for the Northern Territory in 

Year 6 ICT literacy performance (as cited in Masters, 2009, p. 18).  This suggests Education 

Queensland ICT policies, initiatives, and resources may not be influencing teaching practice or 

student performance.   

Supportive school cultures for teachers’ integration of ICT into classroom 

practice.  Obstacles at the school level are believed to influence the way teachers utilise ICT in 

schools.  A school culture that supports teachers’ integration of ICT into classroom programs 

results from a number of factors and conditions.  This includes the provision of and access to 

adequate and well-maintained infrastructure and resources (Sugar, Crawley, & Fine, 2004), the 

leadership role of a principal (Aguyo, 2010; Anderson & Dexter, 2010; Chang, Chin & Hsu, 

2012; Grono, 2010; Gurr, 2010; Schiller, 2002, 2003), and effective professional learning 

support for teachers (Hew & Brush, 2007; Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Levin & Wadmany, 

2008).   

Provision of and access to ICT infrastructure and resources.  Efficient maintenance of 

a school's technology infrastructure has been linked to teacher's use of ICT (Downes et al., 

2001; Sugar et al., 2004).  Lack of access to ICT (Hayes, 2007; Tondeur, Valcke, & van Braak, 

2008), lack of availability of technical support (Hayes, 2007), and poor infrastructure (Clayton, 

2010; Way & Webb, 2007) have been identified as constraining factors that influence ICT 

integration in educational institutions.  Conversely, Becta (2009) found that schools that were 

well resourced and had effective technical support, and saw these elements as being central 

components of their whole-school strategy for ICT (Somekh et al., 2006), showed greater 

improvements related to teachers’ ICT integration.   

The quality of ICT infrastructure also has been shown to influence teachers’ 

professional learning and pedagogy in classrooms.  Clayton (2010) identified that ICT 

infrastructures either enabled or impeded ICT professional development implementation in his 

study schools.  He found that “an often aired and consistent concern expressed by a significant 
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number of cluster participants [teachers in the professional development initiative of focus in his 

report] was the reliability and robustness of the technological infrastructure” (p. 8).  These 

teachers voiced concerns that existing ICT infrastructure in classrooms often was not capable of 

meeting the increased demand they placed upon it and that there was a lack of available 

equipment in schools to meet their developing needs.  Way and Webb (2007) determined the 

level of technology infrastructure could influence a teachers’ reluctance to integrate ICT into 

teaching practice.  They also found a strong link between the type of infrastructure and 

pedagogy a teacher implemented.  For instance, a “computer lab” (or laboratory of computers 

with a specialist ICT teacher) promoted a transmission approach to teaching and learning.  

However, the distribution of resources throughout classrooms promoted more constructivist 

pedagogies.  They suggested  

 

Schools with a higher level of technological infrastructure are more likely to adopt 

pedagogies regarded as transformative and that lead to the creation of new learning 

environments.  Schools with lower levels of infrastructure are more likely to adopt 

pedagogical approaches where the focus is on the technologies and integrating the 

technologies into the current practices of the school.  (Way & Webb, 2007, “Summary 

of inter-dimensional relationships” section, para. 3) 

 

The leadership vision of a principal for implementing ICT in schools has been 

recognised for, among other things, improving access to and the maintenance and sustainability 

of ICT infrastructure (Sweeney, 2012).  I now discuss other factors related to how a principal’s 

leadership role in a school influences ICT integration and change in schools.   

The leadership role of a principal, and teachers’ integration of ICT in classrooms.  

“School leaders can have a profound influence on the quality of teaching and learning that takes 

place in classrooms” (Masters, 2009, p. 3).  A strong and effective leadership team can 

influence how a school is organised and the allocation of school resources and hence, improve 

student learning (Masters, 2009).  Specifically, the leadership role of a principal in a school 

context is crucial for initiating, implementing, and supporting school change through the use of 

ICT for learning and for the success of ICT integration within schools (Aguyo, 2010; Anderson 

& Dexter, 2010; Betz, 2011; Byrom & Bingham, 2001; Chang et al., 2012; Gurr, 2010; 

Ingvarson & MacKenzie, 1988; Ofsted, 2001, 2002; Schiller, 2003).  Schiller (2003) recognised 

the influence of a principal on how a school culture is promoted to encourage the exploration of 

ICT teaching, learning, and management.  A principal’s beliefs, vision, and interventions 

regarding ICT usage in a school are believed to be important for assisting teachers to integrate 

ICT in their classrooms (Gurr, 2010; Schiller, 2002; Sweeney; 2012).  Stuart, Mills, and Remus 

(2009) suggested that school leaders needed to be more practically involved in ICT projects in 

their school and in ICT management.   



17 

My study explored these elements.  It investigated how principals’ beliefs and visions 

for teaching and learning with ICT influenced teaching and professional development practices 

in school contexts.  I used these survey data to contextualise findings from the action research 

project.        

Effective professional development to support teachers to integrate ICT into 

classroom practice.  Providing effective professional support within a supportive school 

environment has been viewed as a way to assist teachers to move forward in their integration of 

ICT into classroom practice (Becta, 2001; Ofsted, 2002; Downes et al., 2001; DEST 2002b).  

Importantly, some believed teachers need to master technological resources before using them 

in their teaching practice (Almerich, Suarez-Rodriguez, Belloch, & Bo, 2011; Condie & Munro, 

2007).  Further, teachers need examples of the interactions of teachers, students, and ways that 

technology can be used to address pedagogical aims for guiding their use of ICT for classroom 

practice.  In particular, literature has suggested teachers should be guided to critically reflect on 

and acknowledge the fundamental pedagogical beliefs about teaching and learning that underpin 

their classroom practice (Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Prestridge, 2007).  They also need to 

think about the curriculum and how technology can be integrated for best results (Almerich et 

al., 2011; Guhlin, 1996; O’Rourke, 2001; Persky, 1990).  The research I undertook was shaped 

in response to calls for research that provides a greater emphasis on guiding teachers’ pedagogy 

for integrating ICT for improved practice in curriculum areas (EENeT, 1998; Fullan, 1992; 

Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; O’Rourke, 2001).  

Sutherland-Smith (2002) suggested “only through adequate professional development 

will the average classroom practitioner be able to cope with the changes taking place now” (p. 

668).  Teachers’ own learning of ICT and their approaches to integrating it into the curriculum 

are believed to be paramount to how successfully ICT will be introduced within a learning 

context.  Research has suggested that effective ICT professional development should consider 

teachers’ individual strengths and differences (Boe, 1989; Browne & Ritchie, 1991; Shelton & 

Jones, 1996, as cited in Downes et al., 2001, p. 21) about technology knowledge, skills, 

pedagogy, and management.  Furthermore, it should focus on a hands-on approach to teaching, 

where professional development is flexible to the individual needs of teachers and does not 

consist of a “one size fits all” model (Downes et al., 2001; Hew & Brush, 2007; Hixon & 

Buckenmeyer, 2009).  Schibeci et al. (2008) believed it also should provide opportunities for 

teachers to decide on their professional development.  However, notably, Valcke, Rots, 

Verbeke, and Van Braak (2007) proposed that teachers’ opinions were scarcely considered in 

the design or follow-up of training programs.  

Research has identified that “the support provided from educational systems and 

schools to embed professional development effectively into conventional work practices” is 

paramount for successful outcomes (Commonwealth of Australia, 2000, p. 11; Meredyth et al., 

1999).  Santos and Pedro (2012) found continuous professional training in ICT fostered 
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teachers’ adoption of technologies in classes in the short term and long term, which could 

provide support for establishing school-based models of professional development.  Way and 

Webb (2007) cautioned that teachers’ professional development might need to be matched with 

a school’s specific “current levels of motivation, ICT use, infrastructure, pedagogy, and 

innovation” to effectively support “teachers in accelerating a transition that has already begun 

across the school” (p. 580).  

McKenzie (2003) identified conditions considered optimal for teachers to change their 

daily practice of integrating ICT into class programs.  These conditions were 

 

See value in the change, get lots of support to learn the new thing, notice others having 

success, can understand what they must do, are sheltered from turbulence, can count on 

their leaders being there, believe student results will improve, have time to build lessons 

and units, have time to develop new skills and strategies, and have a support network, 

partner, or coach. (McKenzie, 2003, in the section “Changing the Daily Practice of 

Teachers”) 

 

Reading and Doyle (2013) found “enablers associated with supportive action in the 

workplace and collaboration nurture learning” of innovative practices (p. 115).  They, and 

others, also identified embedding reflective processes, where teachers asked colleagues for ideas 

and were challenged by others, as being conducive to teacher learning (Phelps & Graham, 2010; 

Prestridge, 2007; Reading & Doyle, 2013).  Further, social aspects of professional learning, 

where teachers engage in collaborative networks, have been proposed to assist teachers to 

reform ICT pedagogical practices (Banaji, Cranmer, & Perrotta, 2010; Law, 2008; Schibeci et 

al., 2008; Somekh, 2008). 

Other evidence supports the fact that teachers need time to acquire, embed, or transfer 

knowledge and skills in ICT to classroom practice (Boe, 1989; Hawkins & MacMillan, 1993, as 

cited in Downes et al., 2001, p. 21; Hixon & Buckmeyer, 2009; Levin & Wadmany, 2008).  For 

instance, it has been reported that significant behaviour changes can take three to four years of 

implementation and ongoing support before they become an institutionalised component of 

classroom practice (Shane & Wojnowski, 2005). 

Minimal research has focused on identifying effective kinds of training for teachers 

attempting to integrate ICT into the curriculum (Almerich et al., 2011; Harvey & Purnell, 1995; 

Meredyth et al., 1999; O’Mahony, 2003).  However, recent research has suggested that teachers 

who are at different levels or stages of their technology integration process might require 

different professional development approaches (Levin & Wadmany, 2008).  For example, it has 

been suggested that teachers who are beginning to use technology as an instructional tool for 

student learning or innovation may benefit from approaches that consider collaboration with 

other professional colleagues on authentic classroom issues (Holland, 2001; Levin & Wadmany, 
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2008; Voogt, 2010).  Holland (2001) and Levin and Wadmany (2008) proposed mentoring or 

peer coaching, self-inquiry, action research, and reflective practice to support teachers’ ICT 

integration efforts.  Research on how these approaches are enacted and the outcomes of such 

research processes still appears to be lacking in the literature. 

My study addressed this gap.  It considered conditions that are believed to be effective 

for teachers attempting to develop or change their teaching of ICT practices.  The “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” action research project provided professional development guidance for 

teachers as they explored self-directed, action learning projects.  Teachers’ individual learning 

and development needs and authentic classroom issues were considered within the context of a 

collaborative professional learning community that supported teachers to develop their 

capabilities and willingness to integrate multiliterate reading practices. 

Teachers’ capabilities and willingness for integrating ICT into classroom practice.  

Pierson (2001) found teachers' technological knowledge and teaching abilities were important in 

determining how they viewed ICT integration, planned for it, and assessed outcomes.  Davis, 

Bagozzi and Warshaw (1989) showed teachers’ perceptions of the ease of use and usefulness of 

ICT could encourage their integration of ICT into classroom practice.  Cox, Preston, and Cox’s 

(1999) research supported this finding.  They advocated that teachers’ perceived ability to use 

technology and difficulties experienced in using it were significant motivational factors that 

influenced their use of ICT in their teaching.  In addition, Zhao, Pugh, Sheldon, and Byers 

(2002) recognised enabling conditions or contextual factors that were effective for technology 

integration.  They identified salient factors that significantly influenced the degree of success of 

classroom technology innovations under three interactive domains: the teacher, the innovation, 

and the context.  Zhao et al. (2002) found teachers needed to know “the affordances and 

constraints of various technologies and how specific technologies might support their own 

teaching practices and curricula goals” to integrate technology effectively (p. 511).  

Literature has identified teachers' attitudes and beliefs about teaching and learning as 

being critical influences on their adoption and integration of ICT into practice (Albion, 2000; 

Becker, 1994; 2000; Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Lambert & Gong, 2010; Oldfield, 2010).  

However, research cautions us that teachers’ positivity about the contributions of ICT may 

reduce as they become more ambivalent and sometimes doubtful about specific, current 

advantages (Becta, 2008).  Teachers’ personal characteristics such as confidence (Becta, 2004b; 

Jamieson-Proctor, Watson, Finger, Grimbeek, & Burnett, 2006; Scrimshaw, 2004) and beliefs in 

their capacity to work effectively with technology (self-efficacy) have been identified as 

significant factors that determine if and how ICT are used in classrooms (Oldfield, 2010; 

Russell, Bebell, O’Dwyer, & O’Connor, 2003).  Notably, teachers were found to still lack 

required confidence to use ICT resources in practice, despite training they had received (Daly, 

Pachler, &  Palletier, 2009; Gray, Thomas & Lewis, 2010).  
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Becta (2001) identified certain conditions teachers considered when effectively 

integrating ICT into classroom practice.  They found that, as with all good teaching, teachers 

who were effective with ICT (a) supported good practice by setting high expectations and 

having clear objectives for lessons; (b) managed learning by planning and organising time and 

pace well and using a variety of teaching and assessment techniques; and (c) created effective 

learning environments where the physical environment offered opportunities for whole-class, 

group, and individual interactions (Becta, 2001).  In addition, Hill and Fletcher (2003) cautioned 

that teachers needed to carefully evaluate ICT and monitor student learning over time to ensure 

explicit evidence of what students learn and how they learn when working in ICT environments.   

I paid particular reference to this research on elements considered important for 

ensuring ICT are integrated effectively into schools and classrooms when designing the 

principal and teacher surveys.  I also explored how such influences affected the ways teachers 

enacted, developed, and changed their ICT literacy teaching practices in class programs.  The 

changes to literacy teaching brought on by the introduction of ICT in classrooms are now 

discussed.  

Rethinking Literacy Teaching–A Multiliteracies Approach  

ICT have redefined how educators prepare students to be literate in a technology-driven 

environment and rapidly changing world.  Research suggests teachers use multimediated, digital 

technologies, in conjunction with more traditional oral or print-based communication forms, for 

effective student learning (Swenson, Young, McGrail, Rozema, & Whitin, 2006; Unsworth, 

2002).  Researchers, education systems, and policy makers worldwide have promoted 

integrating a multiliteracies approach to teaching literacies and enhancing literacy outcomes via 

the use of new digital technologies and a blend of oral, print, or multimediated texts. 

When using ICT, students engage with multimodal texts that no longer rely solely on 

the printed word as the primary means for constructing and conveying meaning (Durrant & 

Green, 2000; Healy, 2000a, 2000b, 2003; Hicks, 2006).  Multiliteracies is a term devised by the 

New London Group (1996) to describe practices when interacting with and making sense of 

multimodal texts.  In these texts a combination of visual, audio, spatial, and behavioural 

communication modes may exist.  In addition, multiple literacies are recognised in the different 

contexts, ways, and purposes that people conduct literate practice.  Communication in the 

diverse cultural, social, and professional contexts of society requires “multiple languages, 

multiple englishes and communication patterns that more frequently cross cultural, community, 

and national boundaries” (New London Group, 1996, p. 64).  

Kalantzis, Cope, and Fehring (2002) viewed a multiliteracies approach as a framework 

for rethinking literacy curriculum.  The New London Group (1996) saw pedagogy or teaching 

practices associated with a multiliteracies approach as involving the utilisation of real-world 

contexts and practices relevant to students’ lives.  The literate processes and practices required 

by students when engaging with ICT multimodal text forms are different from those required 
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for print.  Some believe this is due to the interactivity and multiple reading pathways required 

for use of hypertext, or hot-linked words and navigation icons, linking sections of text (Healy, 

2000a, 2003; Snyder, 1997; Zammit & Downes, 2002).  However, research has suggested that 

some teachers continue to use print-based approaches for teaching reading and viewing of 

multimodal texts, rather than embracing the use of interactive modes of communication (Kitson 

et al., 2007).  

Cope and Kalantzis (2000) proposed four components of teaching and learning to 

highlight the changing nature of the classroom and ways students learn when interacting with 

multimodal text forms.  These were (a) situated practice, which referred to recognising the 

various knowledge, interests, experiences, and experimentations with learning students bring to 

a text; (b) overt instruction, which involved explicit teaching of new practices to uncover the 

underlying patterns in meaning and communication; (c) critical framing, which involved 

exploring the purposes and relevance of communication; and (d) transformed practice, which 

involved applying understandings to new contexts, in new ways, and resulted in new learning 

and transformed practice.  Cope and Kalantzis suggested that each of these pedagogical 

components be implemented in a consistent manner to address the needs of a learner, context, 

and meaning. In addition, others believed a flexible functional grammar or “metalanguage” 

would assist language learners to describe languages, images, texts, and meaning-making 

interactions for effective communication in a multiliterate approach (Cope & Kalantzis, 2000; 

New London Group, 1996; Unsworth, 2002).   

Research supports the notion that when teachers use ICT in their classrooms they 

actually are being asked to consider what new literacies or multiliteracies are required for 

comprehension and composition (Hicks, 2006; Leu, 2003; New London Group, 1996; 

Unsworth, 2002).  Literature has presented different stances on this topic.  A transformative 

stance observed that technology transforms the nature of literacy and literacy learning in 

classrooms and other contexts (Reinking, 1995; Reinking, McKenna, Labbo, & Keiffer, 1998; 

van Oostendorp & de Mul, 1996, as cited in Leu, 2003, p. 2).  A transactional stance observed 

“that technology and literacy transact in multiple ways, mutually influencing one another” 

(Bruce, 1997b; Garton & Wellman, 1995; Haas, 1996, as cited in Leu, 2003, p. 2).  In this 

stance, technology transforms literacy, but literacy also transforms technology as users envision 

new ways of using emergent technologies for literate acts (Leu, 2003).  A third deictic stance 

recognised that the forms and functions of literacy change rapidly and continuously in 

technological environments, thus redefining the nature of literacy (Kinzer & Leu, 1997; Leu, 

1997a, as cited in Leu, 2003, p. 3).  Drawing upon Shulman’s (1987) notion of fostering 

students’ pedagogical content knowledge, Mishra and Koehler (2004) suggested the notion of 

technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPCK) for teaching with technology.  They 

believed TPCK required 
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An understanding of the representation of concepts using technologies; pedagogical 

techniques that utilise technologies in constructive ways to teach content; knowledge of 

what makes concepts difficult or easy to learn and how technology can help redress 

some of the problems students face; knowledge of students’ prior knowledge and 

theories of epistemology; and how technologies can be utilised to build on existing 

knowledge and to develop new or strengthen old epistemologies.  (Mishra & Koehler, 

2004, p. 14) 

 

Teaching reading through ICT.  The Australian Government Department of 

Education Science and Training’s (2005) report described teachers’ quality teaching of reading 

as being dependent upon knowledge of three main areas.  They reported teachers needed   

 

knowledge of how students learn to read, knowledge of how to access reading ability 

and growth, as well as knowledge of how to use assessment information to apply 

appropriate strategies from a range of evidence-based effective practices for teaching 

students to read. (Australian Government Department of Education Science and 

Training, 2005, p. 58) 

 

Louden et al. (2005) highlighted the crucial importance of the teacher in producing 

exceptional early literacy learning outcomes.  On the basis of their review, they concluded that 

highly effective literacy teachers had a wide repertoire of teaching practices that considered 

classroom context, purposes and student needs (Louden et al., 2005).  In recent times, the 

influence of ICT on reading instruction has been explored in the literature.  

Meyer and Rose (1998/99) viewed technology as having the potential “to revitalise 

reading instruction and to make reading more relevant to the lives of children growing up in the 

electronic age” (chap. 1: Learning, teaching, and technology: Introduction, para. 3).  Reading in 

varied technological environments is seen to pose particular demands on a reader.  Teachers 

need to be aware of these differences to be able to modify their teaching practice accordingly.  

For instance, Reinking (1992) identified four differences between reading technological texts 

and print-based texts, relating to the design of technological resources.  He proposed that 

technological texts (a) are often interactive, thus can be altered in response to reader input; (b) 

can be guided to encourage comprehension; (c) are structured differently from print texts; and 

(d) have an increased range of symbols available to readers (Reinking, 1992).  These differences 

may interfere with the transfer of skills from one reading context to another (Sutton, 1994).  Hill 

(2002) found that a reader’s reliance on using interactive support functions built into CD-ROM 

reading programs may be detrimental to their use of independent reading strategies developed in 

print-based reading environments.  While students may exhibit effective reading strategies in a 
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print-based reading environment, these strategies may not necessarily transfer to reading 

experiences in ICT environments (Hill, 2002; Hill & Fletcher, 2003).  

Teachers need to consider the effects of reading in a non-linear, more fluid, and more 

interactive environment when they design teaching and learning activities that use technology to 

enhance students’ reading outcomes (Kitson et al., 2007).  Coiro (2003) stated, “the Internet, in 

particular, provides new text formats, new purposes for reading, and new ways to interact with 

information that can confuse and overwhelm people taught to extract meaning from only 

conventional print” (p. 458).  Studies have shown that readers can become frustrated when 

searching for information in Internet environments and they may resort to quick solutions to 

find answers that involve little critical evaluation (Eagleton, 2001; Sutherland-Smith, 2002).  

Coiro (2011) proposed think-aloud instructional models could be used “for explicitly teaching 

students how expert readers approach, interact with, monitor their understanding of, and 

respond to online information texts” (p. 107).  Furthermore, it is important for teachers to 

consider designing learning experiences that assist students to be visually literate when working 

in technological environments.  This would ensure readers learn to discriminate and interpret 

visual actions, objects, and symbols for effective meaning making (International Visual Literacy 

Association, 1998; Callow, 2006; Noad, 2005).  

Teachers should be supported to develop a theorised understanding of how students use 

different technological resources for reading, and the knowledge and skills learned in the 

process (OECD, 1998; Hill, 2003).  Many education systems, including Education Queensland, 

have responded to this call, producing policy documents to guide teachers to integrate ICT for 

teaching literacy.   

An Education Queensland response to teaching literacy using a multiliteracies 

approach.  Education Queensland’s (1999a) Queensland State Education–2010 strategy 

formulated a 10-year vision for a futures-oriented education.  The release of this strategy was 

the impetus for Education Queensland’s changing view of literacy.  It spawned numerous other 

policies and curriculum initiatives that advocated a multiliterate approach to teaching and 

learning.  I have summarised in Table 3 key Education Queensland policies, initiatives, or 

resources that have recognised and described a multiliterate approach to literacy pedagogy.  
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Table 3 

Key Aims of Education Queensland Multiliteracies Policies, Initiatives, or Resources  

Education Queensland 

Multiliteracies Policies, 

Initiatives, or Resources 

 

Key Aims 

Literate Futures: Report 

of the Literacy Review for 

Queensland State Schools 

(Education Queensland, 

2000a)  

 

Defined literacy in broader, more futures-oriented terms as “the flexible and sustainable mastery of a 

repertoire of practices with the texts of traditional and new communications technologies via spoken 

language, print, and multimedia” (p. 3).  It advocated use of Freebody and Luke’s (1990) framework 

(the four resource model) that broke the repertoire of multiliterate practices into four broad reader 

roles.  These were (a) code breaker, which referred to practices required to ‘crack’ the codes and 

systems of written and spoken language and visual images; (b) text participant (or meaning maker), 

which referred to practices required to build and construct cultural meanings from texts; (c) text user, 

which referred to practices required to use texts effectively in everyday, face-to-face situations; and (d) 

text analyst, which referred to practices required to analyse, critique, and second-guess texts. 

 

New Basics Project: New 

Basics–Curriculum 

Organisers (Education 

Queensland, 2000b) 

Described multiliteracies and communication media as one of four futures-oriented categories of 

essential practices for organising curriculum.  This category was concerned with, “How do I make 

sense of and communicate with the world?”, considering (a) blending traditional and new 

communications media, (b) making creative judgments and engaging in performance, (c) 

communicating using languages and intercultural understandings, and (d) mastering literacy and 

numeracy.  

Literate Futures: Whole-

School Literacy Planning 

Guidelines (Education 

Queensland, 2002d) 

Provided a strategic plan for literacy involving 20 key strategies.  It focused on four priority action 

areas and on developing whole-school literacy strategies that aimed to assist Queensland schools to 

constructively and proactively engage with new multiliteracies. 

 

Literate Futures: Reading 

(Anstey, 2002)  

Focused on three dimensions for a multiliteracies approach to teaching literacy that recognised how 

literacy has been redefined by social, technological, and economic change.  The dimensions were 

multimedia and technology, cultural and linguistic diversity, and critical literacy.  This policy 

document was designed to stimulate professional learning conversations related to (a) how the world is 

changing socially, technologically, and economically and the implications of these changes for 

literacy; (b) the construction and reconstruction of texts in new times with new literacies and new 

technologies; and (c) multiliteracies and implications for reading and the teaching of reading. 

 

Literate Futures: 

Professional 

Development–The 

Teaching of Reading for a 

Multiliterate World (P-7, 

7-12) (Anstey, 2004) 

Advocated that literacy education needed to “promote the ability to manipulate and combine past, 

present, and future literacies and technologies” and that “the literate person of the future must be 

multiliterate” (p. 7).  It developed its content around three main areas: (a) about reading and texts, 

which referred to understanding reading, understanding diversity, and understanding texts; (b) learning 

to read, which referred to knowledges for reading, language and reading, and connecting reading and 

producing; and (c) the teaching of reading, which referred to the four resource model (Freebody & 

Luke, 1990) and teaching reading, teaching reading for a multiliterate world, and teacher talk and 

reading.   

Literacy–the Key to 

Learning: Framework for 

Action 2006-2009 

(Education Queensland, 

2006)  

Was underpinned by findings from the Literate Futures Report (Education Queensland, 2000a) and 

identified 17 areas for focused action to ensure quality teaching.  It recognised that “new literacies 

combined with traditional literacies create significant challenges for many teachers” (p. 2) and devised 

key priority areas for action about literacy teaching, literacy learning, literacy in the curriculum, and 

literacy leadership.  As a result of this strategic plan, 15 regional literacy managers were employed 

throughout the state of Queensland to facilitate professional development for leaders and teachers.  

 

Scope and Sequence 

Years 1-9: Information 

and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) 

(Education Queensland, 

2008) 

Scaffolded the QCAR Essential Learnings (QSA, 2007) and supported teachers to understand and 

enact the Education Queensland curriculum.  This curriculum frame was underpinned by a 

multiliterate approach where “literacy involves making meanings with texts that use multiple 

communication modes that may be delivered by a range of technologies supported on different 

platforms.  To become multiliterate students need to be adept with using emerging digital technologies 

and be able to use ICT appropriately to access, manage, and evaluate information, develop new 

understandings, and communicate with others in order to participate effectively in society” (p. 1). 

 

Curriculum into the 

Classroom (C2C) 

(Education Queensland, 

2011)  

A project designed to support implementation of the Australian Curriculum English (ACARA, 2013) 

in Queensland state schools.  The C2C units for P-10 explored literature, including media texts. “They 

provide opportunities for students to (a) engage with visual, written, spoken and multi-modal forms of 

communication; and (b) explore a range of texts–persuasive, informative and imaginative (e.g., chapter 

books, short stories, poetry, plays, news reports, advertisements, biographies and speeches)” 

(Education Queensland, 2011, p. 4).  “ICT capability is an important component of the Australian 

Curriculum: English.  Students use ICT when they interpret and create print, visual and multimodal 

texts. They use communication technologies when they conduct research online, and collaborate and 

communicate with others electronically. In particular, they employ ICT to access, analyse, modify and 

create multimodal texts, including through digital publishing” (ACARA, 2013, p. 13). 
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Despite the development of such policies, initiatives, and resources, debates are ongoing 

in the Education Queensland sector about what literacy policy is needed.  Consideration also has 

been given to ways to ensure literacy policies and initiatives inform and influence teachers’ 

practice within schools (Johnson, Wyatt-Smith, Colbert, & Klieve, 2011).  Master’s (2009) 

report suggested strategies to improve levels of literacy achievement in Queensland primary 

schools.  The report identified existing effective practices and recommended ways to ensure 

effective professional development for teachers in Queensland state schools.  Johnson et al. 

(2011) proposed leadership and time as two critical elements influencing literacy professional 

development in their recent evaluation of the Literacy–the Key to Learning: Framework for 

Action 2006-2009 (Education Queensland, 2006).   Further, despite a worldwide push to focus 

on teaching and learning of multiliteracies, literature is not readily available that reports how 

teachers translate multiliteracies policy and theory into practice (Kist, 2005; Kitson et al., 2007; 

Neville, 2005).  

My research explored how teachers can be supported to critically analyse, reflect on, 

and develop theorised understandings of multiliteracies pedagogical practices.  In the following 

section, I discuss literature relating to what constitutes effective models of professional 

development to support teachers to generate new knowledge and develop their teaching 

practices. 

Theoretical Approaches to Teachers’ Knowledge Generation, Development of Practice, 

and Professional Learning. 

This study was framed within an experiential learning or action learning model of how 

experience shapes knowledge.  It also explored how learning occurs through a process of 

critically analysing and reflecting on practice to make tacit knowledge and practices explicit.  

The teachers who participated in the project engaged in action learning processes.  However, 

action learning and experiential learning have been described synonymously as it is believed 

they share common philosophical assumptions about adult learning (Zuber-Skerritt, 2002).  

Hence, the teachers in the research generated experiential knowledge, acquired through an 

active process of creating meaning in the contexts of a professional learning community and in 

individual classrooms.  Teachers drew on past experiences and knowledge to interpret and 

create new meanings as new experiences were encountered, and their learning was dependent 

upon elaborating and extending prior knowledge and understandings (Knapp, 1992; Putnam & 

Borko, 1997; Wittrock, 1974).  

Knowledge that individuals generated in this study was related to their “personal stock 

of information, skills, experiences, beliefs, and memories” that expanded and informed 

understandings of their worlds (Alexander, Schallert, & Hare, 1991, p. 117).  In addition, it 

recognised a sociocultural view of knowledge of how context shapes knowledge and makes 

valid people’s preferred ways of knowing within a social community (Farnham-Diggory, 1994; 

Lave, 1993).  Participants were exposed to ways of knowing and adopting practices 
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demonstrated and validated by other members of their professional learning community.  As 

such, the knowledge generated by teachers was “situated knowledge” that was relevant to the 

specific contexts of the community of learners and individual schools and classrooms where 

teachers taught (Leinhardt, 1988, p. 146).  Within the community of learners, the knowledge 

generated was encultured knowledge, or socially constructed and negotiated knowledge, which 

was embedded in the cultural system of the learning community and related to a process of 

achieving shared understandings (Blackler, 1995).  I discuss these different knowledge types in 

the next section.   

Types of knowledge.  Literature has described various types of knowledge and degrees 

of “knowing.”  Ways knowledge is described and constructed determines how it will be 

managed and learned.  Gardner (1985) described knowledge forms as being “know-that” 

(propositional knowledge about the actual set of procedures involved to do a task), and “know-

how” (tacit knowledge of how to do a task) (as cited in Knapp, 1992, p. 19).  Farnham-Diggory 

(1994) built on these beliefs, proposing that knowledge is declarative (that which can be stated), 

procedural (demonstrating actions and how they work), conceptual (characteristics that are 

attributes of phenomenon), analogical (use of imagery), and logical (what one knows of 

relationships) knowledge.  Procedural knowledge was further described in three phases, 

contributing to an action or sequence of actions (Farnham-Diggory, 1994).  These phases were 

analysis of the task and what is to be done, practice in the application of knowledge, and 

attention management to maintain action through to completion.  

Bawden and Macadam (1990) and Bunning (1991) proposed three categories of 

knowledge.  These were (a) propositional knowledge to describe what we know, the 

propositions that we use to explain our world, and knowledge and information that can be 

recalled at will; (b) practical knowledge to describe what we do, the practical knowledge we use 

to do things, and skills and abilities to act in the real world; and (c) experiential knowledge to 

describe who we are, the way we are as we live our lives through changing circumstances, self-

insight, and personal integration of theory and practice (as cited in The National Staff 

Development Committee, 1995, p. 5).  These researchers believed these types of knowledge 

required different types of learning where propositional knowledge (theory) was taught by an 

expert, practical knowledge was imparted through demonstrations and feedback, and 

experiential knowledge was developed through reflection (Bawden & Macadam, 1990; 

Bunning, 1991, as cited in The National Staff Development Committee, 1995, p. 5).  

Metacognitive knowledge.  Marzano et al. (1988) drew parallels between knowledge 

and metacognitive thinking, whereby a person must be aware of their thinking as they perform 

specific tasks and then use this awareness to control what is done.  They believed 

“metacognition involves two primary aspects: knowledge and control of self and knowledge and 

control of process” (p. 10).  Knowledge and control of self involved awareness of one’s 

thinking, including commitment, attitude, and attention.  Knowledge and control of practice 
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drew on the work of Paris, Lipson, and Wixson (1983) to describe three types of knowledge 

they considered “important in metacognition and the executive control of behaviour” (Marzano 

et al., 1988, p. 13).  Declarative knowledge was factual to “know-that,” procedural knowledge 

included information about the various actions that must be performed in a task to “know-how,” 

and conditional knowledge was to “know-why” a given strategy works and “know-when” to use 

one skill or strategy rather than another.  In this view, conditional knowledge helped one clarify 

the use of declarative and procedural knowledge in different contexts.  

Applying Marzano et al.’s (1988) belief about knowledge and metacognitive thinking, 

to exert metacognitive control over a process, a teacher must know what facts and concepts are 

necessary for a student to complete tasks (declarative knowledge), how strategies or procedures 

can be applied to assist students to complete tasks (procedural knowledge), and when and why 

particular strategies or procedures are appropriate to use in particular student-learning situations 

(conditional knowledge) (p. 14).  I used Marzano et al.’s (1988) model of knowledge types to 

describe the experiential knowledge teachers brought to the project, knowledge they generated, 

and ways they developed their teaching practice during classroom experiences.  

Experiential knowledge.  Theories of adult learning recognise and value knowledge 

acquired from prior life experiences.  They account for how a person ascribes meaning to 

practical experiences, complexities, and underlying assumptions and values to affirm or change 

them in workplace settings (Gardner, 2009).  Cranton (1994) believed that individuals choose to 

become involved in learning activities “as a result of a desire to grow, change, or develop, or as 

a response to a professional or practical need” (p. 5).  Knowles (1980) advocated that the focus 

for professional development within an adult learning context needs to be on helping others to 

solve practical work-related issues.  Others proposed adult learners should become critically in 

touch with learning through their everyday workplace experiences (Brookfield, 1995; Down, 

2003; Horton & Freire, 1990).  

Hence, when teachers engage in workplace learning to change their practices, they 

acquire specific sets of experiential knowledge, engage in learning to solve immediate 

problems, and question their own and others’ beliefs, assumptions, and values (Conners, 1991).  

The knowledge they construct is prior knowledge or generative knowledge (Wittrock, 1974).  

This type of knowledge generates a relationship between new information and previous 

experience through a process of interpreting new situations, solving problems, and thinking and 

reasoning (Resnick & Klopfer, 1989).  

Teacher knowledge.  Researchers have acknowledged the complexities teachers 

encounter when learning how to teach effectively (Calderhead, 1996; Ethell & McMeniman, 

2000).  Teacher knowledge has been described as factual propositions and the understandings 

needed for skilful action (Calderhead, 1996).  Connelly and Clandinin (2000) focused on the 

personal aspect of a teacher’s practical knowledge when they defined personal practical 

knowledge as a “combination of the teacher’s past experiences, present context, and future 
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plans” found in their practice (as cited in Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002, p. 179).  Cornbleth 

(1990) viewed teachers’ work as “a social act where knowledge is constructed and reconstructed 

by individuals and groups in particular times, places, and cultures” (p. 33). 

Shulman (1987) proposed that teachers need to master a thorough knowledge of subject 

areas and deep knowledge of specific content knowledge and teaching practices to improve 

student outcomes (Shulman, 1987; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Masters, 2009).  He (1987) 

described a taxonomy of teacher knowledge, including (a) content or deep knowledge of the 

theories, principles, and concepts of a particular subject or discipline; (b) pedagogical content 

knowledge or knowledge of teaching processes and principles for representing and 

communicating content, and how students best learn the specific concepts and topics of a 

subject; and (c) curricular knowledge of using programs and instructional materials.    

Professional learning and development of teachers.  The terms professional 

development and professional learning, although often used interchangeably, have been 

differentiated in the literature (Mayer & Lloyd, 2011; Singh, Schrape, & Kelly, 2012).  Teacher 

professional development is generally referred to as something that “one does,” or that “is 

provided,” or “is done to staff” through generic workshops and decontextualised in-service 

training.  It has been recognised as involving both formal and informal activities that “engage 

teachers or administrators in new learning about their professional practice” (Knapp, 2003, p. 

112).  Professional learning has been referred to as learning that is not formally planned or 

learning that occurs with unexpected outcomes or as part of work that teachers undertake every 

day in their classrooms (Doecke, Parr, & North, 2008).  It involves “changes in the thinking, 

knowledge, skills, and approaches to instruction” teachers embed in their practice (Knapp, 2003, 

pp. 112-113).   

High-quality ongoing teacher professional development has been viewed as having the 

potential to assist teachers to (a) generate knowledge to inform their teaching practice, (b) 

ensure high-quality teaching in schools, and (c) improve the effectiveness of a school system 

(House of Representatives Standing Committee on Education and Vocational Training, 2007).  

Masters (2009) believed schools that provided teachers with opportunities for “active 

engagement with professional development to build content and pedagogical content knowledge 

as required, with significant in-school learning” ensured improved performances for students (p. 

58).  Singh et al. (2012) concluded that a purpose-driven, multi-dimensional professional 

development approach that is embedded across all layers of an organisation advances 

sustainability.  Darling-Hammond et al. (2009) proposed among other things that professional 

development should (a) be intensive, ongoing, and connected to practice; (b) be aligned with 

school improvement priorities and goals; and (c) build strong working relationships among 

teachers.  

Barber and Mourshed (2007) identified three factors that must exist simultaneously for 

effective professional development.  First, individual teachers need to become aware of 
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“weaknesses in their own practice” through both the building of awareness and through their 

possession of an underlying “mindset”.  Second, individual teachers “must gain an 

understanding of specific best practices” through the demonstration of these practices in “an 

authentic setting” (i.e., a classroom). Third, individual teachers need to be motivated to make 

such changes (p. 27).  Further, models of teacher professional development that are connected to 

work carried out with students to foster greater understanding of learning and appreciation of 

students’ needs for successful learning outcomes are believed to be effective (National 

Foundation for the Improvement of Education, 1996; OECD, 1998).  

Professional learning that includes collaborative engagement, contextually focused 

activities, sustained inquiry, and evidence-based practice are considered to provide sustainable 

models (Doecke et al., 2008; Mayer & Lloyd, 2011).  A professional development project that 

was school based, job embedded, and needs based, considering “both the needs of students in 

terms of progressing their literacy learning and what teachers need to know in order to address 

those needs” (Parr, Timperley, Reddish, Jesson, & Adams, 2007, p. 71), provided professional 

learning that was ongoing and self-sustaining.  Fletcher (2004, 2008) endorsed the use of an 

action learning and action research approach  as “a way forward for schools to address needs at 

the local level and for teachers to manage their own professional learning needs in the everyday 

work they do” (p. 16). 

However, not all professional learning and development programs have been found to 

be successful.  For instance, the effectiveness of professional development approaches that 

involve one-off opportunities to provide technical support to disseminate or train teachers have 

been questioned (Lipson, Mosenthal, Mekkelsen, & Russ, 2004).  Although such approaches 

may provide “just in time” discrete improvements in practice (Kelly, Singh, & Schrape, 2011), 

they “have little effect on educator practices, organisational changes, and student outcomes” 

(Westchester Institute for Human Services Research, 2012, para. 9).  This research raises 

concerns over the strategic impacts and sustainability of such one-off professional development 

approaches.  In addition, some researchers have expressed negative views about programs that 

place emphasis on trusting the advice provided by outside experts (Brookfield, 1995; Horton & 

Freire, 1990).  They asserted that this form of professional development “often proved 

ineffective in creating the depth of shared professional knowledge needed if staff are to address 

complex teaching and learning issues in the schools” (Timperley, 2005, p. 4).  They believed 

external professional development did not result in real and meaningful change in classrooms 

(Dana & Yendol-Silva, 2003) as it presupposed a degree of similarity and control across 

contexts (Lipson et al., 2004).  Recognition of the contextual conditions in which learning must 

be applied is necessary for deeper understanding (Timperley, 2005, p. 4). 

Effective approaches for adult learning should inform professional learning and 

development.  Various theoretical models and approaches have been proposed to account for 
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learning that occurs within an adult learning context.  These models and approaches are now 

discussed.  

Effective models for learning in an adult learning context.  Adult learning is usually 

believed to be voluntary (Cross, 1992) and participatory or collaborative in nature (Meyers & 

Jones, 1993).  It usually involves a sharing of experiences and resources (Knowles, 1984).  

Knox (1977) believed it built on prior learning, which could either enhance or interfere with 

new learning.  Some research has advocated that adult learning contexts should engage people 

in subjecting the experiences, beliefs, and assumptions that underpin their practice to critical 

analysis and eventual reformulation (Horton & Freire, 1990; Knowles, 1992; Lindeman, 1925 as 

cited in Brookfield, 1995, p. 222).  This is believed to provide opportunities for reflective 

sharing of understandings (Bean, 2004, p. 64).  

Boud (1987) drew on the work of others to identify four major adult learning traditions: 

(a) a training and efficiency approach; (b) a self-directed learning approach (Knowles, 1984); 

(c) a learner-centred approach (Rogers, 1983); and (d) a critical pedagogy and social action 

approach.  The self-directed learning approach was of particular relevance to this study.  This 

approach has been described as one that (a) identifies the unique goals of individual learners to 

provide a structure for achieving their own ends; (b) provides a supportive interpersonal climate 

for learning; and (c) allows opportunities for a learner to clarify their own goals, plan 

programmes drawing on available resources, gather evidence of achievements, and make 

judgments about the success of self-directed programs (Knowles, 1984).  

In addition, Boud (1987) proposed the existence of a critical pedagogy and social action 

approach focused on dialectics and collective action.  In this approach, learning is embedded in 

a historical, social, and material context of constraints that learners must seek to understand and 

transcend.  Further, people develop theoretical understandings through the interplay of dialogue, 

theory testing, and practical action (Boud, 1987).  Hence, “viewing teachers as adult learners 

means that we focus on how they learn to make critically reflective judgments in the midst of 

action and how they change subsequent actions to take account of these insights” (Brookfield, 

1995, p. 222).  When teachers “become aware of the ideological dimensions of their work, they 

start to challenge the assumptions underlying the organisation of approved curricula and 

evaluative criteria” (Brookfield, 1995, p. 221).  

Kolb (1984) provided an experiential learning model that promoted learning by doing 

and learning from experience, linking concrete experience, action, and reflection for learning.  

Bartlett & Piggot-Irvine (2008) proposed this learning involved formulating abstract concepts 

and then testing them in new situations, whereby new concrete experiences and another cycle of 

learning would result.  They described “understanding, improvement, and transformation of the 

specific situation in which the group is working” (p. 20) to be outcomes of these learning 

cycles. 
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Mezirow (1991) argued for a transformative approach to adult learning that brings into 

critical consciousness assumptions and perspectives learned uncritically in previous 

experiences.  This theory of transformative learning, primarily concerned with Habermas’s 

(1971) emancipatory knowledge, discussed three domains of learning.  These were (a) 

instrumental learning to gain technical knowledge in an objective world, (b) communicative 

learning to gain practical knowledge through interest in social relationships, and (c) 

emancipatory learning to gain knowledge through critical self-reflection (Mezirow, 1991).  

Argyris and Schön (1974) believed that people act as designers of action to achieve 

intended consequences and monitor to learn if their actions are effective.  They developed a 

conceptual framework that described two types of learning processes: single-loop and double-

loop learning.  These were dependent on a person’s (a) governing variables (values or beliefs, 

feelings, and intentions that a person holds); (b) action strategies (strategies used by a person to 

keep their governing values within acceptable limits); and (c) consequences (intended and 

unintended outcomes of the action strategies that people employ) (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  

They proposed a theory-in-use would be confirmed if the consequences of an action strategy 

occurred as a person intended, and there was a match between intention and outcome.  

However, if a consequence was unintended, then a mismatch between intention and outcome 

would occur and either single-loop or double-loop learning would result for a person.  They 

suggested single-loop learning resulted when a person selected and implemented a new action 

strategy that satisfied an existing governing value.  Double-loop learning resulted when a person 

examined and changed not only an action strategy, but also the governing values behind an 

action (as cited in Dick & Dalmau, 2000, “Learning Processes” section).  In their learning 

framework, single-loop learning did not involve critical reflectivity, while double-loop learning 

did.  

Argyris (1974) saw double-loop learning as a more effective way for people “to make 

informed decisions about the way we design and implement action” (as cited in Anderson, 

1997, “Single-loop and Double-loop learning” section, p. 5).  Double-loop learning enabled 

people to re-examine their values and assumptions, and design and implement new actions for 

changed practice (Argyris, 1976).  Anderson (1997) supported this view and proposed double-

loop learning to be an effective learning model, where “the basic assumptions behind views are 

confronted, hypotheses are tested publicly, and processes are disconfirmable, not self-sealing” 

(see Anderson, 1997, “Models I and II” section, p. 9).  However, Argyris and Schön (1974) 

alluded to the difficulties some people may have in regard to double-loop learning.  For 

example, they suggested that some people might not be able to double-loop learn and that 

people may be unaware of this inability.  They also suggested that it was crucial for people to 

recognise this lack of awareness, no matter how threatening this might be, as unawareness could 

inhibit learning.  
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Argyris believed that “the theories which can be deduced from peoples’ action 

(theories-in-use) seem to fall into two categories” (as cited in Anderson, 1997, “Single-loop and 

Double-loop Learning” section, p. 5).  Argyris and Schön (1974) labelled these as Model I and 

Model II.  “Governing variables associated with theories-in-use can be grouped into those 

which inhibit double-loop learning (Model I) and those which enhance it (Model II)” 

(Anderson, 1997, “Single-loop and Double-loop Learning” section, p. 5).  The defining 

characteristics of Model I (single-loop learning) and Model II (double-loop learning) are 

summarised in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Model I and Model II Theory-in-Use Characteristics  

 Model I (Single-Loop Learning) Model II (Double-Loop Learning) 

 

Governing values  Achieve the purpose as the actor defines it 

 Win, do not lose 

 Suppress negative feelings 

 Emphasise rationality 

 Valid information 

 Free and informed choice 

 Internal commitment 

Primary strategies  Control environment and task unilaterally 

 Protect self and others unilaterally 

 Sharing control 

 Participation in design and 

implementation of action 

Usually 

operationalised by 
 Unillustrated attributions and evaluations, 

e.g., “You seem unmotivated.” 

 Advocating courses of action which 

discourage inquiry, e.g., “Let’s not talk 

about the past, that’s over.” 

 Treating one’s own views as obviously 

correct 

 Making covert attributions and evaluations 

 Face-saving moves such as leaving 

potentially embarrassing facts unstated 

 Attribution and evaluation 

illustrated with relatively directly 

observable data 

 Surfacing conflicting views 

 Encouraging public testing of 

evaluations 

 

Consequences 

include 
 Defensive relationships 

 Low freedom of choice 

 Reduced production of valid information 

 Little public testing of ideas 

 Minimally defensive relationships 

 High freedom of choice 

 Increased likelihood of double-loop 

learning 

 

Note. This content is from Argyris, Putnam and McLain Smith, 1985, p. 89, as cited in Anderson, 1997, 

“Models I and II” section, pp. 6 & 8. 

 

In my study, I analysed participants’ theories-in-use in an effort to determine evidence 

of associated Model I and Model II characteristics (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  I analysed data 

with a view to documenting change from single-loop learning to double-loop learning for 

teachers in the project.  Argyris & Schön’s (1974) conceptual framework described 

characteristics important for determining people’s different kinds of learning processes.  They 

believed participation in social, collaborative critical reflection increased the likelihood of 

double-loop learning.  Other researchers also have focused on the importance of considering the 

interplay between the social and cognitive domains of learning to build a person’s personal 

agency.  I discuss this area of the literature next. 

Personal agency.  The study was guided by a belief that outcomes of learning can “be 

shaped by the social circumstances within which the learning” occurs and may “be mediated by 
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the learner’s unique set of cognitive experiences” (Billet, 2003, p. 227).  I predicted that “this 

interplay between individual agency and social contribution” would provide “the reciprocity 

between the learner and his/her social world” (Billet, 2003, p. 227).  

Billet (2001) acknowledged adult learning in workplace settings as being influenced by 

(a) the readiness of a workplace to support individuals to engage in workplace learning 

opportunities, and (b) the willingness or human agency of individuals to want to engage 

purposefully in workplace learning.  He also recognised the influence social circumstances can 

have on learning (Billet, 2003).  “Learning presents both personal and intellectual challenges; it 

takes us out of our zone of comfort and challenges our identity both as a worker and a learner” 

(Down, 2003, p. 167).  Motivation is thought to come into play to determine if and how a 

person engages in a learning experience, which in turn determines learning processes and 

outcomes (Down, 2003).  The agentic actions of individuals may influence whether they 

commit to a professional learning program and may frame experiences encountered within it 

(Billett, 2003).  

Research into the resilience of teachers also is relevant to personal agency.  For 

example, Gu and Day (2007) stated,  

 

Underlying resilient teachers’ endeavours to exert control over difficult situations is 

their strength and determination to fulfil their original call to teach and to manage and 

thrive professionally.  The interaction between teachers’ sense of efficacy, 

professional/personal identities and their management of the interaction between these 

and the professional, situated and personal scenarios which they experience in each 

professional life phase is a sophisticated process which contributes strongly to their 

resilience which is a necessary condition for their effectiveness.  (p. 1314) 

 

Price and Mansfield (2010) found that teachers who possess characteristics of resilient 

individuals are more likely to persevere in adverse situations and find it easier to adapt to 

change.  In a recent study, Mansfield, Beltman, Price, and McConney (2012) illustrated that 

resilient teachers were “perceived to have particular qualities, capacities or competencies and to 

use particular strategies to overcome challenging situations” (p. 364).  They conceptualised a 

four-dimensional framework of teacher resilience that focused on specific, overlapping aspects: 

 

 Profession-related aspects included teachers being flexible and adaptable and 

reflective,  

 Emotional aspects included teachers being able to bounce back and cope with 

job demands/stress,  

 Motivational aspects included teachers being able to persist, focus on learning 

and improvement, and having confidence and self-belief,  
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 Social aspects included teachers being able to seek help and take advice and 

solve problems. (Mansfield et al., 2012, p. 362) 

 

Mansfield et al. (2012) stated “the specific and complex nature of teachers’ work 

demands that research focuses on the factors that contribute to or negate teachers’ capacity for 

resilience” (p. 366).  They called for further research “to examine the process of resilience ‘in 

action’ and shed light on how resilience is manifested by individuals in context” (p.  366).  This 

study addressed this through its focus on how teachers faced professional learning challenges 

relating to developing their pedagogical practice in our community of learners and their 

classrooms.   

Teacher beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions.  Research has advocated that teacher 

knowledge, personal beliefs, and theories all play an important part in teaching practice (Ethell, 

1997; Kagan, 1992).  Kagan (1990) defined beliefs as the way teachers understand classrooms, 

students, the nature of learning, the teacher’s role, and the goals of education.  Block and 

Hazelip (1995) believed teacher beliefs and belief systems are difficult to change because they 

develop from personal experiences.  Some proposed beliefs work to allow in or filter out new 

knowledge that either matches with or does not match current beliefs (Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 

1992).  Others suggested beliefs are implicit, are difficult to articulate (Nespor, 1987; Ethell, 

1997), and may not align to practice (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

Argyris and Schön (1974) suggested that the maps that people hold “in their heads 

about how to plan, implement, and review their actions” may not actually be “the maps they use 

to take action” or “the theories they explicitly espouse” (as cited in Anderson, 1997, p. 2).  They 

believed that people hold two different theories of action.  Espoused theories were the world 

views and values a person believes they follow in their behaviour.  These were consistent with 

what a person says about their aims and intentions for action within a situation.  Theories-in-use 

were the world views and values implied by a person’s actual behaviour.  These were consistent 

with what a person actually does in a situation.  Theories-in-use exist predominantly as tacit 

knowledge, or knowledge that is implicit and cannot be articulated easily (Argyris & Schön, 

1974; Polanyi, 1966).  Argyris and Schön (1974) believed people need to examine their 

theories-in-use explicitly, managing their behaviours effectively by developing congruence 

between their espoused theories and theories-in-use (Argyris, 1980).  Reflection on experiences 

and practice was seen as being crucial to ensuring this congruence (Schön, 1983; 1987; 1991).  I 

analysed teachers’ espoused theories and theories-in-use through survey, community of learners, 

and key teacher informant data in this study.  

Assumptions have been viewed as a distinct construct in the literature.  Brookfield 

(1995) viewed assumptions as the “taken-for-granted beliefs about the world and our place 

within it that seem so obvious to us as not to need stating explicitly … assumptions give 

meaning and purpose to who we are and what we do” (p. 2).  Three categories of assumptions 
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were described: (a) paradigmatic assumptions were the basic structuring axioms people use to 

order their world into fundamental categories (the facts people “know” about reality to be true); 

(b) prescriptive assumptions were what people think ought to be happening in a particular 

situation (for example, how people should behave, what processes should look like, and the 

obligations people should hold); and (c) causal assumptions helped people understand how 

different parts of the world work and the conditions under which processes can be changed 

(Brookfield, 1995). 

Assumptions can be many and complex and often remain unchallenged or unpacked.  

Studies have explored how people can tap into their assumptions or tacit knowledge that they 

possess without being aware of it or cannot easily articulate (Polanyi, 1958).  Many researchers 

have argued that the most distinctive feature of the reflective process is its focus on awareness 

and questioning of one’s assumptions (Brookfield, 1995; Smyth, 1989) and theoretical beliefs 

about practice.  Teachers are seen to recognise and generate “their own contextually sensitive 

theories of practice” or practical knowledge through a process of reflection and self-inquiry 

(Brookfield, 1995, p. 215).  Smyth (1984) believed teachers needed to engage in dialogue about 

teaching experiences to enable “questions to be asked about taken-for-granted, even cherished 

assumptions and practices, the reformulation of alternative hypotheses for action, and the actual 

testing of those hypotheses in classroom situations” (p. 63).  

Cranton (1994) claimed that much of the literature on adult learning “does not rest 

within a theoretical framework, articulate a philosophical perspective on types of knowledge, or 

consider social context” (p. 5).  My study addressed these issues through its application of 

action learning processes in a collaborative community of learners.  We integrated a 

transformative learning model using critical self-reflection to allow individuals opportunities to 

revise old or develop new assumptions, beliefs, or ways of seeing their worlds (Cranton, 1994, 

p. 4).  I used action learning and critical reflection to tap into the espoused beliefs, perceptions, 

and assumptions, or tacit knowledge, teachers held about their teaching of multiliterate reading 

practices.  I did this so they could generate new knowledge to transform their teaching practices.  

Learning through Critical Reflection on Practice 

Critical reflection is viewed as a meaning-making process that assists people to perceive 

connections and links between the parts of an experience (Dewey, 1916) to transform how 

things are seen, thought about, and actioned.  A learner is said to move from one experience to 

the next with deeper understanding of its relationships and connections to other experiences and 

ideas (Dewey, 1916).  Dewey (1916; 1933) saw reflection as a systematic, rigorous, and 

disciplined cognitive process for thinking about and solving problems that takes account of 

underlying beliefs and knowledge of an experience.  Schön (1991) proposed an approach where 

learning is facilitated by reflecting on complex professional situations in everyday work 

contexts, to re-think the relationship between theory and practice (Schön, 1983).  Hence, in 
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Schön’s (1983, 1991) view, reflective practice was grounded within a practitioner’s repertoire 

of values, knowledge, theories, and practices.  

Professional development programs that consider teacher reflection can help teachers to 

generate new knowledge and professional growth, and can lead to innovation and real change 

(Becta, 2001; Ingvarsen, Mierers, & Beavis, 2005).  When teachers engage in activities and 

interactions that are collaborative, reflective, and practice oriented, they develop professional 

knowledge that is grounded in their own experiences of what helps students learn.  They also 

acquire knowledge of “how to deal with the problems students may have in learning that subject 

matter” (Ingvarsen et al., 2005). 

The literature has recognised distinctions between reflection and critical reflection.  

Some researchers have proposed that for reflection to be critical reflection, it must lead to 

change (Brookfield, 1995; Smyth, 1989).  Brookfield (1995) believed that reflection becomes 

critical only when it questions “assumptions and practices that seem to make our teaching lives 

easier but actually work against our own best long-term interests” (p. 8).  Smyth (1989) 

described teachers activating thinking processes to engage in reflection on experience, enabling 

them in turn to act on the world in a way to change it.  Hence, critical reflection involves a 

person thinking more deeply about their practice (Thompson & Thompson, 2008).  They engage 

in self-inquiry to uncover and transform their beliefs, world views, values, attitudes, 

understandings, and actions.  It can lead to teachers transforming their understandings about 

themselves as practitioners and their students as learners.  This facilitates action that improves 

their teaching practice.  I used Brookfield’s (1995) and Smyth’s (1989) views about critical 

reflection leading to changed practice to inform my study.  

Approaches and processes for critical reflection.  Schön (1983) defined two types of 

reflection.  Reflection-in-action occurred while practitioners were practicing and influenced 

decisions made.  Schön believed a practitioner might not be consciously aware or able to 

articulate the knowledge used during this type of action.  Reflection-on-action occurred after 

practice when a practitioner was usually able to illuminate the knowledge they used (Schön, 

1983).  Schön claimed “in such processes, reflection tends to focus interactively on the 

outcomes of action, the action itself, and the intuitive knowing implicit in the action” (1983, p. 

56).  Eraut (1995), building on Schön’s (1983) notion of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-

action, proposed the concept of reflection “for” action to indicate the purpose of any reflection.  

Eraut argued for reframing Schön’s (1983) account of reflection “to redefine the key 

propositions so that ‘in’ refers to context, ‘on’ refers to focus and ‘for’ refers to purpose” (p. 9).  

Eraut believed this refinement better addressed the complexities of reflecting in action for 

everyday practice or in dynamic, crowded environments like classrooms.  He believed it 

accounted for the kinds of metacognitive control and rapid decision-making required by 

teachers.  He explained that they had “to be constantly assessing the situation, responding to 
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incidents, deciding whether to change the activity, [and remaining] alert for opportunities to 

tackle difficult issues” (p. 19).   

Recently, Hartnett (2012), applying Schön’s (1983) notions, conducted research that 

supported Eraut’s (1995) beliefs.  Early in her study, Hartnett revealed teachers developed the 

ability to reflect on their practice after it had occurred (reflection-on-action).  However, she 

found that engaging in reflection during their teaching (reflection-in-action) was more difficult.   

Butler (1994) provided a model of human action and change that suggests a link 

between focused consideration or reflection and four domains.  These domains were theory 

(public knowledge); experience (personal, practical knowledge or experiences); beliefs (world 

views); and actions (current practices).  In this model, reflection is defined as the “primary 

process that enriches self and enhances professional practice” (Butler, 1994, p. 20).  

Boud, Keogh, and Walker (1985) believed that people move through stages when 

reflecting on their learning.  The first stage involved learners recalling and describing in detail 

an experience.  The second stage involved learners attending to the feelings that the experience 

evokes in order to understand the significance of these feelings and to transform or celebrate 

them (Boud, 1987).  The third stage involved re-evaluating the experience in light of prior 

experiences and new knowledge to look at the world in a different way (Boud, 1987).  Mezirow 

(1985) described self-reflective learning as being a particular function of an adult learning 

experience.  He identified seven levels of reflectivity in hierarchy, ranging from reflectivity, an 

awareness of thoughts and feelings, to theoretical reflectivity, challenging one’s underlying 

assumptions resulting in changed perspective (Mezirow, 1991).  

Smyth (1989) proposed, “If teachers are going to uncover the nature of the forces that 

inhibit and constrain them, and work at changing those conditions, they need to engage in four 

forms of action with respect to their teaching” (p. 5).  These forms of reflective action were 

characterised by four sequential stages linked to a series of questions:  

 

 Describing (What do I do?)–describing concrete teaching events from current 

practice, 

 Informing (What does this mean?)–developing theories about the broader 

principles that are informing classroom actions,  

 Confronting (How did I come to be like this?)–confronting and re-evaluating 

taken-for-granted theories about teaching practice, and 

 Reconstructing (How might I do things differently?)–contesting teaching 

realities and changing teaching practice. (Smyth, 1989) 

 

I used Smyth’s (1989) forms of reflective action to analyse and evaluate teachers’ 

reflection-on-action in the community of learners and reflection-in-action in classrooms or 

reflective journals (Schön, 1983).  This systematic approach to reflection provided opportunities 
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for teachers involved in our action research project to reflect on theoretical understandings and 

their awareness of the knowledge and skills they learned (OECD, 1998).  

My research addressed a gap in the literature.  Specifically, few studies have focused on 

“attempts to research teachers as adult learners and to analyse teachers’ development of critical 

reflection as an adult learning process” (Brookfield, 1995, p. 221).  It also addressed a reported 

need for research that investigates reflection on action “as an interconnected process of 

deliberate thought, action, and problem solving” (Mena Marcos, Sanchez Miguel, & Tillema, 

2009, p. 200).  Mena Marcos et al. (2009) believed accounts of whole processes of cyclical 

reflective practices were required–ones that described explicitly how practitioners identified a 

problem, planned and implemented an action, and conducted reviews to inform change in 

action.  This view concurred with that of Kane et al. (2002), who believed that most research 

had focused on teachers’ espoused theories of action rather than on what teachers actually do in 

their classrooms (their performed actions or theories-in-use).  They described such research as 

telling only part of the story of teaching practice.  

Varied techniques were used in my study to help teachers engage in critical reflective 

practices.  These allowed them to “reflect not only on actions but also on thoughts, feelings, and 

ideas” and created situations “that encouraged reviewing and revisions, and that brought deeper 

understandings of self, others, and the task at work” (Koutselini, 2008, p. 46). 

Teachers as researchers.  Embedding teacher professional development in the ongoing, 

daily work of teachers foregrounds their sense of professionalism.  It provides opportunities for 

them to be involved as “teacher as learner” and “teacher as researcher” connected to a reflective 

community of learners.  Teacher research or inquiry, as the systematic, intentional study of 

one’s own professional practice (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Hubbard & Power, 1993), has 

been seen as a powerful vehicle for learning and reform (Dana & Yendol-Silva, 2003).  It 

highlights the role played by classroom teachers as knowledge-generators involved in a cyclical 

process of asking and answering questions to provide insights into classroom practice and 

facilitate change (Dana & Yendol-Silva, 2003).   

Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1990) believed that teacher research promoted “the voices of 

teachers themselves, the questions that teachers ask, and the interpretative frames that teachers 

use to understand and to improve their own classroom practice” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990, 

p. 7).  Furthermore, Ruddock (1988) viewed teachers’ classroom research as a form of 

“constructive discontent” that allowed one to “look at accustomed practice through 

unaccustomed eyes” (p. 206).  Teacher research also has been connected to student outcomes.  

“When teacher researchers know their students, become experts in subject matter, and are adept 

knowledge workers, they are beginning to put together the skills that will help them become 

great teachers who motivate and inspire their students” (Kincheloe, 2003, p. 21).   

Teacher inquiry has been linked to action research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986) and the 

work of those who encourage inquiring professionals to seek change by reflecting on their 
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practice (Schön, 1983, 1987, 1991).  In Martinovic et al.’s (2012) study, teachers perceived 

“lack of time and research funds, inaccessibility of research findings, irrelevance of academic 

research to classroom realities, and lack of confidence in one’s ability to conduct ‘academic’ 

research” to be barriers to using research effectively in their classroom practice” (p. 403).  

Martinovic et al. also found “enablers included a supportive administration, and a school/board 

culture oriented toward inquiry, research time built into the school day, professional 

development related to research, and access to collaborators/coaches” (p. 403).  These results 

have shown that research-based professional development has significant potential for 

transforming and sustaining learning within a school context.  However, Guskey (2003) 

believed the realisation of such forms of professional development had remained largely 

unfulfilled.  My study addressed this gap in the literature.  It explored how teachers engaged in a 

professional development opportunity that used collaborative action learning and reflection to 

research their practice and generate knowledge in the process.  

Professional learning communities.   Practitioners in professional learning 

communities engage in meaningful, active reflective discussions about teaching and learning to 

deepen professional understanding (Darling-Hammond, 1993; Darling-Hammond & 

McLaughlin, 1995; Schön, 1983).  Brookfield (1995) proposed that reflection groups, where 

teachers collaboratively analysed experiences, were one way to assist them to “interpret and 

deal with the difficulties they experience” (p. 223).  Hartnett (2012) found opportunities for 

meaningful discussion with colleagues, working in a community of practice, had a powerful 

influence on teachers’ reflective capabilities in her study.  Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) 

believed this collaborative type of research provided teachers with the time and resources to get 

together and conduct action research.  Others have focused on the collaborative partnerships that 

can form between practitioner-researcher and colleagues in a researcher’s field of professional 

practice (Somekh, 2006).  Teachers’ professional learning can be enhanced through such 

collegial engagement (Darling-Hammond, 2010). 

Therefore, research on the formation of “communities of practice” (Lave & Wenger, 

1991), “learning communities” (Shaw, 1998; Stein, Smith, & Silver, 1999) or “learning 

organisations” (Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993) informed this study.  The project 

explored teachers and their facilitators working collaboratively as a community of learners to 

research the teaching of effective multiliterate reading practices.  This professional learning 

strategy helped the community (a) gain an identity defined by a common interest; (b) engage in 

joint activities and discussions to help each other and share information; and (c) develop a 

shared repository of resources, experiences, and ways of addressing recurring problems (Smith, 

2003, 2009).  

A number of studies have advocated the benefits of developing joint efforts and 

collaborative responsibility for the improvement of goals.  The National Partnership for 

Excellence and Accountability in Teaching (NPEAT, 1999) suggested that “professional 
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development is more likely to result in substantive and lasting changes in the knowledge, skills 

and behaviours of educators,” specifically when opportunities to engage in professional 

communities are provided (as cited in, Plummer, 2004, p. 29).  Dana and Yendol-Silva (2003) 

believed that engaging in dialogue with other professionals to raise awareness of knowledge 

generated that is often taken for granted, made what is known, or tacit knowledge, more visible 

to the individual and others.  Furthermore, talking with other professionals may help teachers to 

examine, critique, and call into question assumptions or “givens” about teaching practice and 

help generate possible alternatives to practice or considerations of interpretations (Cochran-

Smith & Lytle, 1993).  However, Ng and Tan (2009) cautioned that learning through 

communities of practice may actually involve only “sensemaking” (p. 1).  They said this was “a 

restricted form of reflective learning that is largely technical in nature and confined to 

immediate practice concerns” (p. 1), rather than critical reflective learning. 

Kruse, Seashore Louis, and Bryk (1994) identified the critical elements of a strong 

professional learning community.  They believed teachers working effectively in professional 

learning communities (a) engaged in reflective dialogue, (b) shared and de-privatised elements 

of their own practice, (c) demonstrated a collective focus on improving outcomes, and (d) 

worked to produce collaboration amongst members, and demonstrated shared norms and values.  

Further, a climate of trust ensured collegial and collaborative interactions in professional 

learning communities (Louis & Kruse, 1995; York-Barr, 2006).  Ingvarsen, Mierers, and Beavis 

(2005) found that a “substantial level of professional community is vital to significant change” 

(p. 17).  

Lipson et al. (2004) suggested districts and individual schools be given guidance to 

develop professional development for teachers that is responsive to the sociocultural contexts of 

particular school communities.  In their view, such professional development would allow 

teachers to “work collaboratively with colleagues to build expertise and create a positive 

professional climate across grades” (Lipson et al., 2004, p. 541).  This would ensure their 

commitment to stay focused over time.  Likewise, Pont, Nusche, and Moorman (2008) proposed 

that improved quality of teaching within a school required the provision of effective 

instructional school leadership.  This involved “monitoring and evaluating teacher performance, 

conducting and arranging for mentoring and coaching, planning teacher professional 

development and orchestrating teamwork and cooperative instruction” (as cited in Masters, 

2009, p. 86). 

Research has focused on the potential of a professional learning community to enhance 

the work of an organisation and progress reform.  For instance, King and Newmann (2000) 

argued that “teachers must be supported to exercise their individual knowledge, skills and 

relationships within the professional community” to advance the collective work of an 

organisation (as cited in Plummer, 2004, p. 30).  Fullan (1993) reported that school-based 

professional development through collaborative inquiry was at the heart of educational reform. 
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He and others believed cultural change and productive collaboration (Fullan, 1992; Fullan, 

1993; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991) was possible within a workplace context that allowed issues 

and problems that were real and relevant to be brought to the fore (Fullan, 1993).  Savoie-Zajc 

and Descamps-Bednarz (2007) found that research groups in their study had “a modest systemic 

effect, since new communities of practice seemed to emerge, and that the research studies 

became objects of curiosity and discussion among other school personnel who could observe 

new behaviours taking place” (p. 589).  

My study explored conditions that influenced teachers to work as researchers within a 

collaborative professional learning community and in classrooms to develop, analyse, reflect on, 

share, and enact teaching practices.  The development of a community of learners within a 

progressive school culture (Fletcher, 2002; McLaughlin & Zarrow, 2001) provided an 

opportunity to evaluate if and how teachers, critical friends, and facilitators worked 

collaboratively to generate knowledge and enact changes to teaching practice.  This study 

focused the role community plays in knowledge generation.  It allowed teachers to use 

knowledge and theory gathered from their collaborative work with others as generative material 

for interrogation and interpretation (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2001, p. 48).  The critical role of a 

facilitator or coach to guide and support teachers developing their practice in classrooms is now 

discussed.  

Facilitating or coaching reflective practice.  Research has proposed that the use of a 

facilitator, mentor, or coach provides feedback to teachers to help them solve problems 

associated with implementing changes to their practice (Ingvarsen et al., 2005).  Generally, a 

facilitator has been seen to be one who encourages and empowers others to take responsibility 

for their own learning.  Brookfield (1995) viewed a facilitator as a skilful educator, who “asks 

provocative questions, and who supplies alternative interpretations or new information, without 

breaking the connection to the experiences that are being analysed” (Brookfield, 1995, p. 224).  

Boud (1987) saw the facilitation process as being multi-faceted, flexible, and dependent on the 

context in which it occurred.  He believed facilitators should acknowledge and begin facilitation 

from a learner’s present understandings and knowledge, responding to learners and taking 

account of their experience, backgrounds, and the influences on them.  Research also has 

suggested facilitators can prompt reflection and encourage learners to re-evaluate what they do, 

develop new understandings, question taken-for-granted assumptions, and become aware of 

how their environments and experiences have shaped them (Boud, 1987; Brookfield, 1986).  

Horton and Friere (1990) advocated that facilitators should assist practitioners to work through 

the systematic stages required for critical reflection.   

Schön (1988) believed his notion of teaching to be a form of reflection-in-action where 

teachers reflect on “phenomena, and on one’s spontaneous ways of thinking and acting, 

undertaken in the midst of action to guide further action” (p. 22).  He proposed a coach, 

assisting a teacher to build their capability for engaging in reflection-in-action, could best 
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facilitate these actions (Schön, 1988).  He also proposed a coach could engage in a process of 

reflective supervision by (a) making explicit what is observed through interactions with students 

and some phenomena, (b) discussing how a teacher might interpret this action, and (c) providing 

suggestions for how teachers might then test understandings and act on interpretations.  In 

addition, Schön believed a coach could support teachers through the confusion of not knowing 

and the vulnerability and anxiety of engaging in reflective teaching practice through a 

collaborative research process of reflection-on-action or reflection-in-action.  

More recently, coaching has been used by school districts as an intervention to raise 

achievement.  

 

It is in theory a form of professional development that is school embedded and therefore 

close to instructional practice.  It also–again in theory–uses the best teachers in the 

system to help build skill among the larger teaching force.  (Resnick, 2010, p. 192) 

 

Boyd (2008) proposed, “the ultimate goal of any coaching program is to institutionalise 

reflective practice and continuous improvement among staff as part of collaborative, collegial 

learning environments for the purpose of improving student achievement” (as cited in Masters, 

2009, p. 72).  Coaches in these types of programs implement a theory of gradual teacher release, 

choosing from a range of possible support options, including modelling, demonstrating, co-

teaching and observing, giving feedback on instruction or management (Killion & Harrison, 

2006).  They ultimately build confidence in the people with whom they work (Richardson, 

2006) through such practices. 

Some have proposed models, programs, or tools for how mentoring or coaching may be 

achieved (CUREE, 2005; Dana & Yendol-Hoppey, 2008; Resnick, 2010).  The Centre for the 

Use of Research and Evidence in Education (CUREE, 2005) developed a framework that 

recognised effective principles for increasing the influence of continuing professional 

development on student learning.  This framework advocated that effective mentoring and 

coaching involved a learning conversation.  This included structured professional dialogue, 

rooted in evidence from a professional learner’s practice, to articulate and reflect on teachers’ 

existing beliefs and practices.  Resnick (2010) proposed a program known as the pedagogy and 

content routine.  This program consisted of a specific set of professional development practices, 

including modelling and demonstrating teaching and learning to analyse, modify, and adapt 

pedagogy.  She envisioned “changes in leadership activity, in norms of trust and collaboration, 

and in specific collaborative routines and structures of interaction” in school practices (Resnick, 

2010, p. 194). 

Ingvarson, Meiers, and Beavis (2005) reported that teachers in their study indicated 

“opportunities to receive feedback as they tried new practices in the classroom were rare” (p. 

17).  They proposed that program designers might not be incorporating this feature “to the 
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extent that is needed to support implementation and sustained change in practice” (p. 17).  

Cardno and Marat (2008) queried the ability of teachers in schools to make time and commit to 

transforming their practice through action research or action learning without the assistance of 

outsider facilitation.  The action research project addressed this need by involving facilitators to 

provide ongoing feedback to teachers about changes they implemented in their classrooms.  

This study explored the use of critical friends and facilitators, who supported and coached 

teachers to closely monitor and reflect on “critical incidents” (Flanagan, 1954; Tripp, 1993) or 

events that occurred in their practice.  

Identifying critical incidents.  Critical incidents as first described by Flanagan (1954), 

were viewed as the vivid happenings that stand out as being significant in a person’s practice 

(Brookfield, 1995; Tripp, 1993; Woods, 1993).  Tripp (1993) suggested that teachers should 

think about and analyse these ordinary events or critical incidents that typified their way of 

working in day-to-day experiences in classrooms.  He believed this would help teachers find 

meaning within behaviours or actions and identify the underlying trends, motives, structures, 

values, and beliefs of their practice.  

Tripp (1993) encouraged teachers to move through phases of analysis and judgment 

making to search for deeper meanings about why an event happened the way it did, in the 

context within which it occurred.  He described a series of activities for teachers to analyse 

events.  This led to a final phase of reflecting on practices in light of new understandings and 

using the insights gained to change practice.  These reflective practices were (a) describing a 

critical incident and attributing meaning and significance to it in terms of an accepted, dominant 

view; (b) examining the view for inconsistencies, paradoxes, contradictions, and for what was 

omitted from the view; (c) identifying reasons why these anomalies were ignored from the view 

and who is benefited and disadvantaged by the view; and (d) imagining a new alternative 

structure or process than that represented by the view (Tripp, 1993).  

We used critical incidents and reflective journals in our project to focus teachers’ 

attention on events that caused pleasure, stress, or puzzlement to help them understand 

underlying assumptions about their teaching practice (Brookfield, 1995).  I analysed 

participants’ interactions or journal responses to determine critical incidents they experienced in 

their practice.  The use of reflective journals to document experiences is now discussed. 

Completing reflective journals.  A reflective journal has been promoted as an effective 

tool to document and keep track of one’s experiences over time (Petherick & Smith, 1996; 

Holly, 1984; Tripp, 1987).  It also has been advocated as a way of “building up an account of 

teaching as a basis for analysis and discussion with colleagues” (Smyth, 1989, p. 6).  Written 

reflection can involve a cyclical pattern of reflecting on experiences and later reflecting on 

journal entries to provide material for further reflection (Holly, 1984). 

Petherick and Smith (1996) provided guidelines for reflective journal writing.  They 

proposed people collaboratively establish clarity about the prime focus for their writing.  For 
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example, they suggested that a question, dilemma, contradiction, sense of dissonance, or 

descriptions of experiences and feelings could focus writing.  Petherick and Smith also 

suggested individuals write and then collaboratively share those aspects of a journal, with which 

they felt comfortable.  This would extend individuals’ reflections through dialogue, leading to 

confirmation or reconstruction of their professional practice (Petherick & Smith, 1996).  In the 

project, teachers engaged in collaborative reflection-on-action during regular, scheduled 

meetings of the community of learners.  At these meetings, they shared the action research and 

action learning they undertook in classrooms.  I now discuss action research and action learning.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

Engaging in action research and action learning.  Action research and action learning 

have been promoted as effective models for engaging in professional development (Fletcher, 

2005; Savoie-Zajc & Descamps-Bednarz, 2007; Zuber-Skerritt, 1989), focusing practitioners’ 

understanding, improvement, and change in practice (Kemmis & McTaggert, 1988; McNiff, 

1990; Somekh & Zeichner, 2009; Tesch, 1990).  Zuber-Skerritt (2005) advocated distinctions 

between action research and action learning:  

 

Action research means learning from and with each other, from action and concrete 

experience, as well as taking action as a result of this learning.  Similarly, action 

research is a cyclical iterative process of action and reflection on and in action.  There is 

no separation between, but integration of practice and theory, development and 

research.  The main difference between action learning and action research is the same 

as that between learning and research generally.  Both include learning, searching, 

problem solving, systematic inquiry, and reflection on action.  However, action research 

is more systematic, rigorous, scrutinisable, verifiable, always made public … and 

represented by a certain methodology and scientific procedure. (p. 52) 

 

Action research pursues both action (change) and research (understanding and learning) 

(Dick, 2002a, 2007; Savoie-Zajc & Descamps-Bednarz, 2007), in a cyclical process of fact 

finding, planning, exploratory action, and evaluation (Lewin, 1948).  It has been “compared to a 

kind of rigorous problem solving approach: explanation of the problem, planning action, action, 

assessment of action, sharing results, emergence of a new problem situation, etc.” (Savoie-Zajc 

& Descamps-Bednarz, 2007, p. 578).  Dick (2007) viewed this cyclical process “as an extension 

of a natural approach to problem solving” (p. 149).  He (2007) proposed that when faced with a 

novel situation, people first investigate, then develop an intention to act, carry this intention out, 

and lastly notice if it worked.  This suggests that action research cycles between intention, 

action, and review.  Traditionally, four processes have been associated with an action research 

cycle–plan, act, observe, and reflect (Lewin, 1946; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988, Zuber-Skerritt, 

2001).  Others have used different words to describe essentially a similar cycle.  For example, 

Stringer (1999) stated simply that an action research cycle was a process of looking, thinking, 
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acting, and then looking again to check, before moving into a next cycle.  Dick (2007) proposed 

a cycle that included (a) reviewing a situation by collecting information, (b) planning a 

response, (c) doing it, (d) reviewing again to check that the actions worked as intended, and then 

(e) starting a new cycle.  Dana and Yendol-Hoppey (2009) described a process of “(1) 

articulating a wondering, (2) collecting data to gain insights into the wondering, (3) analysing 

data, (4) making improvements in practice based on findings, and (5) sharing learning with 

others” (as cited in Milton-Brkich, Shumbera, & Beran, 2010, p. 51).  Tasker, Westberg, and 

Seymour (2010) identified five key episodes of an action research cycle that they believed could 

guide researchers and participants:  

 

1. Problem Arena–initiate discussion and encourage communication of the issue 

confronting the participants in the communicative arena;  

2. Fundamental Themes–organise the mass of information generated in the problem 

arena into themes, see the emerging relationship between problem(s) and actions;  

3. Strategic Action Planning–start shaping strategies and creating an action plan to 

address the fundamental themes that have been brought to the forefront in previous 

discussions;  

4. Action–actively implement strategies in order to transform the project from a set of 

ideas and themes into a functioning entity; and  

5. Reflection-on-Action–review the way the project was carried out; the results and 

consequences of the action taken; the projected vision achievement(s); and the types, 

quality and sustainability of value produced. (p. 232) 

 

Research also has focused on the multiple, alternate cycles of activity (Cardno, 2003; 

McNiff, 1988; Piggot-Irvine, 2001) that continue cycles of reflection on action, learning about 

action, and new informed action (Wadsworth, 1998; Dick, 2000).  Dick (2007) saw “action 

research as containing cycles within cycles within cycles” (p. 161).  He encouraged practitioners 

to “allow for nested cycles” to enhance the flexibility of action research and allow more 

"opportunities for reflection and reperception" (List, 2006, as cited in Dick, 2007, p. 161).  

Others have suggested the transformation or change in practice that occurs (within iterative 

cycles) can lead to “frequent unpredictability about the focus and outcomes of the process” 

(Bartlett & Piggot-Irvine, 2008, p. 23).  I found, like Dick (2000), this area of alternate cycles of 

action was not well acknowledged in the literature as accounts of how such alternate cycles of 

action occur appeared to be lacking.  My research addressed this gap.       

Action research and action learning have been strongly linked to reflective practice, 

whereby action and critical reflection are seen to alternate in a cyclical spiral of ongoing cycles 

(Dick, 1997a, 2000, 2002a).  Brookfield (1995) stated, “Theorists of reflective practice are 

interested in helping teachers understand, question, investigate, and take seriously their own 
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learning and practice” (p. 215).  These processes are valued within action research and action 

learning as they engage teachers in inquiry to generate their own contextually sensitive theories 

of practice and practical knowledge (Brookfield, 1995).  More recently, Somekh and Zeichner 

(2009) believed in the importance of action research to demonstrate “working towards a 

resolution of the impetus for action with the reflective process of inquiry and knowledge 

generation, to generate new practices” (p. 5).  Importantly, Cardiff (2012) found skilled 

facilitation was necessary to create a communicative space for leaders to critically reflect, feel 

supported and develop knowledge and skills that they could immediately apply to daily 

leadership practice. 

Kemmis and McTaggart (1988) stated action research is  

 

a form of collective self-reflective enquiry undertaken by participants in order to 

improve the rationality and justice of their own social or educational practices, as well 

as the understanding of these practices and the situations in which these practices are 

carried out.  (p. 27) 

 

Recently, Tasker et al. (2010) proposed that reflection-in-action (Schön, 1983, 1991) 

was a theme that indicated how an action research project would “ebb” (“negatively affect and 

destabilise a project”) or “flow” (“drive participants to overcome foreseeable challenges and 

develop a successful project”) (p. 235).  They suggested that by identifying issues in an “action 

episode, researchers may choose to return to the strategic action planning episode to alter the 

strategies, or alternatively, they could revisit the problem arena episode to redefine the problems 

the project is attempting to address” (p. 236).  They proposed, “the revisiting of any episode 

depends on the insights gained from the reflection-in-action process, and will always be highly 

contextual and specific to particular projects” (p. 236).  

Action research is recognised as being participatory and collaborative (Greenwood, 

1991).  It occurs “with” rather than “on” practitioners (Savoie-Zajc & Descamps-Bednarz, 

2007) and participants who take action are involved in a collaborative planning and decision-

making process (Dick, 2002b).  Collaborative action research helps to avoid self-limiting 

reflection (Schön, 1983), allowing “for public testing of private assumptions and reflections” 

(Bartlett & Piggot-Irvine, 2008, p. 24).  Bevins, Jordan, and Perry (2011) found effective 

collaboration between teachers and a project team enabled “participating teachers to develop 

knowledge of action research that in turn developed their confidence to undertake classroom-

based enquiry ... This approach proved effective in developing the teachers’ autonomy and self-

confidence” (Bevins et al., 2011, p. 409).  Teachers also have highlighted “the importance of 

their collaboration in school-based research practices and identified discussions with colleagues 

as the most used resource in their practice” (Martinovic et al., 2012).  Carr and Kemmis (1986) 

advocated three types of collaborative action research with varied aims:  
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1) Technical–to achieve effectiveness and efficiency of education practice and 

professional development through the facilitation of an outside expert; 

2) Practical–as above and to achieve practitioners’ understanding and transformation of 

their consciousness through a facilitator who encourages participation and self-

reflection through dialogue; and 

3) Emancipatory–as above for (1) and (2), and to achieve participants’ emancipation 

from the dictates of tradition, self-deception, and coercion; critique bureaucratic 

systematisation; and transformation of an organisation and an educational system 

through a facilitation process that recognises shared responsibility and collaboration 

through critical and self-critical reflection. (Carr & Kemmis, 1986) 

 

Research has acknowledged the power of action research as a potent methodology for 

driving curriculum development and educational reform to inform educational policy and 

practice (Stenhouse, 1985; Somekh & Zeichner, 2009).  Action research for educational reform 

is “a methodology grounded in the values and culture of its participant-researchers, and hence it 

is flexible to local agency” (Somekh & Zeichner, 2009, p. 6).  Kuntz, Presnall, Priola, Tilford, 

and Ward (2013) proposed that through establishing a community of practice based on critical 

colleagueship, teacher-researchers were able to situate their creative practices within multiple 

and overlapping contexts.  These contexts ranged from the local place of their classroom to the 

larger concerns of state standards and contributions to institutional yearly progress.  However, 

they cautioned that in their project it was “only through communicating with colleagues and the 

principal were teacher-researchers able to act on their reflective insights” (p. 54).  Teachers 

were able to make changes because of the principal’s willingness to work with these insights 

[and] to see leadership itself as part of a creative learning process and learning culture in the 

school (Kuntz et al., 2013). 

 

Somekh and Zeichner (2009) believed that the core principle of 

 

combining action with research inevitably challenges the routines of the status quo.  It 

gives the teachers, who carry it out, a means to develop agency to bring about change; 

and the changes they introduce are locally appropriate within the globalized world they 

inhabit.  (p. 19) 

 

They likened action research to Appadurai’s (2001) “globalisation from below,” where 

“grassroots efforts and creation of ‘new forms of dialogue’ between policy-makers, activists 

and, academics” are possible (Somekh & Zeichner, 2009, p. 6).  They also recognised Rizvi 
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(2006) to have built upon Appadurai’s concept of the “social imaginary” to argue that in all 

communities there is “a collective sense of agency” (Somekh & Zeichner, 2009, p. 6).   

The community of learners formed for the project of this study demonstrated agency in 

its attempts to progress educational policy reform.  The Literate Futures: Professional 

Development–The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate World P-7, 7-12 (Anstey, 2004) CD-

ROM package provided the policy context (see p. 8 in Chapter 1).  This policy encouraged 

curriculum leaders to implement action research that was participative, collaborative, reflexive, 

social, critical, and emancipatory (empowering) for effective teacher development of literacy 

practice.  This study implemented action learning processes as a form of professional 

development to engage teachers in reflective processes of inquiry to understand, generate 

knowledge, and transform their teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  The cyclical 

processes of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; Lewin, 

1946) and implementing a revised plan (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001) were embedded.  This assisted 

participants to work collaboratively in a community of learners and with students to enact 

changes to their practice.  My study used an action research methodology and methods to 

examine and evaluate the project and participants’ action learning processes.  I identified the 

conditions that influenced teachers to commit to our project and manage their professional 

learning and change in practice in a community of learners and classrooms.  Research on 

managing teacher change is discussed next.  

Managing Teacher Change 

Studies have identified the increasing complexity of the teaching profession 

(Hargreaves, 2003).  They also have focused on how school communities can be enabled to 

focus on “the nature and complexity of the teacher’s work, and to provide ways of thinking 

about the processes of change and support” (Calderhead, 1996, p. 721).  Fullan (1993) 

advocated that the most effective way to bring about the adoption of innovations in schools is to 

engage the whole school in a democratic process of planning change.  He believed this meant 

people should be immersed in the decision-making to adopt an innovation and proposed that 

reform initiatives focus initially on the culture of an organisation and have the support of school 

leaders (Fullan, 2003).  Barber and Mourshed (2007) advocated that school systems should find 

ways to support and assist teachers to take responsibility to learn and change how they perform 

in classrooms.   

Various models and frameworks have been identified to support teachers’ change 

processes at a school level.  Fullan (2001) proposed a framework for thinking about and 

achieving change that considered moral purpose, understanding change, relationship building, 

knowledge creation and sharing, and coherence making.  Hill and Crevola (1998) developed an 

approach that placed teacher inquiry and research within a general model of school 

improvement for bringing about improvements in early literacy outcomes.  Their model 

considered nine key characteristics or “design elements” of an effective change strategy.  These 
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were (a) beliefs and understandings; (b) standards and targets; (c) monitoring and assessment; 

(d) classroom teaching programs; (e) professional learning teams; (f) school and class 

organisation; (g) intervention and special assistance; (h) home, school, and community 

partnerships; and (i) leadership and coordination. 

O’Rourke (2003) claimed sustainable organisational and cultural change in schools and 

classrooms would be realised through (a) consciousness raising; (b) modelling and skill/content 

instruction; (c) assuming diversity and difference; (d) distributing informal leadership; (e) 

providing a forum for critical reflection, inquiry, and talk; and (f) broader based community 

collaboration.  She proposed a self-generating change model to engage teachers and leaders in 

collaborative learning and research experiences that involved groups working in reflective 

action circles within and across school communities.  

Kervin (2007) proposed a model that considered interplay of professional, physical, and 

interpersonal influences and highlighted the critical role that professional culture plays in 

teachers’ professional learning in schools.  Kervin’s model acknowledged critical components 

of a professional school culture such as allocation and use of time, relationships, location of a 

professional development opportunity, input of stakeholders, and need for in-school facilitation.  

This model advocated for the use of reflective practice, a community of learners, mentoring or 

coaching, and action research to encourage purposeful interactions within a school setting 

(Kervin, 2007).    

Dick (2002b) identified strategies that could be adopted simultaneously as part of a 

program of strategic change to help organisations challenge dearly held and vigorously 

defended “beliefs without reason.”  These were 

 

 Forming close and honest relationships with participants, 

 Involving the right people in decision-making and planning, 

 Adoption of a trial to introduce change, 

 Describing desirable outcomes, 

 Presenting evidence, allowing people to check for adequacy themselves, and 

then allowing them to draw conclusions from their own experiences in order to 

identify the reasons behind their beliefs, 

 Providing opportunities for people to examine their past practices in accordance 

to present changes, 

 Providing prior notice of expected changes and allowing people time to become 

used to the changes, and 

 Changing behaviours to allow attitude changes to follow. (Dick, 2002b)  

 

In conclusion, research has questioned the reality of some reform, suggesting that on the 

surface a reform may appear to be implemented, but actually little change to classroom practice 
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occurs or continues (Fullan, 1982).  My study recognised this notion in its design and 

implementation.  I attempted to monitor and account for it by using an action theory for change 

model (Fletcher, 2008; Fletcher & Hill, 2004) to report descriptions of happenings in the 

project.  I used this model to describe elements that enabled or dis-abled teachers to generate 

knowledge and develop and change their teaching practice as a result of their participation in the 

action research project.  

An action theory for change model.  Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change 

model included force factors for change, enabling conditions, and a critical incidents chain that 

attempted to describe how participants commit to and engage in change processes (Figure 1).   

 

                   Sociocultural context 
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Figure 1.  Action theory for change model (Fletcher, 2008; Fletcher & Hill, 2004). 

Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) model acknowledges that “force factors have the potential to 

exert power and control action within particular contexts” (Fletcher, 2008, p. 115).  It identified 

two types of force factors that “may be external or internal to an individual” and “can initiate 

and influence change in actions” (p. 115).  These factors had “the potential to activate positive 

or negative responses in individuals” (p. 115).  The model also proposed “a set of enabling 

conditions that need to be in place if personal learning is to develop through communal 

understanding” (p. 119).  Fletcher believed the following conditions were significant for the 

growth of a professional learning community: 
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Internal 

Activation 

     point 
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 Personal conditions–affective influences that affect how an individual responds 

to a professional learning encounter, such as goodwill, motivation, emotion and 

response;  

 Social conditions–influences such as participation, collaboration, and 

interaction;  

 Physical conditions–related to the time and space of the working environment;  

 Cognitive conditions–declarative, procedural, and conditional thinking 

processes required to engage in critical reflection. (Fletcher, 2008, p. 119) 

 

Fletcher (2004, 2008) believed the critical incidents chain “had the potential to maintain 

collective learning through collusion, or redirect learning through collision” (Fletcher, 2008, p. 

121).  Her (2004, 2008) model promoted the importance of participants within a change project 

being able to recognise, monitor, and understand the role critical incidents play as they engage 

in knowledge generation through action and reflection.  It provided a way for me to monitor, 

evaluate, and interpret practitioners’ action learning processes and change in practice while they 

worked within the community of learners formed for the project and in classrooms.  I analysed 

and evaluated the force factors, enabling conditions, and critical incidents that influenced 

teachers to generate knowledge and change their teaching practice (Fletcher, 2008; Fletcher & 

Hill, 2004) to understand what was happening in the research contexts.  

Summary 

In the first section of this literature review, I described ways teachers have integrated 

ICT into pedagogical practice in schools and influences that can hinder or support them.  These 

influences were related to the quality of ICT infrastructure and resources, models of 

professional development, the leadership role of the principal, and teachers’ own capabilities 

and willingness.  I discussed relevant gaps in the literature.  These gaps were related to 1) how 

well technology is integrated and levels of integration (Hixon & Buckenmeyer, 2009; Korte & 

Husing, 2007), 2) guiding teachers’ pedagogy for integrating ICT into curricula (EENeT, 1998; 

Fullan, 1992; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; O’Rourke, 2001), 3) effective kinds of training to 

support teachers integrating ICT into the curriculum (Harvey & Purnell, 1995; Meredyth et al., 

1999; O’Mahony, 2003), and 4) how teachers translate ICT and multiliteracies policy and 

theory into practice (Kist, 2005; Kitson et al., 2007; Neville, 2005).  

In the next section of my review, I described theoretical approaches to teachers’ 

knowledge generation, development of practice, and professional learning.  I focused on 

relevant types of knowledge and learning approaches for adult learners ascribing meanings to 

their practical experiences.  These included how personal agency and beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions influence learning.  I also identified approaches, processes, and techniques for 

engaging in critical reflection such as (1) teacher inquiry, (2) professional learning communities, 

(3) the use of facilitators, coaches, or mentors, and (4) action research and action learning.  I 
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described research gaps that my study addressed, including research on adult learning that rests 

within a theoretical framework, articulates a philosophical perspective on types of knowledge, 

and considers social context (Cranton, 1994).  I described ways people can tap into 

unchallenged assumptions.  These were (1) critical reflection as an adult learning process 

(Brookfield, 1995) of interconnected, cyclical processes for identifying a problem, planning and 

implementing an action, (2) conducting reviews to inform change in action (Mena Marcos et al., 

2009), and (3) the alternate cycles of action that result (Dick, 2000, 2002a).  

Literature described in my review supports the use of action research and action 

learning processes for professional development.  Such an approach sees teachers as researchers 

working collaboratively with facilitators or coaches to guide or support them to solve practical 

problems and discover new pedagogical practices.  In the study, I used action research and the 

action theory for change model (Fletcher, 2008; Fletcher & Hill, 2004) to explore and better 

understand identified gaps in the literature about what supports teachers to integrate ICT and 

generate knowledge to develop and change their practice.  I tested out the action theory for 

change model to determine what influenced teachers to adopt and sustain a commitment to 

professional learning.  

In the following chapter, I provide a theoretical rationale for the design of my study, 

describing the methods and analytic techniques I used to answer the research questions. 
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Chapter 3 

 

Methodology and Design of the Study 

In this chapter I provide a theorised rationale for the design used in this study.  To do 

this, I present a justification for the research paradigms and explication of the underlying 

assumptions that informed them.  My study had two purposes.  First, I wanted to better 

understand influences acting on primary teachers’ integration of ICT into pedagogical practice 

in schools and classrooms.  Second, I wanted to explore what influenced a cohort of primary 

school teachers as they worked in a community of learners and in classrooms to generate 

knowledge and develop their teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  To achieve this, I 

needed to describe and interpret the meanings teachers made, teaching practices they used, and 

knowledge they constructed.  I did this by examining how they used a range of oral, print, or 

multimediated ICT resources for the teaching and learning of reading in their classrooms.  

Study Questions and Focus 

The following two primary research questions focused the study:  

 

Research Question 1:  What influences primary school teachers to integrate information 

and communication technologies (ICT) for teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

Research Question 2:  What influences primary school teachers working within a 

community of learners to generate knowledge of communally agreed multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading in their classrooms?  

 

To answer Question 1, I collected quantitative and qualitative survey data about ICT 

pedagogical practices from a sample of principals and teachers within a broad selection of 

primary schools and classrooms in a selected metropolitan Education Queensland district.  To 

answer Question 2, I collected qualitative data from a selection of teachers from schools in this 

metropolitan Education Queensland district.  I explored how the cohort of teachers, brought 

together for the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project, formed a community 

of learners and transformed their teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  One key informant 

teacher was identified from this community of learners.  She provided qualitative data about her 

teaching practice with students in her classroom.  Thus, I incorporated multiple levels of 

exploration in the design of the study in order to “drill down” and gauge a broad view of teacher 

perspectives across an education district.  This provided a deep understanding of influences on 

teachers’ professional learning for teaching ICT and/or multiliterate reading practices in primary 

schools.  I have depicted a schematic representation of the education district, primary schools, 

and teachers in the three phases of the study in Figure 2.  
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Phase 1: Survey about integrating ICT in schools and classrooms 

Sample of metropolitan Education Queensland primary schools (principals and teachers) in a district 

 

 

 

Phase 2: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” Action Research Project (Community of Learners) 

Sample of metropolitan Education Queensland primary schools and teachers in this district  

 

Project School 1 Project School 2 Project School 3 Project School 4 

 

Project 

School 

5 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 

1 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 

2 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 

3 

 

Project 

Teacher 

4 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 

5 

 

 

Project Teacher 6 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 7 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 8 

 

 

Project 

Teacher 

9 

 

 

 

Phase 3: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” Action Research Project (One Key Informant Teacher) 

Sample teacher from one metropolitan Education Queensland primary school in this district    

 

Project School 1 – Project Teacher 1 

 

Action Research Cycle 1: 

Technology Infrastructure Issues  

 Reliability of integrating 

classroom computers 

 Managing ICT learning 

experiences for teaching 

reading using classroom 

computers 

 

 

Multiliterate Reading Practice Issues  

 Sourcing, evaluating, 

selecting, and modifying an 

Internet-reading task 

 Students’ reading strategies 

and ICT skills   

 Students’ reading 

capabilities in ICT 

environments 

 

Action Research Cycle 2: 

Technology Infrastructure Issues  

 Reliability of integrating 

classroom computers 

 Managing ICT integration 

through use of a computer 

lab, ICT specialist teacher, 

student buddies, parents, and 

me 

 

Multiliterate Reading Practice Issues   

 Sourcing, evaluating, 

selecting, and modifying 

Internet-reading tasks and 

reading for information on a 

computer screen 

Action Research Cycle 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multiliterate Reading Practice Issues  

 Sourcing, evaluating, 

selecting, and designing 

Internet-reading tasks 

 Designing Internet-reading 

tasks, including an 

assessment task 

Figure 2.  Connections between the contexts and participants who informed the study.  

Hence, I designed the study to explore the professional learning and teaching of 

multiliterate reading practices in three phases.  In Phase 1, I used survey data from a broad 

selection of primary schools and classrooms within a metropolitan Education Queensland 

district.  These data identified if, how, and why principals and teachers integrated ICT for 

student learning.  

In Phase 2, I explored influences on a subgroup of teachers from schools in this district 

to commit to and participate in the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project.  

These teachers formed a community of learners with their critical friends and facilitators.  I 

worked as an action researcher and facilitator in this group.  We critically examined and 
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reflected on practices to generate knowledge and transform the teaching of multiliterate reading 

practices.  This action research and action learning was conducted over a 9-month period. 

In Phase 3, I conducted an in-depth exploration of one key informant teacher’s action 

learning processes for integrating ICT within her class reading program to teach multiliterate 

reading practices.  This teacher was a member of the community of learners (in Phase 2) and I 

worked as her in-class facilitator to guide and support her action learning processes.  We 

decided to work together to explore the teaching of ICT-based multiliterate reading practices.  I 

explored how she engaged in the community of learners and with her students in her classroom 

while enacting her action research cycles, as described by Zuber-Skerritt (2001).  

Specific goals and outcomes were identified for each of the study phases (Figure 3).
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Figure 3.  Progressive development of this study.

Phase 1: Survey about integrating ICT in schools and classrooms–Distributed to 29 primary schools, 29 principals, and approximately 400 teachers within a metropolitan Education 

Queensland district. 

 

Goals 

 Identify influences on 

principals and teachers to 

integrate ICT into 

pedagogical practices in a 

broad range of primary 

schools and classrooms in a 

metropolitan Education 

Queensland district. 

Outcomes 

 Analysed four “Principals’ ICTs Integration Surveys” and 55 “Teachers’ ICTs Integration Surveys” to identify influences on their 

integration of ICT into pedagogical practices.  

Phase 2: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project (community of learners)–Thirteen teachers from seven primary schools in 

a metropolitan Education Queensland district were invited to participate in an action research project.  Selection of primary schools invited to 

join our project was based on significant improvements in student literacy performance from Year 2 to Year 5 as demonstrated in data derived 

from the Education Queensland Corporate Data Warehouse. 

Goals  

The Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator and administrator devised our project 

aims (see Appendix Q for the Project 

Memorandum of Understanding). They asked 

participating teachers to: 

 Investigate, document, and share 

effective practices for teaching reading 

in a multiliterate world in their 

classrooms; 

 Commit to meet with the project team, 

comprising the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator and administrator, an 

Education Queensland Educational 

Advisor (EA) Curriculum, two Griffith 

University academics, including me, a 

doctoral candidate, and other teachers, 

at least twice per term to share ideas and 

reflect on the teaching of multiliterate 

reading practices; 

 Open their classrooms to members of 

the project team to observe practices;  

 Measure change in their classroom 

practices and share findings with the 

project team; and 

 Be leaders of multiliteracies best 

practice in their individual schools by 

sharing learning with other teachers and 

support staff.  

 

Outcomes 

 Nine teachers from five primary schools joined the project to explore their 

teaching of multiliterate reading practices; 

 Project members (teachers, critical friends, and facilitators) formed a 

community of learners and met regularly to participate in discussion and 

reflective practice;  

 Teachers opened their classrooms to visits by three facilitators, including 

me, who observed, guided, and supported the teaching of multiliterate 

reading practices; and  

 Five of these nine teachers shared project presentations of their action 

learning journeys with teachers from other schools in the district at the 

conclusion of the project. 

Phase 3: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project (one key 

informant teacher–Janice, a teacher, and I, her facilitator, worked collaboratively in 

the community of learners described in Phase 2, her school, and her classroom during 

the project. 

Goals 

 Identify influences on 

Janice to integrate ICT-

based multiliterate 

reading practices into 

pedagogical practices; 

and 

 Observe, support, guide, 

and evaluate Janice’s 

action learning processes, 

generated knowledge, and 

transformed teaching 

practices. 

 

 

 

   

Outcomes 

 Worked collaboratively with 

Janice to observe, support, guide, 

and evaluate our work with 

students in her classroom once or 

twice per week during the project;  

 Supported Janice to implement her 

action learning plans and 

processes about teaching ICT-

based multiliterate reading 

practices; and  

 Observed, measured, and gathered 

evidence of change in Janice’s 

knowledge and teaching practices. 

Legend 

 

 

           Phase 1: Survey about 

integrating ICT in schools and 

classrooms (principals and teachers in 

a district) 

 

    Phase 2: “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” action research 

project (community of learners) 

 

   Phase 3: “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” action research 

project (one key informant teacher)   
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Research Design 

This research used action research (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001) and case study (Yin, 1994) 

methodologies to explore the experiences of participants working in the community of learners and in 

schools and classrooms.  It provided an emic, second-order approach (Meynell, 2005; Pike, 1954) or 

insider view of people, groups, organisations, and cultures.  I used action research to explore and tell 

the stories of how teachers collaboratively monitored, evaluated, developed, and changed their 

teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  I also gathered quantitative and qualitative survey data 

about principals’ and teachers’ integration of ICT into school programs in the district.  This provided 

an etic, first-order approach (Meynell, 2005; Pike, 1954) and contextualising umbrella for the action 

research project.  The Education Queensland district, community of learners, one key informant 

teacher, and I were the cases of the research (Yin, 1994).  

Hence, my research used mixed methods, but predominantly a qualitative, interpretivist 

paradigm, to describe and interpret human phenomenon.  To inform the research, I drew on Heath’s 

(1997) and Carr and Kemmis’s (1983) interpretivist paradigms.  Derived from humanism and 

phenomenology, interpretivism viewed learning as a process of interaction that leads to a better 

understanding of the meaning of experiences.  Consequently, I made judgments based on experience 

about how to best facilitate the learning of teachers in particular situations of relevance to this 

exploration.  I also used a social, constructivist orientation to research reality and the social world 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  I considered reality and meaning making to be 

socially constructed processes, and understandings and assumptions (tacit knowledge) to be shaped by 

people’s beliefs and perceptions of experiences encountered in their worlds.  I also recognised that 

critical modes of inquiry would help participants adopt a critical and self-critical attitude in order to 

achieve real transformational change–one where we would all want to learn–through a process of 

reflexivity to build theory and inform practice.  Therefore, the use of a critical theory framework 

enhanced the integrity of the action research process and strengthened participatory approaches 

(Beilin & Boxelaar, 2001).     

This pragmatic research approach saw the participants of my study as having constructed their 

own social worlds.  I, as a researcher, interpreted different situations and acted in essence as a co-

constructor of the social realities that were formed (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995).  This paradigm 

of inquiry fits within an action research methodology.  Action researchers are required to first 

investigate the nature of the real world in order to be able to improve the condition of its humans 

(Swepson, 1995). 

Lincoln and Guba (2000) advocated that it is acceptable to blend elements of different 

paradigms within a study.  They suggested that blending elements of interpretivist, constructivist, and 

participatory inquiry recognises a common appreciation of the value-laden nature of research and 

dilemmas that can ensue for a researcher and research process (Lincoln & Guba, 2000).  Levin & 

O’Donnell (1999) asserted that gathering and analysing both quantitative and qualitative data 
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enhances arguments developed (as cited in Levin & O’Donnell, 1999, p. 187).  Hence, I used a blend 

of quantitative and qualitative research paradigms, methodologies, and methods in this research.  The 

survey employed a positivist paradigm and a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods.  

The “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project employed an interpretivist paradigm 

that drew on a social constructivist orientation, critical theory, and participatory inquiry.  It used an 

action research methodology and predominantly qualitative methods to explore the research contexts.  

I have presented a theoretical overview of my study in Table 5 to provide a conceptual framework for 

the research. 
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Table 5 

Conceptual Framework for the Research  

Theoretical Overview of my Study 

 

Paradigm 

 

Quantitative: 

 Positivist paradigm 

  

Qualitative: 

 Interpretivist paradigm 

 Social constructivist orientation 

 Critical theory 

 Participatory inquiry 

 

Interpretivist Paradigm: Ontological Assumptions 

 

Reality is 

 multiple, divergent, and interrelated 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1981); 

 socially constructed through collective 

definitions of phenomena; 

 shaped by meaning making of practical 

experiences (Smith, 1990) and 

informed by beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions (tacit knowledge) acquired 

through actions and experience 

(Argyris & Schön, 1974; Block & 

Hazelip, 1995).  Beliefs, perceptions, 

and assumptions are representative of 

the theories-in-action notion (Argyris & 

Schön, 1974).   

 

Interpretivist Paradigm: Epistemological Assumptions 

 

Knowledge is  

 drawn from rational processes (what we 

generate from reading a body of literature) 

and empirical processes (what we generate 

from meaning making of experiences) 

(Swepson, 1995);  

 shared understandings that are socially 

constructed and shaped by sociocultural 

contexts (Blackler, 1995; Goodman, 1984; 

Farnham-Diggory, 1994; Lave, 1993); and 

 generated through experiential learning 

(learning by doing and learning from 

experience in cycles of action) (Kolb, 1984) 

and transformational learning (learning 

through critical reflection to take account of 

underlying beliefs and knowledge) (Mezirow, 

1991; Schön, 1983). 

  

Methodology  Action research (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001) 

 Case study (Yin, 1994) 

 

Unit of 

Analysis 

Education Queensland district  

 

Community of learners  One key informant teacher 

 

Me   

Method Multi-method approach (Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

 

Quantitative Qualitative 

 

Data 

Collection 

Techniques  

 Survey (Likert scale and structured 

question) 

 Survey (unstructured question) 

 Interview (semi-structured and unstructured 

question)  

 Concept map  

 Reflective journal and protocols 

 Focus group (Project Meeting) 

 Observation (participant and non-

participant)  

 Critical incidents (Flanagan, 1954; Tripp, 

1993) 

 PROBE reading assessment (Parkin, Parkin, 

& Pool, 2002) 

 Students’ and teachers’ work samples 

 

Research 

Questions 

 

1) What influences primary school teachers to integrate information and communication technologies (ICT) 

for teaching and learning in schools and classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school teachers working within a community of learners to generate knowledge 

of communally agreed multiliterate practices for the teaching of reading in their classrooms? 
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I argue a rationale for the design and multi-method approach (Miles & Huberman, 1994) used 

in my study next, drawing on literature about ontological, epistemological, and methodological 

theories and assumptions underpinning the research. 

Initial orientation and assumptions.  I acknowledge the diversity of theoretical perspectives 

addressed within the theoretical framework of this study.  However, as the contexts of this study 

necessitated explorations of complex realities, I believed complex theories were required to help me 

identify and understand complex phenomena.  Within this research context, I drew on Denzin and 

Lincoln’s (1998) belief that “there are no objective observations, only observations socially situated in 

the worlds of the observer and the observed” (p. 25).  I also acknowledged their view that “there is no 

single interpretative truth” (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998, p. 30).  Therefore, I believed it was important to 

make explicit my own beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions about constructs such as reality, meaning 

making, knowledge, and learning that I brought to the research contexts.  Analysis and interpretations 

were underpinned by Pratt’s (1992) belief that “study and practice of teaching is grounded in our 

conceptions … there can be no neutral ground from which to understand another person’s teaching” 

(p. 204).  I recognised that my beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions of experiences had the potential 

to influence decisions, interpretations, and understandings I made within the study.  I was conscious 

of making clear my own biases, presuppositions, and interpretations that I brought to the research 

setting (Heath, 1997).  

The importance of this was particularly visible for me during the action research phases of the 

study, where as a researcher I became a part of the “researched” world under consideration.  For this 

reason, and according to the principles of an action research methodology, all humans in this research 

were considered participants and co-researchers of the identified problem.  Consequently, I 

recognised that we all brought our own conscious and unconscious beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions along to the research contexts.  I understood these would influence the conscious, 

reflective decisions we made about happenings (Swepson, 1995) during the study.  Therefore, I 

acknowledged that the beliefs, perceptions, assumptions, and knowledge that I and my fellow action 

researchers and action learners took from the study experiences could not be value free.  

I acknowledge the complexity of the study design I envisioned and of my decision to engage 

with action research.  This approach required me to take on responsibilities for “action (change, 

improvement) and research (understanding, knowledge) at the same time” in the study (Dick, 2002a, 

p. 1).  I realised that I would need to commit to the rigour of processes that constitute valid, high-

quality research.  Hence, whilst acting as a change agent and working collaboratively with the group, I 

monitored and tracked learning processes.  To help me achieve this aim, I employed varied systems, 

structures, and processes to ensure I managed and carried out research duties effectively.  

Orientation and assumptions.  My personal ontological beliefs and assumptions about how 

reality and experience contribute to meaning making and understanding underpinned the research 

methodology and study design.  These, along with my epistemological beliefs and assumptions about 
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what knowledge is and how we come to know what we know, informed my professional practice 

during its implementation.   

Ontological theories and assumptions underpinning the research.  The ontological view of 

the world that framed my research is that reality “is multiple, divergent, and inter-related” (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1981, p. 57).  I viewed reality as a social construction that is dependent on everyday 

experiences and practices that can occur within varied contexts.  I drew on a belief that one’s sense 

making of experiences informs reality, beliefs, perceptions, assumptions, and knowledge.  Participants 

of this study were engaged in making sense of and extending their experiences.  Consequently, this 

research was grounded in people’s experiences of the world and the social interactions that are 

embedded in such experiences (Smith, 1990).  Participants’ individual experiences were framed 

within a communal experience, where individuals within the group gave significance to experience 

and events that were unique and not necessarily representative of the group response.  I concurred 

with Baldwin’s (2001) belief that “relationship is fundamental to the creation of reality, and a 

[method] that separates the researcher from the researched denies that relationship” (p. 289).  Hence, I 

chose to incorporate action research in the study because in this methodology participants, including 

me, would be involved “in thinking about what goes into an endeavour, decision-making, and 

contributing to the action” (Baldwin, 2001, p. 289).  

In this study, I considered a dialectic relationship or praxis between theoretical and practical 

perspectives, where an integration of thought and action was a desired outcome of explorative 

processes (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001).  I observed and analysed people’s culturally reflective practices 

about reconstructions of their practical actions through reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action 

(Schön, 1983).  Argyris and Schön’s (1974) notion about theories of action, which are based on a 

view of humans as agents acting purposefully on their environment, informed my study.  I also drew 

on their belief that humans learn from their actions and use this learning to plan further actions.  With 

survey teachers and those who formed a community of learners, I explored Argyris and Schön’s 

(1974) two types of action theories: espoused theories of action and theories-in-use.  Therefore, this 

study responded to a recognised gap in the literature.  It answered a call from those who believe that 

quality research should examine and make explicit links between both types of action theories to 

identify the relationship between a teacher’s professed views and actual practice (Kane et al., 2002).  

For example, Kane et al. (2002) suggested that research that examines only teachers’ espoused 

theories of action is at risk of telling only half the story.  This participatory research examined the 

relationship between what teachers espouse (say, believe, or perceive) about their teaching practice 

and what they actually do in their teaching practice.  It provided comprehensive, consistent 

interpretations of teaching practice.  

Role of beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions.  My study acknowledged the importance of 

thinking and reflexive practice to make sense of and perceive connections and links between parts of 

an experience.  It did so by engaging people in a search for meaning (Dewey, 1916) to uncover and 
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transform one’s beliefs, perceptions, world views, values, attitudes, understandings, and actions.  It 

was my belief that people form beliefs based on their actions and experiences.  In turn, beliefs inform 

perceptions of how people recognise and respond to aspects of their world (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  

Critical reflection allows people to elaborate, extend, or change their beliefs and perceptions gained 

through prior experiences to challenge assumptions and knowledge, and learn (Schön, 1983).  This 

level of reflection is often reached by pursuing it beyond one’s own mind, collaboratively through the 

minds of others (Schön, 1987; Fletcher, Zuber-Skerritt, Bartlett, Albertyn, & Kearney, 2010).  For the 

purposes of my study, data were interpreted to report teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions 

based on the following definitions.  

Beliefs are the conscious or unconscious feelings, views, opinions, or judgments we have 

about aspects of our world.  They are related to the value or worth we place on the desirability, 

usefulness, importance, merit, or effectiveness of an object, action, or event.  Beliefs are grounded in 

our personal experiences and, hence, are highly resistant to change (Block & Hazelip, 1995).  They 

act as filters, allowing in or filtering out new knowledge deemed compatible or incompatible with 

current beliefs (Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992). 

Perceptions are ways in which we recognise and respond to aspects of our world.  They are 

based on our beliefs, observations, intuitions, understandings, knowledge, and insights about a 

perceived object, action, or event.  Perceptions rely on the senses and help to shape how we conceive 

of phenomena.  Sociocultural contexts shape perceptions, which may affect the outcomes of action or 

other behaviour.  

Assumptions are the implicit taken-for-granted beliefs and tacit knowledge we have about the 

world that unconsciously influence how we act in it.  Realities associated with people’s ways of 

knowing, learning, and being in the schools, classrooms, and community of learners associated with 

this research are explored in the following chapters.  

Epistemological theories and assumptions underpinning the research.  Swepson (1995) 

advocated that there are two epistemological positions and both are concerned with the relationship of 

our mind to our experience in generating knowledge.  She said that “empiricism places primary focus 

on what we experience” (Swepson, 1995, p. 5).  Data are collected about something to do with the 

world, and from this process is built a body of knowledge, “which is seen as probably true, rather than 

absolutely true, through a process of induction” (Swepson, 1995, p. 5).  On the other hand, rationalism 

places primary focus on the mind.  “The human mind is ‘hard wired’ to comprehend certain principles 

which must exist and are therefore, real, a priori, and absolutely true.  Explanations about experience 

are deducted from these certain principles” (Swepson, 1995, p. 5).  

My research drew on a combination of these two procedures.  Rational processes were used to 

gain an understanding of the types of problems that were relevant to the topic of the research.  I 

completed a thorough review of the body of literature on relevant topics.  My review highlighted 

existing knowledge and beliefs, and also gaps in the literature.  I identified these as possible issues 
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and areas from which new knowledge could be constructed in the study.  However, during the study, I 

sought predominantly situation-specific knowledge, rather than generalisable knowledge (Swepson, 

1995).  The empirical processes of the action research were tied up with a continual, cyclical process 

of asking and attempting to answer fuzzy questions using initially fuzzy methods.  These questions 

about teachers’ collaborative work were refined and then answered (Dick, 2002c; Swepson, 1995). 

From this perspective, I viewed knowledge as lived practice or experience.  I explored how 

participants “came to know” by actively engaging in sense making of evolving, dynamic, and 

reflective contexts for constructing knowledge that was generative knowledge (Resnick & Klopfer, 

1989; Wittrock, 1974).  I perceived experience and learning as a dialectical process or praxis where 

each one illuminated the other (Cranton, 1994).  Experiential learning models informed this research 

because they emphasised learning by doing and learning from experience in cycles of action (Kolb, 

1984).  Transformational learning also informed it because this model used critical reflection to bring 

into critical consciousness the assumptions and perspectives learned uncritically in previous 

experiences (Mezirow, 1991).  I used Argyris and Schön’s (1974) model explaining the process of 

developing theories-in-use to analyse teachers’ action strategies, intended and unintended 

consequences, and responses to mismatches in the research.  This allowed me to explain when, how, 

and why they engaged in single-loop learning or double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974).   

Further, I drew on Marzano et al.’s (1988) notion of knowledge and control of practice to 

describe teachers’ three knowledge types: declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge.  These 

are “important in metacognition and the executive control of behaviour” (Marzano et al., 1988, p. 13).  

My study examined teachers acting as researchers and problem solvers of their own practical 

experiences, drawing on their assumptions (tacit or taken-for-granted knowledge) and prior learning 

acquired in varied contexts to generate new knowledge.  In this view, I considered knowledge to be 

idiosyncratic if it was generated as a result of the direct experiences of individuals.  I also explored 

how communal knowledge could be generated collaboratively.  

I explored Dewey’s (1916, 1933) notion of reflection as a systematic, rigorous cognitive 

process for thinking about and solving problems to take account of people’s underlying beliefs and 

knowledge.  Teachers in this study engaged with processes of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-

action to question their existing assumptions and values, contest teaching realities, and change their 

practice (Smyth, 1984).  Hence, I supported the view that teachers can engage in transformative 

learning through critical self-reflection (Cranton, 1994; Mezirow, 1991) to transform pedagogical 

practice.  I wanted to explore this further in my study.  

This research was underpinned by the contributions of cognitive and constructivist views of 

knowledge, based on Bruner’s constructivist theory (1990), within a social framework (as cited in 

Kearsley, 1994b, para. 1-4).  Therefore, I perceived learning to be an active process, whereby teachers 

as learners generate new meanings that consider their current knowledge and social and cultural 

contexts.  This study acknowledged the value of allowing teachers to use knowledge and theory 
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gathered from others as generative material for interrogation and interpretation (Cochran-Smith & 

Lytle, 2001).  Thus, in this study design, the role community plays in knowledge generation was 

highlighted.  

This research involved the conceptualisation of cognition as knowing how context and 

process interact to influence knowledge generation (Goodman, 1984) and was shaped by the 

sociocultural contexts in which it occurred (Farnham-Diggory, 1994; Lave, 1993).  Therefore, I 

concurred with a belief that “knowledge is socially constructed and created from within, and for, a 

particular group and context” (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, p. 7).  I also drew on Kearsley’s (1994a) notion 

that “social interaction plays a fundamental role in the development of cognition” to guide its design 

(para. 1).  In my study, teachers working as researchers engaged in activities within a supportive 

environment and received guidance that was mediated by appropriate tools (Vygotsky, 1978).  There 

was an emphasis on “shared, social constructions of meaning and knowledge” (Schwandt, 1994, p. 

127), where shared understandings or encultured knowledge was socially constructed, negotiated, and 

language oriented (Blackler, 1995).  

Using action research and case study methodologies, I drew on specific theories to analyse 

and explain the complex realities of communal and idiosyncratic learning observed in the research.  I 

used reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action (Schön, 1983) to uncover teachers’ espoused 

theories and theories-in-use and engagement in single-loop learning or double-loop learning (Argyris 

& Schön, 1974).  I used Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model to monitor, evaluate, 

and interpret teachers’ action learning processes and change in practice while they worked in the 

community of learners and classrooms.  I implemented these theories in efforts to describe how the 

cohort of teachers in this study acted and made sense of their teaching of multiliterate reading 

practices.  These theories informed the methodological approach and study design I selected to answer 

my research questions.  The action research and case study methodologies used in my study are 

discussed now, beginning with action research.   

Methodology.  I consulted an action research cycle of plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised 

plan as described by Zuber-Skerritt (2001) to design my research.  Determining the methodology to 

underpin the research was the “plan” process within this cycle of action.  I selected action research 

and case study methodologies because I felt these best recognised the complexities of the real-life 

situations of the research.  I believed these qualitative methodologies would capture details to tell 

comprehensive stories of participants’ processes and my interpretations of data.  They would provide 

opportunities for stories to be observed and told about participants’ interactions, behaviours, and 

contextual cognition within the community of learners and in specific classrooms.   

Action research.  I used an action research methodology that was participatory, collaborative, 

and reflexive.  Action research and action learning were viewed as complementary processes.  Action 

research provided a rigorous, systematic means for me to evaluate the action learning processes of 

members of the community of learners.  In addition, it provided a way for me to explore the 
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effectiveness of action learning as a process to transform teachers’ knowledge and act as a change 

agent for the professional development of teachers (Zuber-Skerritt, 2002).  In this capacity, action 

research allowed me to explore such questions as “What is happening here? How is this happening? 

Is this effective? and Why?”.  These questions also underpinned the processes adopted within and 

across collaborative partnerships formed for the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research 

project as participants reflected on the influence of changed practices on student learning.  I concurred 

with Zuber-Skerritt’s (2005) view that both action research and action learning involve learning, 

searching, problem solving, systematic inquiry, and reflection on action.  She believed that the 

distinguishing feature of action research is that it is represented by a certain methodology and 

scientific procedure and is systematic, rigorous, scrutinisable, verifiable, and always made public.   

All participants in the action research project used action learning, involving learning from 

action or concrete experience (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001) to critically examine their own actions related to 

teaching multiliterate reading practices (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988).  We tried “out ideas in 

practice as a means of increasing knowledge about and/or improving curriculum, teaching and 

learning” (Johnson, 1993, p. 1).  Critical friends and facilitators, including me, used action learning to 

monitor and evaluate our processes in the community of learners and in classrooms.  The communal 

group shared instances of problems and successes related to teaching multiliterate reading practices.  I 

documented these in an effort to identify solutions to issues and concerns raised by teachers within 

their classroom contexts.  The community of learners formed for the project shared responsibilities for 

planning, implementing, and adapting activities, and worked towards change around their teaching of 

multiliterate reading practices.  The community implemented action research cycles to assist testing of 

new ways of doing and reflecting on the effectiveness of actions.  Thus, the community engaged in an 

ongoing cycle of planning what it would do, actioning that plan, observing outcomes, and reflecting 

on results.  I have depicted the plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan cycle the community used 

to structure its action learning processes in Figure 4.  Participants were encouraged to apply what they 

had learned in one cycle to further cycles of action throughout the project. 
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Figure 4.  The spiral of action research cycle (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, p. 20).  

Within the context of this action research grounding, case study was seen as a useful research 

tool.  I now justify my selection of a case study methodology. 

Case study.  I used a case study methodology because it contributed to both theoretical and 

pragmatic practices (Stake, 1988) in its analyses of the real-life contexts and processes involved in the 

phenomenon under study.  It helped provide deep, rich descriptive accounts (Yin, 1994) of the ICT 

practices of principals and teachers in the district, and the multiliterate reading practices of teachers in 

the community of learners and one teacher’s and my interactions in her classroom.  Use of an 

Education Queensland district, community of learners, one key informant teacher, and me as single, 

embedded cases provided detailed understandings of how practitioners integrated ICT and/or 

multiliterate reading practices to transform practice.  Meyer (2001) viewed case study as being open 

to the use of theory or conceptual categories to guide research and analysis of data.  I drew on specific 

theories to analyse and explain the complex realities of action learning and knowledge generation that 

emerged from data.  This approach provided a strong theoretical framework for the action research.   

Multi-method approach.  Structuring my study around action research cycles, I adopted a 

multi-method approach (Miles & Huberman, 1994) using both qualitative and quantitative survey 

data.  As such, phenomena in the research contexts of my study were complex, detailed, and 

interpreted from predominantly a qualitative perspective.  However, the addition of descriptive 

statistics and quantitative data ensured a blend of methods to observe and share interpretations, 

allowing me to measure data and quantify analyses.  I produced etic theory from this phase of the 

research.  

2.  Implementing the plan (action)  
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I obtained quantitative and qualitative survey data from principals and teachers at a sample of 

schools within the district during the project.  Data helped contextualise the work carried out in the 

community of learners and in classrooms during the project.  My decision to use a multi-method 

approach addressed a call in the literature for convincing, supportive empirical evidence to enhance 

the credibility of rich, narrative accounts of qualitative perspectives (Levin & O’Donnell, 1999).  

Furthermore, this research design acknowledged a need for rigorous and credible intervention 

research where “evidence linking an instructional intervention to a specified educational outcome is 

scientifically convincing” (Levin & O’Donnell, 1999, p. 190).  My research approach was valid given 

that real, complex, and ill-structured problems such as integrating ICT into education practices 

(Selwyn, 2002) are often messy and offer no direct and predictable solutions.  

Design of the Study 

The ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions I described earlier in this 

chapter informed the design of this study, including a pilot study and three study phases.  To reiterate, 

Phase 1 explored survey data for principals and teachers in a range of primary schools in a 

metropolitan Education Queensland district.  Phase 2 explored the interactions and dialogue of a 

community of learners (teachers, critical friends, and facilitators) formed for the “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” action research project.  Phase 3 explored the interactions and dialogue of Janice, 

one key teacher informant, and me, her in-class facilitator, interacting in the community of learners 

and with students in her classroom.  I implemented “plan” and “act” processes within the action 

research cycle when selecting the study phases, sites, sample, data collection instruments, and analytic 

techniques used in the study.  The research questions and participants for the pilot study are now 

discussed.   

Pilot study.  I conducted a pilot study prior to implementing the three phases of this study.  I 

have outlined the research question and participants for the pilot study in Table 6.  

Table 6 

Research Question and Participants for the Pilot Study 

 Study Phase Research Question Participants 

 

Pilot study  1) What influences primary school teachers to 

integrate information and communication 

technologies (ICT) for teaching and learning in 

schools and classrooms? 

 

One principal, three teachers, and three 

students from a large metropolitan 

Education Queensland primary school 

  

 

In the pilot study, I worked with a principal and a sample of teachers and students from one 

metropolitan Education Queensland primary school to determine if, how, and why ICT were being 

integrated for pedagogical purposes.  This school was similar in context to some of the schools 

represented in the three phases of this study.  I purposively selected the participants of this pilot study.  

I completed concept maps and unstructured interviews with them (see Appendix R for participants’ 
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concept maps and unstructured interviews).  Data from these trials provided tentative themes and 

categories and inconsistencies in items to guide my development of the principal and teacher surveys 

that were eventually distributed to all primary schools within a metropolitan Education Queensland 

district.  

Phase 1: Survey about integrating ICT in schools and classrooms (principals and 

teachers in a district).  In Phase 1, I obtained quantitative and qualitative survey data from principals 

and teachers from primary schools within a metropolitan Education Queensland district (see 

Appendix A for principals’ and teachers’ ICT integration surveys).  I have outlined the research 

question and participants relevant to Phase 1 of the study in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Research Question and Participants for Phase 1 of the Study (Principals and Teachers in a District) 

Study Phase Research Question Participants 

 

Phase 1: Survey about integrating 

ICT in schools and classrooms 

(principals and teachers in a 

district) 

 

1) What influences primary school teachers 

to integrate information and communication 

technologies (ICT) for teaching and 

learning in schools and classrooms? 

 

All Education Queensland primary 

schools (N=29), principals (N=29), 

and teachers (N= approximately 400) 

within a metropolitan Education 

Queensland district  

 

 

Principal and teacher participants were purposively selected for this phase of the study.  This 

approach ensured I considered principals’ and teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions related 

to integrating ICT into school programs within a wide range of primary schools in a metropolitan 

Education Queensland district.  

Phase 2: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project (community of 

learners).  In Phase 2, I evaluated the effectiveness of an action research project.  This project was 

designed to reflect Model II (double-loop learning) characteristics (Argyris & Schön, 1974) for 

generating knowledge and transforming teaching practice related to multiliterate reading practices, 

using naturalistic, qualitative methods.  During this project, I progressively observed, recorded, and 

evaluated the interactions and dialogue of a group of teachers from a selection of schools within the 

district described in Phase 1.  These teachers joined with a group of critical friends and facilitators, 

including me, to form a community of learners.  I have outlined the research question and participants 

relevant to Phase 2 of the study in Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Research Question and Participants for Phase 2 of the Study (Community of Learners) 

Study Phase Research Question Participants 

 

Phase 2: 

“Reading in a 

Multiliterate 

World” action 

research 

project 

(community 

of learners) 

2) What influences 

primary school 

teachers working 

within a community 

of learners to 

generate knowledge 

of communally 

agreed multiliterate 

practices for the 

teaching of reading 

in their classrooms? 

 

 

Thirteen teachers from seven Education Queensland primary schools attached to a 

Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) within a metropolitan Education 

Queensland district that were invited to join the ‘Reading in a Multiliterate World’ 

action research project. 

 

Nine teachers from five different primary schools committed to join the action 

research project and form a community of learners with a group of critical friends 

and facilitators.  

 

Two critical friends 

 A university academic;  

 A deputy principal/ Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

administrator. 

 

Three facilitators 

 A Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator;  

 An Education Queensland Educational Advisor (EA) Curriculum;  

 Me, a university doctoral student.  

 

 

Teachers were purposively selected to be participants in this action research project.  The 

seven primary schools and 13 teachers were distinguished from others in the education district 

because they had been identified as achieving successful literacy results based on data obtained from 

the Education Queensland Corporate Data Warehouse.  Students from these primary schools 

identified as achieving reading results below the 50th percentile in the Year 2 Reading Developmental 

Continuum (Education Department of Western Australia, 1994), but successful reading results above 

the 50th percentile in Year 5 and Year 7 standardised testing procedures.  Based on these results, 

teachers of Year 4, Year 5, and Year 6 classes at these primary schools were invited to participate in 

the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project.  They were invited to form a 

community of learners to implement, trial, and reflect on effective practices for teaching multiliterate 

reading practices within their individual classrooms and schools. 

The Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator and administrator determined 

that the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project would have two main objectives.  

One objective was a systemic goal that aimed to identify, document, and share successful practices in 

the teaching of reading.  The other objective was a personal goal that aimed to develop teachers’ 

professional practice around teaching multiliterate reading practices using action learning processes.  I 

worked as a facilitator for teachers within the community of learners and action researcher during 

Phase 2 of the study.  

Phase 3: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project (one key informant 

teacher).  The community of learners provided a context and focus for the exploration of one key 

informant teacher’s teaching of ICT-based multiliterate reading practices.  I have outlined research 

questions and the participant relevant to Phase 3 of the study in Table 9. 
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Table 9 

Research Questions and the Participant for Phase 3 of the Study (One Key Informant Teacher) 

Study Phase Research Questions Participants 

 

Phase 3: 

“Reading in a 

Multiliterate 

World” action 

research project 

(one key 

informant 

teacher) 

1) What influences primary school teachers to integrate 

information and communication technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in schools and classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school teachers working within a 

community of learners to generate knowledge of communally 

agreed multiliterate practices for the teaching of reading in 

their classrooms? 

 

One teacher from the cohort of nine 

teachers who formed a community of 

learners in Phase 2. This teacher 

taught a Year 4 class at one of the 

Education Queensland primary 

schools represented in the sample of 

schools from the community of 

learners. 

 

In Phase 3, one key informant teacher was purposively selected from others within the 

community of learners based on her willingness to explore problems about teaching ICT-based 

multiliterate reading practices (see Appendix S for Project Teacher 1, Janice’s, action learning topic).  

I worked collaboratively with Janice as her in-class facilitator, supporting and guiding her teaching 

practice and implementation of her action learning plans and processes.   

The community of learners.  The “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project 

was in essence an inquiry with people rather than research on people (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, 2002).  

The community of learners comprised teachers and a leadership team, which formed a subgroup of 

critical friends and facilitators, including me.  We all formed partnerships for this project.  District 

funding provided time for teachers to be released from their regular class duties to participate in 

scheduled project meetings of the community of learners (see Appendix T for an overview of the 

scheduled project meetings and participants).  We adopted an action learning approach when working 

with colleagues in the community of learners.  Integration of theory and practice through reflection-

in-action and reflection-on-action determined ways we made sense of our experiences using a process 

of “review, reflection, rethinking, and reinterpretation of taken-for-granted knowledge” (National 

Staff Development Committee, 1995, p. 2).  Action learning processes allowed group members to 

adapt practice and monitor outcomes during the course of the project.  

Teachers’ action learning problems and topics.  The teachers who eventually formed a 

community of learners and participated in the project had a range of prior teaching experiences.  They 

selected action learning problems related to teaching multiliterate reading practices as topics to focus 

explorations of their teaching practice (see Appendix S).  These reflected their personal beliefs about 

teaching and learning, observations and reflections of prior classroom experiences, and their own 

professional learning interests and needs.  Therefore, in keeping with action learning principles, 

teachers’ topics were personally significant and covered a broad range of aspects related to teaching 

multiliterate reading practices. 

Teachers’ action research cycles.  Teachers used an action research cycle to explore their 

selected action learning topics.  Their cycles were carried out in a similar fashion, but were also 
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dependent on the individual topics teachers had selected and how they took ownership of and engaged 

in their action learning processes.  Therefore, the pathways teachers took varied because of the 

individual journeys that unfolded.  I have depicted, in Figure 5, the plan, act, observe, reflect and 

revised plan action research cycle teachers used to structure their action learning processes.  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.  The action research cycle used by teachers in the project (adapted from Zuber-Skerritt, 

2001, p. 20). 

Therefore, teachers were encouraged to reflect on and improve their own practice by inter-

linking their reflection and action (Altrichter, Kemmis, McTaggart & Zuber-Skerritt, 2002).  Three 

ways of learning were involved in the project to ensure teachers “found out” and “took action”.  These 

were  

 Being informed about something by an “authority” whom we trust and with whom we 

can validate our learning, 

 Being instructed in how to do something by an “authority” using a “practical 

learning” approach, and 

 Making sense ourselves of something that is happening around us or directly to us by 

an “experimental learning” process.  (Altrichter et al., 2002, p. 133) 

 

The leadership team.  The leadership team consisted of a Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) coordinator (a facilitator), a deputy principal/Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

administrator (a critical friend), an Education Queensland Educational Advisor (EA) Curriculum (a 

facilitator), a university academic (a critical friend), and me, a university doctoral student (a 

facilitator).  We were purposively selected to be a part of this action research project.  We adopted an 

action learning approach as we worked with teachers in the community of learners.  This involved us 

4.  Reflect 
1.  Plan 

2.  Act 3.  Observe 

1.  Teachers selected a problem and 

designed an action learning plan related 

to their teaching of multiliterate reading 

practices.  What do I want to know? 

How will I enact my plan? 

2.  Teachers introduced and trialled 

selected multiliterate reading practices 

according to their action learning plans.  

What am I doing that will improve 

learning? 

3.  Data gathering: Teachers monitored and 

evaluated the effects of their teaching 

practices on students’ learning processes 

and outcomes.  What evidence do I have 

that what I am doing is working or not? 

4.  Teachers critically reflected 

on and reviewed their teaching 

and learning practices and 

evaluated the actions and 

outcomes they achieved.  They 

engaged in regular discussions, 

reflected in their journals, and 

engaged in dialogue with 

members of our community of 

learners.  What worked, what 

didn’t work, and why?  

5.  Revised Plan 
5.  Based on their reflections, 

teachers modified their plans 

and practice or introduced a new 

practice to explore.  Where to 

from here?  What do I need to 

know now based on what I have 

learnt from cycle 1, cycle 2, 

cycle 3, etc.?  

1 
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working through a process of planning, enacting, and observing actions, responding to feedback, 

reflecting on “Where to from here?” questions to refine project happenings, and evaluating these 

processes.  We engaged in diverse roles to support teachers within the community of learners.  

Roles of critical friends.  A university academic and a deputy principal/Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) administrator acted as critical friends for the project.  They 

contributed to decision-making processes about the progressive development of the project and 

provided advice to teachers about teaching multiliterate reading practices during regular project 

meetings.  Their roles varied for one main aspect of the project.  The deputy principal/Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) administrator took responsibility for describing and clarifying 

information and processes related to implementing and achieving the system goal of the project.  The 

university academic took responsibility for describing and clarifying information about implementing 

action research and action learning plans and processes and achieving personal goals during the 

project.  

Role of facilitators.  A Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator, an 

Education Queensland Educational Advisor (EA) Curriculum, and I acted as facilitators for the 

project.  Like critical friends, we also contributed to decision-making processes about the progressive 

development of the project and provided advice to teachers about teaching multiliterate reading 

practices during regular project meetings.  In addition, we worked collaboratively with teachers from 

the community of learners in their classrooms to support and guide teaching practices.  The Learning 

and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator worked as a facilitator with four teachers within the 

group, the Education Queensland Educational Advisor (EA) Curriculum worked with three teachers, 

and I worked with two teachers.  In this capacity, we visited teachers in their schools, worked with 

them in their individual classrooms, and engaged in email or telephone conversations to support their 

implementation of action learning plans and processes during the project.  

My role within the project.  My role within the project was complex and multifaceted.  I 

acted both as a facilitator or agent of change and action researcher or evaluator of teachers’ action 

learning and change processes.  To achieve this, I implemented a participatory action research 

methodology and acted as a participant observer when working in our community of learners and the 

individual classrooms of the two teachers.  One of these teachers became a key informant teacher for 

my study and her findings are reported in Phase 3: Chapter 6.  This methodology allowed me to 

scrutinise and report on the cyclical, iterative processes of action learning and reflection-in-action and 

reflection-on-action that were a focus of the project.  

The project engaged teachers in predominantly technical and practical action research (Carr & 

Kemmis, 1986).  It aimed to enhance the effectiveness of teaching practice and professional 

development through the facilitation of outside experts.  They encouraged participation and self-

reflection through dialogue to increase teachers’ understanding and ability to transform their practice.  

However, the facilitation processes that I implemented with teachers to support them in classrooms 
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recognised shared responsibility and collaboration through critical and self-reflection to transform 

their teaching practice.  Hence, my methodology also recognised some elements of an emancipatory 

type of action research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986).  

My action research cycle.  I used an action research cycle to facilitate teachers’ action 

learning plans and processes and to evaluate my own actions as a facilitator within the project.  I have 

depicted, in Figure 6, the plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plans action research cycle I used to 

structure my own action learning processes as a facilitator and action researcher within the project.  

 

  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.  The action research cycle I implemented during the project (adapted from Zuber-Skerritt, 

2001, p. 20). 

Data Collection 

In accordance with a case study methodology and multi-method approach, I employed 

multiple data gathering techniques, converging on the same phenomenon, to triangulate data sources 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994).  This helped me provide 

comprehensive accounts of the different research contexts to answer my research questions.  These 

data sources provided an elaborate picture of ways multiliterate reading practices were integrated into 

the programs of particular primary schools and classrooms in the district.  They also provided a means 

to observe and explain if, how, and why teachers participated in the community of learners.  

Additionally, they provided a way to map one key informant teacher’s teaching of ICT-based 

multiliterate reading practices and her students’ learning outcomes within a classroom context.  Data 

4.  Reflect 
1.  Plan 

2.  Act 3.  Observe 

1.  I identified teachers’ beliefs, 

perceptions, and assumptions about 

teaching multiliterate reading practices.  

I guided their selections of topics related 

to teaching multiliterate reading 

practices.  I planned how to work with 

teachers to observe and provide 

feedback on practices.  What do teachers 

know?  What do they want to know?  

What processes can I implement to 

effectively plan, act, observe, reflect, 

and revise plans with teachers and their 

students?  

2.  I sourced and developed resources 

and materials to support teachers’ 

work in classrooms.  I documented 

information about my interactions 

with them and their students as we 

introduced and trialled selected 

multiliterate reading practices.  What 

can we do that will improve teaching 

and learning?  What can I do to 

facilitate teachers’ knowledge 

generation and learning? 

 

3.  Data gathering:  We monitored, assessed, and 

evaluated the effects of our teaching practices on 

students’ learning outcomes.  I monitored and 

evaluated what influenced teachers to reflect on 

and generate knowledge, learn, and change their 

practices.  I monitored and evaluated the effects of 

my own actions as a facilitator.  What evidence do 

I have that our actions are working or not working?  

What critical incidents influence our work?   

4.  I critically reflected on, analysed, 

interpreted, and reviewed teachers’ 

teaching practices, the learning processes 

of their students, and my own interactions 

as a facilitator using reflection-in-action 

and reflection-on-action.  I monitored our 

development and change in knowledge 

and practice.  I provided feedback to 

inform teachers about their students’ 

knowledge, skills, processes, and attitudes 

when completing multiliterate reading 

practices.  I discussed possible changes 

we could make to our teaching practices.  

What worked, what didn’t work, and 

why?   

5.  Revised Plan 

5.  On the basis of my reflections, I 

guided teachers to modify their action 

learning plans and practice or 

introduce a new practice to explore.  I 

determined ways to modify my own 

practices or introduce new ones I 

could explore to improve my 

facilitation.  Where to from here?  

What do we need to know or do now 

based on what we have learnt from 

cycle 1, cycle 2, cycle 3, etc.?  

1

1 
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collection instruments I selected helped enact the “observe” process within my action research cycle 

of plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan.  I describe these data collection instruments in the next 

section.  

Pilot study.  I have outlined the research question, participants, and data collection 

instruments for the pilot study in Table 10. 

Table 10  

Research Question, Participants, and Data Collection Instruments for the Pilot Study 

Study 

Phase 

Research Question Participants Data Collection Instruments 

Pilot 

study  

1) What influences primary 

school teachers to integrate 

information and communication 

technologies (ICT) for teaching 

and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

One principal, three teachers, 

and three students from a 

large metropolitan Education 

Queensland school 

 

Qualitative 

 Concept maps and unstructured 

interviews (see Appendix R)   

 

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Drafts of principals’ and teachers’ 

surveys about integrating ICT in 

schools and classrooms (see 

Appendix U)   

 

 

At the pilot study school, I completed concept maps to gather the espoused beliefs, 

perceptions, and assumptions of a principal, teachers, and students about using ICT in school and 

class programs (see Appendix R).  I also conducted unstructured interviews with participants based on 

responses provided in their concept maps to ensure clarity and depth of understanding (see Appendix 

R).  I audiotaped, transcribed, and analysed these interviews to tentatively identify themes and 

categories to guide development of the principal and teacher surveys that were distributed to schools 

in the district in Phase 1 (see Appendix R).  

I trialled these draft district surveys with the same principal and teachers I worked with during 

visits to the pilot study school.  I also trialled the surveys with one other primary school principal, 

three other primary school teachers, and a primary school ICT specialist teacher attached to different 

primary schools in another Education Queensland district.  I informed all trial participants of the 

purpose of the surveys before they completed and critically reviewed them.  These people provided 

comments on the accuracy and clarity of the content of items, the terminology used, and their 

understandings of the types of responses required.  I amended inconsistencies and refined survey item 

content and structure based on this valuable feedback before distributing surveys to all primary school 

principals and teachers in the district.   

Phase 1: Survey about integrating ICT in schools and classrooms (principals and 

teachers in a district).  I have outlined the research question, participants, and data collection 

instruments for Phase 1 of the study in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Research Question, Participants, and Data Collection Instruments for Phase 1 of the Study 

(Principals and Teachers in a District) 

Study Phase Research Question Participants Data Collection Instruments 

Phase 1: Survey about 

integrating ICT in 

schools and classrooms 

(principals and teachers 

in a district) 

  

1) What influences primary 

school teachers to integrate 

information and 

communication 

technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in 

schools and classrooms? 

All Education Queensland 

primary schools (N=29), 

principals (N=29), and 

teachers (N=55) within a 

metropolitan Education 

Queensland district  

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Principals’ and 

Teachers’ Information 

and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) 

Integration surveys (see 

Appendix A)  

 

Principal and teacher surveys were distributed to all primary schools in one metropolitan 

Education Queensland district.  These gathered quantitative and qualitative information about if, how, 

and why participants integrated ICT into school and classroom programs.  I used a descriptive, cross-

sectional survey design to provide a portrait of respondents’ beliefs and perceptions at a particular 

time.  These self-report data provided participants’ espoused views that contextualised findings 

obtained during Phase 2 and Phase 3, the action research project components of the study.  I included 

a mix of closed, Likert-scale (structured) and open-ended (unstructured) questions in the surveys.  

This survey structure ensured ease of tabulation and analysis and provided respondents with an 

opportunity to express opinions anonymously and freely (see Appendix A).  

I designed the principal and teacher sets of survey questions to correspond wherever possible.  

However, I amended them to reflect differences I perceived in roles and perspectives between 

principals and teachers in schools.  I had perceived these differences based on my personal teaching 

experiences in primary schools, reading of literature in the field, and findings from pilot study data.  I 

organised survey items into six sections.  The introductory area of the survey used a series of 5-point 

Likert agreement scale items, where responses ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree with a 

mid-point unsure response.  These Likert agreement scale items covered major themes represented in 

other sections of the surveys.  Section one of the survey explored information about if, how, and why 

respondents integrated ICT into school or classroom programs.  Section two explored information 

about the support provided in schools to assist teachers to integrate ICT into classroom practice.  

Section three explored information about respondents’ awareness and use of relevant Education 

Queensland policies, initiatives, or resources.  Section four explored information about respondents’ 

use of ICT for their personal and professional work.  Section five explored information about how 

professional development for teachers’ integration of ICT into practice was being provided.  Lastly, 

section six explored demographic information about respondents’ personal details and professional 

teaching qualifications and experiences.  

I designed the surveys to ask a variety of open-ended and closed questions throughout their 

major sections.  Question types included (a) a 13-item 5-point Likert agreement scale; (b) four yes/no 



 

76 

closed-ended questions; (c) a series of closed questions that sought demographic information about 

respondents, requiring them to provide an appropriate number, year, or timeframe as a response; (d) a 

series of closed questions, requiring respondents to tick items of relevance from several defined 

response choices; and (e) a range of open-ended questions that were either stand-alone questions or 

questions that clarified closed questions asked in other survey sections, requiring respondents to 

provide short answers.  I also gave respondents multiple opportunities to clarify responses with a 

comment or add responses that may not have been offered as a response in the defined response lists.  

I mailed these surveys to the principals of each of the 29 primary schools with a covering 

letter providing information about the study, survey completion and return details, and a pre-paid 

envelope for postal return of completed surveys (see Appendix A for a copy of the covering letter that 

was sent to principals).  Therefore, these surveys were self-administered and relied on the principal of 

each school to distribute teacher surveys and organise for their return once they were completed.  I 

sent a follow-up letter and additional copies of surveys to non-respondent primary schools in attempts 

to increase the quantity of returns.  After this second distribution, four principal surveys and 55 

teacher surveys were returned from nine primary schools out of a total of 29 primary schools.  This 

became the sample for analysis and reporting of results in Chapter 4. 

Phase 2: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project (community of 

learners).  I have outlined the research question, participants, and data collection instruments for 

Phase 2 of the study in Table 12.  
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Table 12 

Research Question, Participants, and Data Collection Instruments for Phase 2 of the Study 

(Community of Learners) 

Study Phase Research 

Question 

Participants Data Collection Instruments 

 

Phase 2: 

“Reading in a 

Multiliterate 

World” action 

research 

project 

(community 

of learners) 

 

2) What 

influences 

primary school 

teachers 

working within 

a community of 

learners to 

generate 

knowledge of 

communally 

agreed 

multiliterate 

practices for the 

teaching of 

reading in their 

classrooms? 

 

Thirteen teachers from seven Education 

Queensland primary schools attached to a 

Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) within a metropolitan 

Education Queensland district that were 

invited to join the “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” action research 

project. 

 

Nine teachers from five primary schools 

committed to join the action research 

project and form a community of learners 

with a group of critical friends and 

facilitators.  

 

Two critical friends 

 A university academic;  

 A deputy principal/Learning 

and Development Centre 

(Literacy) administrator. 

 

Three facilitators 

 A Learning and Development 

Centre (Literacy) coordinator;  

 An Education Queensland 

Educational Advisor (EA) 

Curriculum;  

 Me, a university doctoral 

student. 

Qualitative 

 “What is Reading?” concept 

maps (see Appendix B)    

 “What is Reading?” 

photographic display (see 

Appendix C)    

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see 

Appendix D for two teachers’ 

reflective journals, Appendix E 

for the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator’s/facilitator’s 

reflective journal, and 

Appendix F for my reflective 

journal)   

 Transcripts of project meetings 

(PM), project presentations 

(PP), and project presentation 

slideshows (PPS) (see 

Appendix G)   

 

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Teaching Qualifications and 

Experiences (TQE) 

questionnaires (see Appendix 

H)    

 Multiliteracy Pedagogical 

Reflective Tool (MPRT) 

(Butler, 2004) (see Appendix I)  

 Survey 1 (see Appendix J)  

 PROBE reading assessment 

(Parkin, Parkin, & Pool, 2002) 

(see Appendix K)  

 Evaluation of Learning (EOL) 

surveys (see Appendix L)  

  

 

The data collection instruments I used for Phase 2 of my study are described now.   

Surveys and questionnaires.  Surveys and questionnaires were implemented to gather 

baseline data about teachers who had been invited to join the action research project and their 

teaching contexts.  The Teaching Qualifications and Experiences (TQE) questionnaire provided 

background information on teachers’ educational qualifications, teaching experiences, preferred 

professional development approaches, responsibilities they were willing to take on in the project, and 

preferred support they required (see Appendix H).  

Survey 1 collected data to describe teachers’ perceptions about their strengths and weaknesses 

in teaching practice related to “diagnosing students’ learning needs,” “planning interventions,” 

“identifying student learning outcomes,” “designing activities to develop learning outcomes,” 
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“assessing learning outcomes,” “catering for diversity,” and “integrating multiliteracies.”  Some 

teachers also reviewed and revised these surveys at the conclusion of the project (see Appendix J).   

The Evaluation of Learning (EOL) survey captured teachers’ perceptions about the value of 

the action research project, its processes, and learning at the conclusion of the project.  Members of 

the leadership team contributed ideas for developing this survey (see Appendix L).   

Concept maps.  Prior to the action research project, teachers completed a “What is Reading?” 

concept map to provide information about their implicit theories-in-use or tacit knowledge and beliefs 

and perceptions about the teaching of mutliliterate reading practices.  First, teachers were asked to 

record everything they knew about reading on individual concept maps.  They were then given a 

prompt to illicit further information.  This ensured they provided information to describe the who, 

what, when, where, why, and how of their reading practices.  They were asked to record this 

prompted information in a different colour on their concept maps for ease of analysis.  The use of a 

different colour helped determine teachers’ varied levels of understanding of the reading process.  

Some teachers reviewed and revised their concept maps at the conclusion of the project, providing 

data to determine change over time (see Appendix B).  

Reflective journals.  Those participants who committed to join the project and form a 

community of learners were invited to complete individual reflective journals.  These provided 

participants with opportunities to engage in critical reflection-in-action during classroom experiences.  

Participants were encouraged to record thoughts, feelings, and descriptions of situations they 

considered to be critical incidents (Flanagan, 1954; Tripp, 1993).  This allowed them to describe, 

clarify, and address their concerns, and develop meaning and insights to guide further actions.  

I kept a reflective journal to record and track my own thoughts and feelings about experiences 

or critical incidents.  As my research progressed, I also included information about my changing 

thoughts related to the facilitator role I enacted in the project (see Appendix F).  

Reflective journals were a tool to provide permanent records of participants’ descriptions, 

thoughts, and reflections-in-action.  They were considered to be private and personal records of 

practice for participants’ referral to at project meetings.  However, some participants gave permission 

for their reflective journals to be viewed and analysed as data to inform my evaluation and reporting 

of the project (see Appendices L and M for examples of two teachers’ reflective journals and 

Appendix E for the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator’s/facilitator’s reflective 

journal).   

Observations from project meetings.  Project meetings provided opportunities for teachers, 

facilitators, and critical friends in the community of learners to come together to engage in dialogue 

and critical reflection-on-action.  I engaged as a participant observer in project meetings.  These 

meetings provided opportunities for participants to look back at pedagogical practices they had 

integrated in classrooms and then plan ahead for modifications or changes to future practice.  

Teachers shared and critically reflected on critical incidents about their teaching of multiliterate 
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reading practices in classrooms with our communal group.  They shared and discussed evidence, such 

as student work samples, assessment techniques, and resources, to support their beliefs, perceptions, 

and assumptions.  At these meetings, we attempted to collaboratively make sense of critical incidents.  

We did this by co-constructing shared understandings about ways to progress practice that 

accommodated individual participants’ learning needs and the collaborative needs of our learning 

community.  At the conclusion of the project, five teachers agreed to present oral project presentations 

to other teachers in the district who had not been involved in the action research project.  I audiotaped 

and transcribed most project meetings and the project presentations.  I evaluated these for influences 

that were important for teachers to critically reflect on and generate knowledge, and develop 

classroom teaching practices within this communal context (see Appendix G for the transcripts of 

project meetings and project presentations).  

Phase 3: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project (one key informant 

teacher).  This phase involved intensive, detailed data collection to document if and how espoused 

theories were translated into theories-in-use and the influence of communal learning on transforming 

a teacher’s classroom teaching practice.  I have outlined the research questions, participant, and data 

collection instruments for Phase 3 of the study in Table 13.  

Table 13 

Research Questions, Participants, and Data Collection Instruments for Phase 3 of the Study (One Key 

Informant Teacher) 

Study Phase Research Questions Participants Data Collection Instruments 

 

Phase 3: 

‘Reading in a 

Multiliterate 

World’ action 

research 

project (one 

key informant 

teacher) 

 

1) What influences primary school 

teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school 

teachers working within a community of 

learners to generate knowledge of 

communally agreed multiliterate practices 

for the teaching of reading in their 

classrooms? 

 

One teacher from 

the cohort of nine 

teachers who 

formed a 

community of 

learners in Phase 2.  

Qualitative 

 Participant and non-

participant observation of 

classroom practice 

 New Basics unit planning 

framework and documents 

(see Appendix M)  

 Reflective journals (RJ) 

(see Appendix D for the 

teacher’s (Janice’s) 

reflective journal and 

Appendix F for my, her 

facilitator’s, reflective 

journal)   

 Reflective protocols-Action 

Research Planning and 

Design (ARPD), Classroom 

Snapshot (CS), and 

Mapping the Learning 

Journey (MLJ) (see 

Appendix N) 

 Students’ work samples 

(Appendix O) 

 Project brochure response 

sheet (BRS) (Appendix P) 
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To reiterate, I worked collaboratively with two teachers in their school and classrooms on a 

regular basis (once or twice per week) during the project.  During classroom visits, I facilitated, 

supported, and guided these teachers’ action learning plans and processes.  I immersed myself in their 

school and classroom contexts by getting to know how staff worked in their varied roles and building 

relationships with them.  We used action research cycles to plan, act, observe, reflect, and revise plans 

related to classroom happenings.  My action research cycle guided my work as a facilitator for 

teachers’ change processes and as an action researcher within the project.  The teachers and I 

determined the frequency of my visits to their classrooms and how they preferred for me to work with 

and support them and their students during these visits.  We decided collaboratively that this support 

would occur on an ongoing basis and that it would be responsive to the classroom happenings that 

unfolded.  We also decided that I would work with groups of students in idiosyncratic ways to support 

them to integrate ICT-based multiliterate reading practices and action learning plans and processes 

during my visits to classrooms.  I selected one of these teachers, Janice, to become a key informant 

teacher for this phase of the study to facilitate reporting of the large corpus of data (see Appendix S 

for information about Janice’s school, year level and action learning topic).  The data collection 

instruments I used for Phase 3 of the study are now described.   

Observations from classroom practice, work samples, and documentation.  I conducted 

participant and non-participant observations to explore accounts of teaching and learning experiences 

that occurred in Janice’s classroom.  These observations provided me with deeper understandings of 

Janice’s espoused beliefs and theories-in-use about her teaching practice.  They also gave me 

information about Janice’s beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions about the classroom and school 

contexts in which we worked.  Discussions of observations with Janice provided feedback about 

activities we facilitated with her students during reading groups.  These provided a focus for our 

reflection-in-action.  We used Smyth’s (1989) framework of describing, informing, confronting, and 

reconstructing reflections to describe our interactions with students [see Appendix N for examples of 

Janice’s Mapping the Learning Journey (MLJ) reflective protocols] and collected samples of students’ 

work (see Appendix O).  This evidence (a) allowed us to observe the types of interactions and 

outcomes students produced, (b) guided our conversations and critical reflection, and (c) helped 

inform changes to our teaching practice.  This approach ensured my study provided “insights into the 

relationship between beliefs … and teacher practices, teacher knowledge, and student outcomes” 

(Pajares, 1992, p. 327).  

I also collected a range of class and school policy and curriculum documents relevant to 

Janice’s work, including New Basics planning guidelines and New Basics unit plans (see Appendix 

M).  I analysed these documents to determine how they informed her teaching and learning practices 

in classrooms.   

Reflective journal and reflective protocols.  I encouraged Janice to keep a track of her levels 

of reflexivity.  I did this through use of Smyth’s (1989) framework to identify “What worked”, “What 
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was learnt”, “What was the problem”, and “What revised plan was needed” [see Appendix D p. 26 of 

Janice’s reflective journal and Appendix N for Janice’s Mapping the Learning Journey (MLJ) 

reflective protocols].  In addition, Janice and I kept personal reflective journals to record critical 

incidents about classroom teaching and learning happenings during classroom visits (see Appendix D 

for Janice’s reflective journal and Appendix F for my reflective journal).  I also provided Janice with 

reflective questions and protocols (adapted from the work of Brookfield, 1995 and O’Rourke, 2003) 

to guide her reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action [see Appendix N for Janice’s Action 

Learning Planning and Design (ARPD) and Classroom Snapshot (CS) reflective protocols].  I kept 

anecdotal and substantive reflective notes on my perceptions of actions, activities, feelings, and 

thoughts that were critical incidents for Janice, her students, and I, as a participant-observer and 

facilitator, during our collaborative work in classrooms.  This reflection-in-action allowed me to 

monitor and begin to form connections between Janice’s espoused theories in action (beliefs) and her 

actual theories-in-use (teaching practices) (Argyis & Schön, 1974; Kane et al., 2002).  It also enabled 

me to “develop learning principles and personal theories (Kelly, 1955, 1963) and take appropriate 

action” (as cited in Fletcher, Zuber-Skerritt, Piggot-Irvine, & Bartlett, 2008, p. 62) in order to learn 

from experience (Kolb, 1984).  

Dialogue and interviews.  During classroom visits, I engaged in dialogue and conducted 

semi-structured and unstructured interviews with Janice, other teachers, students, the principal, and an 

ICT specialist teacher within the school.  These interactions helped me to acquire a comprehensive 

understanding of the classroom and school contexts.  I asked interview questions that were informed 

by my observations at the site and professional readings of literature in the field.  I interpreted and 

wrote records of this dialogue and incidental discussions with participants as research reflections or 

notes in my reflective journal (see Appendix F).  

Data Analysis 

I selected analysis techniques that helped inform answers to the research questions.  Data 

analysis involved combinations of the “observe” and “reflect” processes within the action research 

cycle of plan, act, observe, reflect, and revise plans that I implemented for the study.  I observed, 

reflected on, and made progressive, tentative analytic decisions during data collection.  Therefore, in 

accordance with an action research methodology, I viewed data collection and analysis as interactive, 

iterative, and intertwined processes (Miles & Huberman, 1994) that involved a refining of content 

methods throughout the research process (Dick, 2002c).  I shifted between data reduction, data 

display, and conclusion drawing and verification to ensure I made analytic decisions continuously 

throughout the research process.  I tentatively selected analysis procedures to abstract, transform, and 

focus data and began implementing these procedures at the beginning of the research process (Miles 

& Huberman, 1994).  I identified from project meetings, observations, interviews, and reflective 

journals, critical incidents that influenced if and how teachers worked collaboratively to develop their 
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practice progressively throughout the study (see Appendix V for a summary of critical incidents 

(collisions/collusions).  Analysis techniques used for Phase 1 of the study are now described.  

Phase 1: Survey about integrating ICT in schools and classrooms (principals and 

teachers in a district).  I gathered survey data to identify the perspectives of both principals and 

teachers about integrating ICT into teaching and learning practice in schools and classrooms (see 

Appendix A).  I included a survey for principals because my reading in the field identified the 

influence of the leadership role of a principal on initiating, implementing, and supporting teachers’ 

integration of ICT into practice (Aguyo, 2010; Anderson & Dexter, 2010; Betz, 2011; Byrom & 

Bingham, 2001; Chang et al., 2012; Gurr, 2010; Ingvarson & MacKenzie, 1988; Ofsted, 2001, 2002; 

Schiller, 2003).  I wanted to compare the perspectives of these two participant groups to gain deeper 

insights into issues.  As only a small sample of principal surveys were returned (N = 4), I analysed 

these quantitative and qualitative responses using simple descriptive statistics to provide a frequency 

of principal responses for each item.  I also have provided illustrative qualitative comments to 

describe, expand, or clarify principals’ beliefs or perceptions about their practices for integrating ICT 

into school and class programs.  These comments described principals’ and teachers’ espoused beliefs 

and theories-in-use about their practice.    

I used Microsoft Excel and SPSS version 12 for Windows software to code, organise, analyse, 

and create graphical representations of quantitative and qualitative survey data provided by teachers in 

the metropolitan Education Queensland district (see Appendix A).  I used descriptive statistics to 

analyse teacher data and provide averages and percentages of teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions about integrating ICT into their practice in schools and classrooms.  I used ordinal scales 

of measurement to analyse and classify some teachers’ responses, and I ranked data to show the 

frequency (most to least) with which some practices occurred.   

In addition, I used Optimal Scaling analysis to plot relationships between some demographic 

variables provided by teacher respondents and cross-tabulate data into a graphical display (see 

Appendix A for data and p. 94 for the graphical display).  I treated demographic variables used to 

create this graphical display as nominal in terms of their measurement properties.  I used teacher 

variables to produce the Optimal Scaling graphical display.  These were age of respondents, number 

of years of teaching experience, year level or specialist teacher/administrator area of responsibility, 

and number of class computers accessible to teachers and students.  In the display, these variables 

were weighted negatively and positively within two dimensions and represented as dot points in a 

four-quadrant space.  

Clusters of response categories with similar weightings were brought together in this four-

quadrant space, while others with different weightings were separated.  Therefore, the structural 

relationships between variables being analysed are displayed in the representation.  I used all response 

categories across the range of variables to create a picture of teachers’ computer use in the sample of 

classrooms in the district.  I chose to use the Optimal Scaling technique because it provided an 
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opportunity to “reflect the differing ways in which a range of people occupies social space” (Funnell, 

Bryer, Grimbeek, & Davies, 2004, p. 97).  In this case, the technique provided me with an approach to 

represent the underlying demographic realities of teachers sampled in the survey by assembling “bits 

and pieces of demographic information into a joint demographic profile of their social space” (Funnell 

et al., 2004, p. 98).  Analysis techniques used for each of the data collection instruments that were 

implemented for Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the study are now described.   

Phase 2 and Phase 3: “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project 

(community of learners and one key informant teacher).  I used grounded theory techniques to 

analyse and generate conclusions from the rich, descriptive qualitative data of the study.  I 

implemented a continual, cyclical process of asking and attempting to answer fuzzy questions (Dick, 

2002c; Swepson, 1995).  I did this in an effort to identify relationships related to influences on 

teachers to collaboratively develop their teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  This inductive 

process developed new theories evident in Chapter 5 results about the influence of communal learning 

and Chapter 6 results about if and how a teacher’s espoused theories translated into theories-in-use.  

This allowed me to analyse data with a view to describing change in single-loop to double-loop 

learning.  These theories were tested and confirmed or disconfirmed using rational processes that 

resulted in altered theories or refined knowledge about the problem or research situation (Swepson, 

1995) progressively throughout the research.  

In addition, constant comparison (Gay, 2000; Miles & Huberman, 1994), using the critical 

incidents technique (Flanagan, 1954; Tripp, 1993), offered a systematic way for me to work with data 

to identify categories of behaviour and repeated themes.  I analysed and compared critical incidents 

that contributed to how teachers colluded or collided to either make sense of, or not make sense of, 

their learning and knowledge generation.  I did this in varied contexts, including in project meetings, 

project presentations, interviews, observations, and reflective journals.  This allowed me to develop 

emerging theories that were implicit in the data and then compare these to new or different data [see 

Appendix W for examples of data displays of the emerging theories and Appendix V for a summary 

of critical incidents (collisions/collusions) as interpreted from varied data sources].  I selected 

“snapshots” as an analytical tool to report findings related to Janice’s and my collaborative work in 

her classroom to reduce the large corpus of data I collected.    

Action theory for change model.  I sorted data according to the categories identified in 

Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model described in the literature review (see pp. 50-

51).  I used this model as an organiser to monitor critical incidents as they emerged and evaluate their 

significance in producing change in teacher practice.  I abstracted and theorised data in each of the 

research contexts according to this model, including data from interviews, observations, reflective 

journals, project meetings, and project presentations.  I explicated, analysed, and categorised data to 

identify the range of force factors (internal and external) and enabling conditions (institutional, 

personal, social, physical, and cognitive) that enabled or dis-abled teachers to work collaboratively, 
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generate knowledge, learn (resistant, unintended, and no learning), and develop their teaching of 

multiliterate reading practices.  

Project meetings, project presentations, interviews, and observations.  I analysed dialogue 

and interactions of participants within the community of learners, as described in the transcripts of 

progressive project meetings and the project presentations that were produced using Microsoft Word 

software.  I analysed and developed tentative interpretations, noting theoretical ideas and coding 

categories and properties of the emerging theories (see Appendix W).  I then tested these 

interpretations through multiple cycles at each of the subsequent project meetings; after observations, 

collaborative work, or interviews with the two teachers in their classrooms; after the project 

presentations; and when I analysed survey data.  Therefore, I read these transcripts many times to 

check interpretations of meanings and add new data progressively to confirm or disconfirm my initial 

interpretations during the research process.  This process ensured my interpretations of critical 

incidents that influenced teachers’ integration of multiliterate reading practices into classroom 

teaching practice developed over the course of the study.  

I developed a framework of each project meeting to tabulate categories of data and examples 

of participants’ illustrative quotations.  I used memoing where I noted my thoughts and began to 

theorise relationships between these categories and tentative propositions developed from data (Miles 

& Huberman, 1994) (see Appendix W).  I also progressively clarified, summarised, and described 

data relating to critical incidents (collisions/collusions) that appeared to influence teachers’ work in 

the community of learners and in classrooms to develop their teaching practice (see Appendix V).  

Extensive use of qualitative comments throughout my reports of findings in results chapters provides 

a balance of interpretation with example that allows informants to “speak for themselves” (Wolcott, 

1990).  This ensured that “the voices of teachers themselves, the questions that teachers ask, and the 

interpretative frames that teachers use to understand and to improve their own classroom practice” 

could be heard (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990, p. 7).  

Analysis of concept maps.  I analysed and described teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions about teaching multiliterate reading practices as reported in their “What is Reading?” 

concept maps (prior to and at the conclusion of the project).  I analysed these data according to 

Marzano et al.’s (1988) categories of declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge important in 

metacognition as described in the literature review (see pp. 26 and 27).  I initially analysed the “What 

is Reading?” concept maps collaboratively with other members of the leadership team to identify 

teachers’ individual perspectives about the teaching of reading (see Appendix B for the group’s 

analysis of the concept maps of all participants who had been invited to participate in the project and 

Appendix X for a summary of project teachers’ pre-project knowledge as described in the concept 

maps).  I then analysed project teachers’ concept maps again post-project to provide a communal 

group perspective of beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions about teaching practice and knowledge to 

identify change in practice and inform the research questions (see Appendix X).  Therefore, my 
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analysis of these concept maps involved member checking to ensure credibility of the findings.  Other 

forms of member checking also occurred when members of our leadership team collaboratively 

discussed and designed surveys and evaluation tools used to gather data and evaluate the project.  

Analysis of reflective journals.  Participants’ reflective journals, including my own (see 

Appendix F), were integral sources of data to map changes in thinking, insights, and practices.  They 

were personal records, however, one other facilitator within the project and two teachers gave 

permission for me to copy, review, and analyse their reflective journals (see Appendices I and J).  

These reflective journals provided data that allowed me to analyse and describe participants’ 

reflection-in-action (in classrooms) and reflection-on-action (in project meetings of the community of 

learners).  I analysed reflective practice according to Smyth’s (1989) stages of reflection for 

describing, informing, confronting, and reconstructing reflective teaching practice (see the literature 

review on p. 37), using grounded theory techniques. 

Meta-action research (action research on or about action research) (Fletcher et al., 2010) 

provided a third-order perspective for analysis of data related to reflections of how my understandings 

developed and transformed throughout this study.  My self-reflections were grounded in observations 

and analyses of data within the research contexts to describe how participants engaged in the 

community of learners and transformed teaching practice in classrooms.  They also were grounded in 

observations and analyses of data describing how I developed and transformed my own experiences 

as a facilitator or change agent.  These observations and reflections helped me to evaluate action 

research as a process for engaging in professional learning and development with teachers.  My meta-

action research (written self-reflection or collaborative dialogue) was situated beyond the action 

research activities and processes.  For example, it occurred through the analyses of actions taken after 

project meetings or classroom practices as the project evolved.  It also occurred and was enriched by 

my communications with members of the leadership team.  We shared our interpretations and 

thinking about what was happening in the project and this helped me to conceptualise and theorise my 

understandings.  Introspective analyses of my actions as an action researcher and reflective 

practitioner (Schön, 1983) informed my understanding and development of skills and knowledge of 

action research and my facilitation processes (see Appendix F for my reflective journal).  The validity 

of this research design is now described. 

Validity of the Research  

When designing the study, I interpreted and used Lincoln and Guba’s (2000) notion of 

trustworthiness to validate the research, considering “a rigorous credible exploration of [the] focus of 

inquiry” (Maykut & Morehouse, 1994, p. 153).  I also consulted Dick’s (1997b, 1997c) interpretation 

of Dewey’s (1938) notion of a “warrantable” assertion when addressing validity and generalisability 

of research findings (Dick, 1997c, p. 3).  Dick (1997b) stated “truth is elusive, but research, well-

conducted, can provide a warrant, an adequate assurance, for the assertion which we eventually offer” 

(p. 1).  With this in mind, I viewed observations, analyses, and findings of the study as being unique 
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and relevant to the particular real-world experience from which they came.  Therefore, I aimed to add 

“pieces to the puzzle” with my study in the particular research contexts of concern.  Consequently, the 

results of this study may not be generalisable to other contexts.  However, the comprehensive data 

collection methods, structured data analysis, rich descriptions of the contexts under study, and the 

findings should provide opportunities for comparability and adaptation of developed understandings 

to similar situations and settings (Howard & Borland, 2000, as cited in Piggot-Irvine & Bartlett, 2008, 

p. 41).  The study participants and I created theoretical knowledge about how teachers can be 

supported to generate knowledge and develop their teaching of multiliterate reading practices.  I 

inductively developed this knowledge from my conceptualisation of data collected during the course 

of this collaborative inquiry (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001).  

Swepson (1995) suggested a model of action research where “metaprocesses” are put in place 

to help address validity issues.  In this model, action and research outcomes are pursued at the same 

time and cyclic paths are followed to allow stages where critical reflection on outcomes and processes 

occurs.  I adopted this model for my research.  Furthermore, Dick (1997b, 1997c) confirmed that an 

action research cyclical process ensures validity of findings and called for action researchers to search 

not only for confirming evidence, but also for disconfirming evidence.  This process implies that “a 

continual testing in the problem situation to find what works in practice” is a logical consequence of 

action research (Swepson, 1995, p. 4).  I also adopted this process to ensure valid ongoing 

interpretations and conclusions.  I progressively analysed data to identify confirming and 

disconfirming critical incidents that signified change in the action learning processes or teaching 

practice of teachers, or change from single-loop to double-loop learning.  This ensured a “flexible and 

responsive process … and research rigour” (Dick, 2002a, p. 4). 

Action research has advocated that multiple perspectives be considered by employing 

multiple methods of data collection (Piggot-Irvine & Bartlett, 2008).  I addressed issues of validity 

and reliability in the study by utilising multiple sources of data collection to support, corroborate, and 

triangulate descriptions of actions, processes, or outcomes (Dick, 1997b; Stake, 1988; Lincoln & 

Guba, 2000).  I used multiple informants, methods, and ways of asking the same questions in different 

ways, in multiple action research cycles, to provide a “dialectic” process that increased the rigour of 

interpretations of this study (Dick, 1997b).  My planning and responses to happenings that occurred 

within the action research cycles allowed the process of the research to become less “fuzzy” as the 

study progressed (Dick, 2002c).  Furthermore, this dialectic process facilitated opportunities for me to 

see things from different viewpoints (Kemmis & McTaggart, 2000), and compare and check the 

adequacy of evolving ideas and perceptions.  Consequently, use of a multi-method approach using 

qualitative and quantitative data (Miles & Huberman, 1994) allowed triangulation of data and 

captured complex aspects of teaching and learning (Kagan, 1990).  I tested “big picture” findings 

obtained at an education district level with the espoused beliefs and theories-in-use of teachers 

working in a professional learning community and with students in classrooms.  
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In addition, I built an audit trail (Lincoln & Guba, 2000) of information by keeping a 

thorough record of processes, data collection, and data analysis procedures to make the research 

process transparent to a reader and enhance trustworthiness.  I completed a reflective journal, from the 

early stages of this study to its conclusion, where my actions, thoughts, reflections, or procedures 

were documented on an emerging basis (Dick, 1997b).  This reflective journal became a record of my 

own personal action learning processes, experiences, and reflections during the course of the study.  I 

noted changes in my own beliefs and understandings about completing the action research and 

effective ways to facilitate changes in the teaching practices of participants involved in the study (see 

Appendix F for examples of self-reflections in my reflective journal).  

Furthermore, I included member checking to ensure credibility for findings that resulted from 

this research (Lincoln & Guba, 2000) and consulted with participants to provide clarity, consistency, 

and trustworthiness of interpretations.  I also sought opportunities for participants to confirm or 

comment through conversation and reflexivity during regular interactions with them in the community 

of learners, classrooms, and organised meetings. 

Ethical Considerations 

I applied to, and received approval from, Griffith University and Education Queensland to 

conduct the research in state primary schools (see Appendix Y).  Participants were briefed on the aims 

and intended procedures for each phase of the research through an Information Sheet (see Appendix 

Z).  Principals provided written consent for their schools and teachers to be involved in the research 

through completion of consent letters (see Appendix Z).  Teachers who were involved in the “Reading 

in a Multiliterate World” action research project were volunteers, providing verbal consent to be a 

part of the project and the ensuing study.  Formal consent letters were distributed to and completed by 

parents or caregivers of students who were members of the key informant teacher’s classroom (see 

Appendix Z).  Hence, participation in this research was voluntary and refusal to participate involved 

no penalty or loss of benefits to participants.  Participants were able to withdraw from the research at 

any time without penalty and were not expected to provide any form of explanation if they chose to 

do so.  The research approach was based on other reputable research carried out both in Australia and 

internationally.  Relationships developed with participants were neutral, objective, and collaborative 

at all times.  

I ensured the confidentiality of all data collected and personal records obtained during the 

research process.  No participants or schools were identified by name during fieldwork and 

pseudonyms have been used to protect participants’ identities in this thesis.  

Summary 

In this chapter I have presented a theorised rationale for the design, methodology, methods, 

data collection instruments, and analytic techniques I used to answer the research questions.  This 

research utilised a combination of positivist and interpretivist and social constructivist paradigms.  I 

have explained how and why a blend of quantitative and qualitative survey methods provided a 
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contextualising umbrella for the action research project.  I also have justified my use of participatory 

inquiry and an action research methodology in the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research 

project.  I explicated the ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions on which this 

research was based.  This has provided a theorised view of how I envisaged multi-method research 

would contribute to new understandings related to changing teachers’ practice.  This approach 

ensured my exploration of elements influencing the development of and change in teachers’ teaching 

of multiliterate reading practices, as evident in experiences within the community of learners and in 

classrooms.  I have explained how I (a) examined evidence of participants’ reflection-in-action and 

reflection-on-action gathered from project meeting, project presentation, interview, observation, 

concept map, and reflective journal data; (b) identified influences on teachers to generate declarative, 

procedural, and conditional knowledge and develop their teaching of multiliterate reading practices; 

(c) identified teachers’ espoused theories and theories-in-use; and (d) described the change in learning 

that resulted for teachers as resistant, unintended, or no learning, or change from single-loop learning 

to double-loop learning. 
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Chapter 4 

 

Results and Analyses Phase 1: District – Integration of Information and 

Communication Technologies (ICT) within Education Queensland Primary Schools 
 

Overview of the Study 

In this chapter I report the analysis of quantitative and qualitative survey data obtained 

from teachers and principals within a representative sampling of primary schools in an Education 

Queensland district.  This phase of the study provided an etic, first-order approach (Meynell, 

2005; Pike, 1954) to investigating the integration of ICT for teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms.  I report results that are based on respondents’ responses to questions that sought to 

better understand influences on their ICT practices.  These data detail descriptions of teachers’ 

and principals’ espoused theories of action and theories-in-use (Argyris & Schön, 1974) about 

integrating ICT in schools and classrooms.  The context within which Phase 1 data are reported 

here is reflected in Table 14. 
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Table 14 

Context for Phase 1 within the Study 

Phase Phase 1: 

Chapter 4 

 

Phase 2: Chapter 5  

 

Phase 3: Chapter 6  

 

Context Survey about 

integrating ICT 

in schools and 

classrooms 

(principals and 

teachers in a 

district)  

 

 “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research 

project (community of learners) 

 

 “Reading in a Multiliterate World” 

action research project (one key 

informant teacher) 

 

Research 

Question 

 

1) What 

influences 

primary school 

teachers to 

integrate 

information and 

communication 

technologies 

(ICT) for 

teaching and 

learning in 

schools and 

classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school teachers working 

within a community of learners to generate knowledge 

of communally agreed multiliterate practices for the 

teaching of reading in their classrooms?  

 

1) What influences primary school 

teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school 

teachers working within a community 

of learners to generate knowledge of 

communally agreed multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading in 

their classrooms? 

 

Participants 

 

Nine primary 

schools, four 

principals, and 

55 teachers 

within a 

metropolitan 

Education 

Queensland 

district.  

 

Nine teachers from five Education Queensland primary 

schools within a metropolitan education district.  

 

Two critical friends 

 A university academic;  

 A deputy principal/ Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) administrator. 

 

Three facilitators 

 A Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) coordinator;  

 An Education Queensland Educational 

Advisor (EA) Curriculum;  

 Myself, a university doctoral student.  

 

One teacher from the cohort of nine 

teachers who formed a community of 

learners in Phase 2.  

Data 

Collection 

 

Qualitative and 

Quantitative 

 

Principals’ and 

Teachers’ 

Information and 

Communication 

Technologies 

(ICT) 

Integration 

Surveys (See 

Appendix A) 

Qualitative 

 “What is Reading?” concept maps (see 

Appendix B)    

 “What is Reading?” photographic display 

(see Appendix C)    

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see Appendix D for 

two teachers’ reflective journals, Appendix E 

for the Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) coordinator’s/facilitator’s 

reflective journal, and Appendix F for my 

reflective journal)    

 Transcripts of project meetings, project 

presentations (PP), and project presentation 

slideshows (see Appendix G) 

 

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Teaching Qualifications and Experiences 

(TQE) questionnaires (see Appendix H)    

 Multiliteracy Pedagogical Reflective Tool 

(MPRT) (Butler, 2004) (see Appendix I)  

 Survey 1 (see Appendix J)  

 PROBE reading assessment (Parkin, Parkin, 

& Pool, 2002) (see Appendix K)  

 Evaluation of Learning (EOL) surveys (see 

Appendix L)   

Qualitative 

 Participant and non-

participant observation of 

classroom practice 

 New Basics unit planning 

framework and documents 

(see Appendix M)  

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see 

Appendix D for the teacher’s 

(Janice’s) reflective journal 

and Appendix F for my, her 

facilitator’s, reflective 

journal)   

 Reflective protocols-Action 

Research Planning and 

Design (ARPD), Classroom 

Snapshot (CS), and Mapping 

the Learning Journey (MLJ) 

(see Appendix N) 

 Students’ work samples 

(Appendix O) 

 Project brochure response 

sheet (BRS) (Appendix P)  
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Data from the Teachers’ and Principals’ Surveys  

I report data in two main sections in this chapter.  First, analyses of teachers’ survey data 

are presented.  Then analyses of principals’ survey data are presented.  I have organised results 

around categories developed from the survey questions.  The categories are  

 Demographic information about respondents’ educational qualifications and 

experiences in schools and classrooms,  

 Respondents’ descriptions of practices they implemented when integrating ICT 

for student learning in schools and classrooms, and 

 Respondents’ perceptions of the influence of Education Queensland’s policies, 

initiatives, or resources and professional development on ICT knowledge and 

practice.  

I have used categories drawn from the literature to present results in different areas 

throughout this chapter (see Commonwealth of Australia, 2000; Becta, 2001; Parr, 2003).  These 

studies highlighted elements considered important to improve teachers’ and schools’ capabilities 

for integrating ICT into practice.  These elements were (a) capable and willing teachers who 

encourage students’ interactions with ICT for learning, (b) a supportive school culture that 

organises for integrating ICT into practices, and (c) a strategic system that recognises the 

importance of integrating ICT in schools.     

I present qualitative responses representative of the shared perspectives and idiosyncratic, 

personal experiences of respondents to describe, expand, or clarify quantitative data.  Use of a 

combination of analyses of data provides a broad picture of issues, successes, insecurities, or 

predicaments identified in survey data.  Teachers’ qualitative comments are identified as either T 

(Teacher), MAT (Multi-age/composite teacher), or ST (Specialist teacher/Administrator).  They 

are followed by a survey identification number and the relevant survey item number to match 

responses.  Principal respondents are identified as Principal 1, Principal 2, Principal 3, and 

Principal 4.  Their comments are followed by the relevant survey item number to match responses 

(see Appendix A for copies of principals’ and Teachers’ ICT integration surveys).   

I also use a third-order, meta-action research or action research on or about action 

research perspective (Fletcher et al., 2010).  Meta-action research is used to illustrate my 

personal, self-reflections of issues I report in the data.  This perspective describes my developing 

understandings of influences on respondents’ integration of ICT in schools and classrooms.  I 

have woven these self-reflections throughout reports of data in this chapter.   

Teachers’ Demographic Information about their Educational Qualifications and 

Experiences  

Teachers were asked to provide demographic information about themselves (see Items 

6.1 and 6.2), their professional teaching qualifications and experiences (see Items 6.7, and 6.8), 

and their current experiences in primary schools and classrooms (see Items 6.3 and 6.4).  Results 

for demographic items are represented in Table 15.   
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Table 15 

Teachers’ Demographic Information and Educational Qualifications and Teaching Experiences 

in Primary Schools and Classrooms 

Demographic Information Response Percentage 

 

Number 

Item 6.2: Gender                                                                Male 7.3% N =  4 

 Female 92.7% N = 51 

Item 6.1: Age                                                               21-36 years 34.6% N = 18 

 37-46 years 32.7% N = 17 

 47-64 years 32.7% N = 17 

Item 6.7: Years of Primary Teaching Experience  0-12 years 24.5% N = 19 

 13-20 years 34.5% N = 19 

 21-40 years  30.9% N = 17 

Item 6.8: Further Formal Educational 

Qualifications  

Yes 65.5% N = 36 

 No 34.5%  N = 19 

Item 6.4: Current Teaching Year Level or 

Specialist Teacher/Administrator Role 

Preschool, Year 1, 

Year 2, or Year 3 class 

(P-3) 

36.4% N = 20 

  

Year 4, Year 5, Year 6, 

or Year 7 class (4-7) 

 

23.6% 

 

N = 13 

 Multiage class 25.5% N = 14 

 Specialist teacher/ 

Administrator role 

14.5% N = 8 

Years in Current Primary School 0-3 years 50.9% N = 28 

 4-31 years 49.1% N = 27 

 

Results revealed teacher respondents were predominantly female (92.7%: N = 51).  They 

had between 0 and 40 years classroom teaching experience.  Hence, some respondents were 

early-career teachers, while others were experienced teachers.  Most respondents had completed 

further formal educational qualifications since gaining their initial teaching qualification (65.5%: 

N = 36).  Their current teaching roles and experiences varied.   

Teachers’ Access to Computers for Student Learning  

Responses to four survey items provided information about teachers’ access to computers 

for student learning (see Items 1.3, 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7).  Teacher responses for these items are 

represented in Table 16.   
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Table 16 

Teachers’ Access to Computers for Student Learning 

Computer Access Response Percentage Number 

Item 1.5: Number of Class 

Computers  

0-2 computers 34% N = 18 

 3-4 computers 34% N = 18 

 5-15 computers 32.1% N = 17 

Item 1.3: Computer Lab 

Access 

Yes 79.6% N = 43 

 No 20.4% N = 11 

Item 1.7: Internet Access from 

Class Computers 

Yes 85.5% N = 47 

 No 14.5% N = 8 

Item 1.6: Networked Class 

Computers 

Yes  79.2% N = 42 

 No 20.8%  N = 11 

 

Results showed teachers accessed from 0-15 computers in their classrooms.  Most 

teachers also had access to a computer lab or a separate area within a school where a bank of 

computers could be used by a class (79.6%: N = 43).  Most teachers were able to access the 

Internet from class computers (85.5%: N = 47).  Qualitative comments for Item 1.4 provided 

insights into teachers’ perceptions that access to a computer lab supported their ICT work in 

classrooms.  Thirty-one teachers provided responses which clustered around three areas.  

Teachers reported that access to a computer lab provided opportunities for a greater number of 

students to access computers (N = 10).  One teacher commented, “Whole class instruction, more 

efficient access per student” (T30: 1.4).  Thirteen teachers believed access to a computer lab 

enhanced classroom tasks.  One teacher said a computer lab “provides guided skilled lessons that 

allow us to get a lot done quickly” (ST7: 1.4).  Teachers also identified access to a computer lab 

provided opportunities for ICT specialist teacher support (N = 6).  One teacher clarified her view 

with the comment, “Specialist [teacher] knows what she is doing.” (T6: 1.4).  Two teachers 

reported that they did not use the computer labs that were available in their schools (N = 2).    

Relationships among Teachers’ Responses about Demographic Information, Educational 

Teaching Experiences, and Number of Computers Available for Student Learning  

I used Optimal Scaling analysis to plot relationships among various demographic 

variables for teachers.  Age, number of years of teaching experience, and year level or specialist 

teacher/administrator area of responsibility was related to the number of class computers 

accessible to teachers and students (see Table 14 and Table 15 for data on actual percentages and 

numbers for these items).  I plotted all response categories across the range of variables to create 

a picture of teacher respondents and their access to class computers within schools in the 

Education Queensland district.  Variables used were treated as nominal in terms of their 
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measurement properties.  I show relationships among these demographic variables for teachers in 

the following representation and accompanying explanation (see Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7.  Optimal Scaling representation of relationships among teachers’ responses about 

demographic information.  

Response categories for all variables clustered to form three distinct quadrants.  The 

bottom left-hand quadrant shows an emerging generalisation.  Primary teachers in this Education 

Queensland district who were 21 to 36 years of age and had been teaching for between 0 and 12 

years tended to teach students in Years 4-7.  These teachers had access to the greatest number of 

class computers for use with students (5-15 computers per classroom).  The top right-hand 

quadrant shows teachers who were aged 37 to 46 years and had 13-20 years’ classroom teaching 

experience generally tended to teach either straight year-level classes of students from P-3 or 

multi-age/composite classes.  Multi-age/composite classes were composed of students from more 

than one year level.  These teachers tended to have access to 3-4 computers in their classrooms 

for use with students.  Teachers who were 47 years or older and had 21 or more years’ teaching 

experience, generally held specialist teaching or administrator positions.  These positions 

included ICT specialist teacher, Teacher librarian, Special Education Unit teacher, Head of 

School, or deputy principal (see bottom right-hand quadrant).  These teachers tended to have 

access to the least number of computers in their classrooms for use with students (0-2 computers 

per classroom).  It is notable that the response category for 0-2 computers in a classroom is 

aligned with the mid-point between the top and bottom right-hand quadrants.  This indicates some 

Age groups  

 

Number of class computers (CPUs)   

 

Year level or specialist 

teacher/administrator (Spec) 

 

Years’ (yrs) teaching experience 

/Composite 
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teachers from these two quadrants could have shared some of the same characteristics.  Therefore, 

some P-3 teachers could have had only 0-2 computers available for use in their classrooms.  

A Snapshot View of Teachers’ Beliefs, Perceptions and Assumptions about their ICT 

Practices 

Data obtained from teacher responses to Likert items in the survey (see Items 1, 5, 6, 7, 9, 

12, and 13) provide an overall snapshot view of teachers’ espoused theories-of-action and 

theories-in-use (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  Teachers’ perceptions related to issues about support, 

knowledge, and practice for integrating ICT in schools and classrooms are reported in these 

items.  Teachers’ responses provided information about the extent to which they agreed or 

disagreed with various statements in these Likert items.  I coupled teachers’ responses for 

strongly agree and agree agreement scales and present these in Figure 8.   

 

Figure 8.  A snapshot view of teachers’ positive agreement levels for responses to Likert items. 

I detail data relevant to each of these Likert items in the appropriate sections that follow 

in this chapter.   

Teachers’ Perceptions about their Willingness and Capabilities to Use ICT for Student 

Learning  

Responses to two Likert items (see Items 7 and 9) provided information about teachers’ 

use of ICT in classrooms.  Likert Item 7 posed a statement about the priority teachers placed on 

providing students with regular, planned access to ICT.  Teachers’ responses are represented in 

Figure 9.   
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Figure 9.  Likert Item 7: Teachers’ perceptions about the priority placed on providing students 

with regular, planned access to ICT. 

Teachers generally had positive perceptions about prioritising students’ access to ICT.  

Most teachers agreed with the statement (73%: N = 39).  Only 15% of teachers disagreed (N = 8).  

These results align with teachers’ espoused beliefs about the importance of integrating ICT in 

their practice (see Item 4.1).  Forty-nine teachers provided qualitative responses, with 29 teachers 

believing ICT were very or extremely important.  These teachers provided comments to explain 

why integrating ICT was a theory-in-use for them.  They were 

 

 “Very … I try to place them [computers] everywhere because in a kid’s real 

world they are [everywhere]” (T33: 4.1); 

 “Extremely important as children respond well to integrated units as they have 

continuity and real-life activities, so ICTs are an integral part” (MAT42: 4.1); 

and  

 “Very important ... students are learning computer skills for jobs that have not 

even been invented yet.  I use ICT all the time.” (T54: 4.1) 

 

Seventeen teachers believed ICT were moderately or relatively important.  One teacher 

commented, “They are 'another' useful resource/tool for designing teaching and learning 

experiences. We can live without them when the power goes off!” (T51: 4.1).  Another teacher 

said, “Recognise importance but management/time often a difficulty” (T11: 4.1).  Only 3 teachers 

believed ICT were not very important.  One teacher qualified her negative belief, linking it to her 

minimal pedagogical content knowledge of how to integrate ICT into her practice.  She stated, 

“Not very [important] … I would use ICT more in [my] classroom if I had skills and [a] more up 

to date understanding of their application and also if I felt it didn't take away time for literacy 
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and numeracy [teaching]” (T37: 4.1).  This finding suggests teachers’ lack of ICT skills and 

procedural knowledge acted as a governing variable to discourage their use of ICT in classrooms 

(Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

 

 

 

Responses to Likert Item 9 identified teachers’ perceptions of their confidence in 

knowing what students can do when they work on computers.  These responses are represented in 

Figure 10.   

 

Figure 10.  Likert item 9: Teachers’ perceptions of their confidence in knowing what students can 

do when they work on computers. 

Teachers generally agreed they felt confident about knowing what students can do when 

they work on computers (70%: N = 38).  However, qualitative data explaining teachers’ processes 

for determining the success of students’ computer-based actions and outcomes when completing 

tasks, contradicted this finding (see Item 1.13).  Twenty-nine of 43 teachers said they used 

students’ completed end products of ICT tasks to assess standards and outcomes.  An example of 

how most teachers determined students’ successful learning was provided in the following 

statement: “Demonstrated confidence in use and skills shown in completed work according to a 

matrix” (ST7: 1.13).  Four teachers indicated they used criteria sheets, surveys, or checklists to 

judge students’ ICT work.  Ten teachers said they based their judgments on “observing and 

monitoring” (T15: 1.13) the “behaviour of students” (T16: 1.13) while they completed tasks.  

One of these teachers explained, “If it works!  I feel ‘successful’ gauged by children” (T27: 1.13).      

Importantly, while in results for Likert Item 9 teachers were confident about knowing 

their students’ capabilities for working on computers, their comments about their practice did not 

necessarily reflect this.  Sixteen of the 23 teachers who commented revealed they were 

Self-reflection:  Are teachers able to effectively teach literacy through ICT resources?  Quite a few teachers have 

focused comments on the fact that they need to teach ‘the basics’ before allowing children to engage with ICT 

tools for learning.  This appears to be an area of uncertainty.  (Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146)  



 

98 

“surprised” by students’ ICT competencies and capabilities in enacted practice (see Item 1.9).  

Comments illustrative of the “surprises” or unintended outcomes teachers experienced in their 

practice were,  

 

 “Yes: [Students are] capable of doing far more than we give them credit for!” 

(ST31: 1.9); 

 “Yes, some children have surprised me as to how efficient they are at using ICT” 

(T30: 1.9]; 

 “Children teach me” (T47: 1.9); and 

 “I may learn something from them or learn something incidentally.”       

(MAT55: 1.9) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teachers’ perceptions of how they used ICT for student learning.  Item 10.1 provided 

teachers with a number of defined response choices to identify the types of ICT practices they 

used for student learning in schools and classrooms.  Teachers’ responses are represented in Table 

17. 

Table 17 

Types of ICT Practices Teachers Used for Student Learning 

Type of ICT Practice Teachers’ Used for Student Learning                                             Percentage  

 

Number 

Drill and Practice Activities and Word Processing                                         80% N = 44 

CD-Rom and Internet Resources    80% N = 44 

Webpage Design, KidPix SlideShows, and iMovie   69% N = 38 

WebQuests and PowerPoint Presentations        69% N = 38 

Email and Online Chats       56% N = 31 

Kidspiration and Inspiration 33% N = 18 

Spreadsheets and Databases                                                                            26% N = 14 

 

Teachers revealed they had declarative knowledge of computing functions such as drill 

and practice activities, word processing, and the use of CD-ROMs and the Internet (80%: N = 44) 

for research purposes.  These were the most common types of ICT practices being used by 

teachers.  Problem-solving activities such as those involving spreadsheets and databases (26%: N 

= 14) were used least frequently by teachers. 

Self-reflection:  How can teachers realistically say they are confident about their students’ ICT capabilities when 

they don’t appear to be monitoring students’ actual processes while they complete computer-based tasks?  

Teachers are one minute saying one thing, e.g., espousing their confidence, and then for another question they are 

saying another, i.e., that when they enact a practice, students show them that they actually know more than they 

thought–they get a ‘surprise’–This is Argyris and Schön’s (1974) espoused beliefs and theories-in-use in practice!  

Is critical reflection-in-action about students’ practices not being captured explicitly by teachers in classrooms?  

(Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146)    
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Comments for Item 1.11 described the variety of technological tools teachers used for 

pedagogical purposes.  Teachers identified digital and video cameras, overhead projectors, 

computers, Internet resources, Learning Objects, Virtual Classroom Projects, and software 

including KidPix, PowerPoint, and CDs for language and maths activities as the most effective 

technological tools for learning.  

Additionally, 14 of the 38 teachers who responded to this item described various Internet-

based resources as being the most effective technological tools.  Teachers said, “Yahooligans and 

Ask Earl” (T27: 1.11), “WebQuests and teacher-directed internet research and Bookraps” 

(MAT42: 1.11), and “Internet online educational games” (T54: 1.11) were the most effective.  

One teacher revealed conditional knowledge of why she used the Internet, stating, “Internet: up to 

date [and] at your fingertips [for] learning” (MAT55: 1.11).  

Further, teachers identified procedural knowledge of ways they used technological tools 

with students (see Item 1.12).  The two most popular uses of ICT were for literacy (N = 18) and 

research (N = 17).  This finding supports results which showed a high percentage of teachers 

were using Internet resources for research tasks with their students (80%: N = 44).  Comments 

indicated that 18 teachers were using an integrated approach for teaching literacy or research 

tasks using technological tools.  One specialist teacher commented, “It [ICT] is integrated often 

with writing, reading, research tasks and [is] part of [the] library program” (ST31: 1.10), 

demonstrating this practice was a theory-in-use for her.  

Teachers’ perceptions about the influence of ICT on students’ literacy learning 

outcomes.  Responses to two Likert Items (see items 12 and 13) indicated teachers’ perceptions 

of how the ICT practices they integrated influenced students’ literacy learning outcomes.  Likert 

Item 12 asked teachers whether students’ literacy learning outcomes improved when they worked 

in ICT environments.  Teachers’ responses for Item 12 are represented in Figure 11.  
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Figure 11.  Likert Item 12: Teachers’ perceptions of whether students’ literacy learning outcomes 

improve when they work in ICT environments. 

Results showed that while a majority of teachers (54%: N = 29) perceived improved 

literacy learning outcomes for students while working in ICT environments, 37% (N = 20) were 

unsure and 9% (N = 5) disagreed.   

These results highlight a concern about teachers knowing what ICT have to offer in 

improving literacy outcomes.  Teachers’ uncertainty was evident in Likert Item 13, where they 

identified whether they thought students could read closely for information when reading texts on 

a computer screen.  Teachers’ responses are represented in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12.  Likert item 13: Teachers’ perceptions of whether students can read closely for 

information when reading texts on a computer. 

Teachers’ responses were distributed between agreement with and uncertainty regarding 

this item. While 37% (N = 19) of teachers agreed that students could read closely when reading 

computer texts, the majority were uncertain (41%: N = 21).  Notably, five other respondents did 

not provide a response to this item, which also suggests uncertainty among respondents.  Two of 

these respondents were early years’ teachers.  They both clarified their non-responses with the 

comment, “N/A [Not Applicable]” (see T8 and T24).  A teacher who used the drawing and 

creating tools of the KidPix software program (see http://www.mackiev.com/kidpix/index.html) 

with her students clarified her Strongly Disagree response.  She commented, “With lower school 

[I] sometimes feel obligated to teach the ‘basics’ and use computers/ICT to enhance these tasks” 

(MAT5: 4.1).  These results suggest early years’ teachers may not have considered their young 

students’ interactions with the visual features of programs like KidPix to be a form of reading.  

Additionally, a teacher librarian who agreed that students could read closely for information when 

reading texts on a computer screen clarified her response by stating, “Depends on the text and the 

site–need to choose them carefully” (ST31: Likert Item 13).  These data show many respondents 

were grappling with issues or experienced confusion related to ICT literacy teaching and learning.   

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Self-reflection:  Teachers are giving mixed messages and showing their confusion here.  There appears to be a 

perception among some early years’ teachers that literacy practices such as reading closely for information on 

computer screens is not a relevant practice for younger students … or is it a misconception among teachers about 

what reading means in computer environments?  Do they [teachers] not see ‘reading the visual’ as reading?  

Many teachers don’t seem to think that ‘literacy basics’ can be taught through computer-based tasks.  

(Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146) 
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Teachers’ Perceptions about the Influence of a Supportive School Culture on their Use of 

ICT in classrooms 

Item 2.1 provided teachers with a number of defined response choices to identify the 

people within a school community who supported their use of ICT for teaching and learning.  

Teachers’ responses are represented in Table 18. 

Table 18 

People Teachers Perceived Supported their Use of ICT for Teaching and Learning 

People Teachers Perceived Supported their Use of ICT for 

Teaching and Learning 

  

Percentage  

 

Number 

ICT Teachers or Coordinators 73% N = 40 

 

Other Teachers      53% N = 29 

 

Computer Technicians 44% N = 24 

 

Deputy Principals   24% N = 13 

 

Principals 15% N = 8 

 

Parents 13% N = 7 

 

Students    9% N = 5 

 

Commercial Personnel 2%    N = 1 

 

ICT Advisors 2% N = 1 

 

University Critical Friends 0% N = 0 

 

 

ICT teachers or coordinators were perceived as providing support for teachers’ use of 

ICT (73%: N = 40).  Other teachers within a school community also were identified as important 

for supporting them (53%: N = 29).  Teachers indicated commercial personnel (2%: N = 1), ICT 

advisors (2%: N = 1) and university critical friends (0%: N = 0) supported their use of ICT the 

least.  These results showed in-school support was important for assisting teachers to integrate 

ICT in their practice.  

 

 

 

Likert Item 1 identified teachers’ perceptions of whether regular support was provided to 

them to ensure ICT hardware and software were regularly maintained.  Teachers’ responses are 

represented in Figure 13.  

 

 

 

 

 

Self-reflection:  It appears that despite a recent push by Education Queensland to encourage schools and their 

leaders to connect with and utilise the expertise of outside experts or advisors to support teachers’ learning and 

development processes, this is not occurring in these schools.   (Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146) 
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Figure 13.  Likert item 1: Teachers’ perceptions of whether regular interventions occurred at 

schools to ensure current hardware and software were available to classrooms in adequate 

working order. 

While a majority of teachers agreed there was adequate intervention occurring to 

maintain technology resources at their schools (61%: N = 33), qualitative comments did not 

support this view.  Responses about what support teachers thought was necessary to assist them to 

integrate ICT more effectively in classrooms revealed 17 of 45 respondents queried the reliability 

of technical hardware, software, and support services provided in schools.  They called for 

attention to be paid to maintaining technological resources.  Comments illustrative of teachers’ 

perceptions about what was necessary to support them were, 

 

 “To have computers and printers that work in the room” (T6: 2.2), 

 “Update computer hardware to be able to handle usage by children” (T29: 2.2), 

and  

 “Maintenance of systems.” (MAT19: 2.2) 

 

The one teacher (2%) who responded Strongly Disagree to Likert item 1 clarified her 

negative view in a comment.  She stated that the most limiting element to her use of ICT was 

having “Only 2 working computers between 60 students and access to only 1 printer (not 

networked)” (MAT42: 1.8).  Twenty-six other teachers also raised a range of technology 

conundrums as having a negative influence on their practice (see Item 1.8).  Comments 

representative of teachers’ views on this topic were, 
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 “Computers that don’t work or are not networked to print through classroom 

printer.  Computers that do not have system requirements for using my digital 

camera” (MAT25: 1.8), 

 “The server goes down regularly and [I] am unable to access the network or 

Internet” (MAT: 1.8), and  

 “Having programs available … currently can't have Internet favourites … We 

just need more of them (computers, programs, video and digital cameras, etc.) 

and the support staff to help make sure they are all working!!” (T38: 1.8) 

 

Five teachers recognised these technology issues as being “surprises” or unintended 

consequences (Argyris & Schön, 1974) that acted as critical incidents to threaten the success of 

their plans (see Item 1.9).  One of these teachers explained, “When something doesn’t work, the 

whole session is disrupted” (MAT23: 1.9).  Responses about what support was needed to assist 

teachers’ use of ICT centred on them having alternative forms of personnel to ensure problems 

related to maintaining ICT systems, equipment, and resources were addressed (N = 5).  One 

teacher commented, “I think it is important [for] us to get the support you need when you need it 

… I am fortunate that I know friends or colleagues who are patient and skilled to help at the 

time” (ST31: 2.2).  These teachers also described needing the collaborative support of others to 

assist them to manage ICT integration in their classrooms, “Competent aide in class with small 

groups or in lab–whole class” (T27: 2.2).  Further, they revealed they needed the support of 

others to generate knowledge to develop their ICT practices: 

 

 “ICT teacher–for PD [professional development] and ideas, other teachers and 

friends–[for] mentoring” (T38: 2.1), and  

 “Colleagues–exchange of ideas.” (T26: 2.1)   

 

Respondents viewed problems associated with maintaining computer resources as being 

an institutional concern.  One teacher said, “If the government does not see the provision of 

equipment as a top priority, why should teachers see the importance of ICTs?” (MAT42: Other).  

Another recognised adequate funding to be a contributing element: “Cost of equipment to 

upgrade in order to keep up with technology–newer equipment not available in schools and new 

equipment that is not compatible with old systems” (T14: Other).  

Teachers’ Perceptions about the Influence of a Strategic System on their Use of ICT for 

Student Learning  

A strategic system involvement was evident in the policies, initiatives, or resources 

released by Education Queensland to support teachers’ classroom integration of ICT.  It also was 

evident in the professional development opportunities provided for teachers.  
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Teachers’ perceptions about the influence of policies, initiatives, or resources on 

their use of ICT for student learning.  Item 3.1 provided teachers with a number of defined 

response choices to identify the Education Queensland policies, initiatives, or resources they 

referred to in their use of ICT for student learning.  Teachers’ responses are represented in Table 

19. 

Table 19 

Education Queensland Policies, Initiatives, and Resources Teachers referred to in their Use of 

ICT for Student Learning 

Education Queensland Policies, Initiatives, and Resources Teachers 

referred to in their Use of ICT for Student Learning 

 

Percentage  

 

Number 

The Learning Place 

 

71% N = 39 

Minimum Standards for Teachers–Learning Technology 

 

69% N = 38 

The Curriculum Exchange   

                                                                        

60% N = 33 

ICTs for Learning (School Information Kits 2002-2005)    

                    

53% N = 29 

Literate Futures: Professional Development–The Teaching of Reading for a 

Multiliterate World P-7, 7-12     

    

44% N = 24 

ICTs Continua (Print or interactive online version)   

   

35% N = 19 

Learning and Development Centres (ICT, Literacy, Technology, Maths and 

Science Centres of Excellence)    

                         

24% N = 13 

Queensland the Smart State–Education and Training Reforms for the 

Future         

                                                                        

22%  N = 12 

ICTs for Learning Practical Ideas for Teachers Booklets (Practical Ideas for 

Teachers Years P-3/ 4-9, Girls and ICTs, Indigenous Education and ICTs, 

Students with Disabilities and ICTs)             

                                                                    

20% N = 11 

Girls and ICTs Framework for Action      

                                                     

9% N = 5 

ICTs Curriculum Integration Performance Measurement Instrument                 

                                                                                      

6% N = 3 

Community Access to ICTs in Schools (CAICTS) program    

                     

4% N = 2 

 

From this extensive list of documents, teachers revealed that the three most common 

forms of policies, initiatives, or resources they referred to in their use of ICT were “The Learning 

Place” (71%: N = 39), “Minimum Standards for Teachers–Learning Technology” (69%: N = 38), 

and “The Curriculum Exchange” (60%: N = 33).  “The Learning Place” (71%: N = 39) and “The 

Curriculum Exchange” (60%: N = 33) were practical resources that provided teachers with ideas 

for integrating ICT in their classrooms.  The “Minimum Standards for Teachers–Learning 

Technology” was a mandated Education Queensland program that had enforced procedures to 

ensure improved implementation of ICT occurred at a school level.  The “ICTs for Learning” 

(School Information Kits 2002-2005) were referred to by 53% of teachers (N = 29) and “Literate 

Futures: Professional Development–The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate World P-7, 7-

12” by 44% of teachers (N = 24).  Notably, one ICT specialist teacher provided a comment to 
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explain problems associated with using the Literate Futures resource.  She said, “Need PD 

[professional development] in this area–CD too huge to locate stuff easily” (ST7: 3.1).  Another 

teacher alluded to the benefits of collaborative social sharing and reflection to improve policy 

integration and practice.  She responded that “talking to other teachers about what they do” (T4: 

3.1) was one way to ensure policies were referred to.  

Qualitative data reported for Item 3.14 provided insights into teachers’ referral and use of 

policies.  Only one teacher of a total of 55 teachers provided a response.  This teacher explained 

why she believed policies were important to inform practice, but also referred to physical and 

institutional constraints that negatively influenced their integration.  She commented, “They are 

all a great source of information and breed great ideas and enthusiasm, but it’s the total teaching 

time and money that halts ultimate incorporation” (T33: 3.14). 

Teachers’ perceptions about the influence of professional development on their use 

of ICT for student learning.  Item 5.1 provided teachers with a number of defined response 

choices to identify the types of professional development that supported their use of ICT in 

classrooms.  Teachers’ responses are represented in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Types of Professional Development that Supported Teachers’ Use of ICT in Classrooms 

Types of Professional Development that Supported Teachers’ Use of ICT in 

Classrooms 

 

Percentage Number 

Networking, discussing, and sharing ideas with other teachers   

                                                                                 

78% N = 43 

“Hands-on” workshops at school-based staff meetings or pupil free days 

 

75% N = 41 

Advice and assistance of ICT advisors or experts   

 

67% N = 37 

Peer tutoring       

                                                                                                  

55% N = 30 

External presentations, workshops or conferences    

 

46% N = 25 

Mentoring         

 

31% N = 17 

Visits to other classes at my own school    

 

31% N = 17 

Visits to other classes at other schools    

 

22%  N = 12 

Online instructional courses 

 

16% N = 9 

University courses                           

                                                                     

13% N = 7 

Subscription to professional journals      

           

9% N = 5 

Action research project 

 

7% N = 4 

Membership of professional organisations 

 

6% N = 3 

Online discussion groups 

 

6% N = 3 

 

Teachers indicated the three types of professional development that had supported their 

use of ICT in classrooms most frequently were (a) networking, discussing, and sharing ideas with 
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other teachers (78%: N = 43); (b) “hands-on” workshops at school-based staff meetings or pupil-

free days (75%: N = 41); and (c) advice and assistance of ICT advisors or experts (67%: N = 37).  

These data show teachers accessed within-school forms of professional development 

predominantly.  Teacher responses revealed subscriptions to professional journals (9%: N = 5), 

action research projects (7%: N = 4), membership of professional organisations (6%: N = 3), and 

online discussion groups (6%: N = 3) had supported their integration of ICT in classrooms the 

least.  This suggests support for teachers to engage in professional learning that focused on their 

individual, needs-based areas of relevance may not have been occurring in schools.  Responses 

showed teachers also perceived professional qualifications such as TAFE courses (4%: N = 2), 

working with pre-service teachers who were completing university teaching degrees (2%: N = 1), 

and computer program help menus (2%: N = 1) supported their integration of ICT in classrooms 

(see Item 5.15). 

 

 

        

Two Likert items (see Items 5 and 6) reported teachers’ beliefs about the effectiveness of 

professional development opportunities to support ICT pedagogy.  Likert Item 5 asked teachers to 

respond to the statement “Professional development has contributed to a change in the ICT 

teaching practices I use in my classroom.”  Teachers’ responses are represented in Figure 14. 

 

Figure 14.  Likert item 5: Teachers’ perceptions about whether professional development had 

contributed to change in the ICT teaching practices they used in their classrooms. 

 

Self-reflection:  It is interesting that a push from Education Queensland to focus on the use of action research to 

facilitate change in teachers’ practice does not appear to be happening in these schools (see Literate Future.).  

(Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146) 
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Teachers’ responses were differentiated for this item, with more teachers positive about 

the effect of professional development on teaching practice (57%: N = 31).  However, 20% (N = 

11) of teachers responded unsure, while 22% (N = 12) disagreed with the statement.   

Only five teachers out of a total of 55 provided comments to qualify their perceptions of 

professional development.  One teacher identified how “planning days in the area of ICT” (T4: 

5.1) had supported her professional development.  Another explained she was “craving some 

guidance and mostly inspiration” (T16: 5.1) to support her professional learning.  Other teachers 

identified a need for hands-on exploration of ICT to improve practice, with one teacher 

commenting, “All ICT PD [professional development] for me must involve time to explore, 

hands-on, one computer per teacher.  Skills need regular retraining if they are not used regularly 

e.g. in 2002 my classroom had no Internet for 12 months” (T1: 5.1). 

Likert Item 6 measured teachers’ perceptions about whether the amount of release time 

provided to help improve their knowledge, skills, and applications of ICT was adequate.  

Teachers’ responses are represented in Figure 15. 

 

Figure 15.  Likert item 6: Teachers’ perceptions of whether they were provided with adequate 

release time to help improve their knowledge, skills, and applications of ICT at their schools. 

Most teachers (60%: N = 33) disagreed that adequate release time was provided, 

compared with 21% of teachers who said release time for professional development was adequate 

(N = 11).  Some uncertainty was revealed by teachers, with 20% (N = 11) responding unsure.  

Teachers also provided qualitative data identifying the support required to assist them to 

use ICT more effectively in Item 2.2.  Forty-five teachers out of a total of 55 provided comments.  

Comments by 20 of these 45 respondents focused on a need for adequate, effective professional 

development.  Eight teachers explained there was a lack of time to develop their teaching 



109 

practice.  Comments illustrative of teachers’ views on the importance of time to develop ICT 

teaching practices were,  

 

 “More time off class to explore and have guided sessions using desired 

technology” (T13: 2.2),  

 “Time to become familiar as new areas for learning are introduced ... PD 

[professional development] helps ... in school” (T51: 2.2), and  

 “More time to continue development of my own skills.” (MAT48: 2.2) 

 

Seven teachers commented on how collaborative forms of professional development such 

as mentoring and learning through “opportunities to talk and share ideas/hands-on with other 

teachers” (T30: 2.2) were needed.  In addition, one teacher described the most limiting elements 

to her use of ICT were “PD [professional development], lack of personal knowledge, lack of 

support” (T10: 1.8).  She explained that “More PD [professional development], printers that 

work, mentoring in ICT” (T10: 1.8) were needed to support her more effective use of ICT in the 

classroom. 

These data suggest adequate time, support, and quality spaces for teachers to engage in 

effective professional learning were not being provided within schools.  In the next section of this 

chapter I report survey results for primary school principals within the Education Queensland 

district to explore these issues further.  

Principals’ Demographic Information and Educational Qualifications and Experiences in 

Schools and Classrooms  

I received and analysed four principal surveys out of a possible 29.  Quantitative and 

qualitative data are blended and presented in relevant areas of this section.  The principal survey 

asked respondents to provide demographic information about themselves (see Items 7.1 and 7.2) 

and their educational teaching qualifications and experiences (see Items 7.3, 7.4, 7.7, 7.8, 1.1, and 

1.2) in schools and classrooms.  Principals’ responses are represented in Table 21. 
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Table 21 

Principals’ Demographic Information and Educational Qualifications and Experiences 

Demographic 

Information 

 

Principal 1 

 

Principal 2 

 

Principal 3 

 

Principal 4 

 

Item 7.2: Gender  

 

                                                                           

female male male female 

Item 7.1: Age  

 

                                                            

37 years 41 years 52 years 52 years 

Item 7.7: Years of 

Classroom Teaching 

Experience 

 

9 years 10 years 12 years 26 years 

Item 7.8: Further 

Formal Educational 

Qualifications 

 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Item 7.4: Years Held 

an Administrative 

Position 

 

6 years 10 years 28 years 6 years 

Item 7.3: Years as 

Principal in Current 

Primary School 

 

1 year 2 months 7 years  2.5 years 

Item 1.2: Student 

Population of Current 

Primary School 

 

300-599 students 300-599 students 600-899 students 0-299 students 

Item 1.3: Teaching 

Staff Population of 

Current Primary 

School 

 

1-29 teachers 1-29 teachers 30-59 teachers 1-29 teachers 

 

Two principal respondents were male and two were female.  These principals ranged in 

age from 37 to 52 years.  Three principals had between 9 and 12 years’ classroom teaching 

experience, while Principal 4 had taught in classrooms for 26 years.  Principal 1 and Principal 4 

had held an administrative role for 6 years, Principal 2 for 10 years, and Principal 3 for 28 years.  

Therefore, all principals had experienced teaching and administrative roles in their careers.  Two 

principals had been working in their current positions for a short period of time: 1 year and 2 

months respectively.  

Principals’ Perceptions about Teachers’ Access to and Use of ICT for Student Learning 

Three survey items asked principals for information about teachers’ access to computers 

for student learning in their schools and classrooms (see Items 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6).  Principal 

responses for these items are represented in Table 22. 
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Table 22 

Teachers’ Access to Computers for Student Learning in the Schools of these Principals  

Computer Access Principal 1 Principal 2 Principal 3 Principal 4 

 

Computer Lab 

Access 

 

 

No Yes No Yes 

Internet Access 

from Class 

Computers 

 

Partially Completely Completely Completely 

Networked Class 

Computers 

 

 

Partially Completely Completely Completely 

 

All four principal respondents believed it was important to ensure teachers and students 

had access to and used ICT for teaching and learning in their schools.  Comments provided 

insights into the importance principals placed on computer access.  Principal 1 and Principal 2 

believed ICT were very important.  Principal 3 and Principal 4 provided qualitative statements to 

support their positive views about the importance of using ICT: 

 

 “It is important to use [ICT because it is important] to see highly expensive 

resources used effectively by all staff, including myself” (Principal 3: 4.1), and  

 “Vitally important for me and for our teachers’ and students’ future[s].” 

(Principal 4: 4.1) 

 

These data suggest other elements may have been influencing Principal 1’s and Principal 

4’s espoused theories-of-action and theories-in-use as they did not appear to be aligned (Argyris 

& Schön, 1974).  Both of these principals’ schools did not have computer lab access and the 

Internet was only partially available in Principal 1’s school (see Items 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6 above).     

Notably, a consistency across all schools was reported for Likert Item 8.  All principals 

agreed teachers should be involved in decision-making processes about the way ICT were 

integrated in their schools.  

Principals’ Perceptions about the Influence of a Supportive School Culture on Teachers’ 

Use of ICT in Classrooms 

Principals’ opinions varied as to how they ensured teachers were supported to use ICT 

effectively for student learning in their classrooms.  They determined actions and decisions to 

ensure a supportive school culture for integrating ICT based on the needs of their school 

communities.  All principals reported they engaged the services of a range of people or groups to 

support integrating ICT in their schools (see Items 2.1, 1.11, and 1.8).  For example, they said a 

technology committee, a computer technician, other administrative staff (i.e., themselves or a 

deputy principal), ICT teachers, teaching colleagues, or parents supported ICT integration.  
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Comments illustrative of how principals supported teachers to integrate ICT through varied 

networking opportunities with other members of a school community were, 

 

 “Involving community” (Principal 1: 1.11),  

 “The formation of a technology committee charged with this responsibility” 

(Principal 2: 1.11), and  

 “(1) Colleagues who show one another how to do things, (2) ICT teacher who 

works with teachers and students, (3) Parent–who is a technician , (4) Parents 

who mentor teachers, [and ] (4) Principal who models use in curriculum.” 

(Principal 4: 2.1).  

 

All principals were focused on the importance of ensuring adequate support for the 

purchase, installation, and maintenance of ICT technology equipment in their schools.  Likert 

Item 1 showed that all principals perceived that regular intervention occurred at their schools to 

ensure current hardware and software was available to classrooms in adequate working order.  In 

addition, responses revealed that most principals suggested there was a link to funding to ensure 

this aim was achieved.  Principal 1, Principal 3, and Principal 4 indicated costs of providing 

adequate hardware and software had had a negative influence on integrating ICT in their schools.  

Principals identified ways to provide adequate hardware and software maintenance and support:  

 

 “School IT contract computer technician–system maintenance, hardware and 

software maintenance, ideas on hardware usage … Increase the number of 

laptops … getting teachers using laptops for planning and storing student data” 

(Principal 3: 1.10), and  

 “Purchase of hardware to replace aging computers.” (Principal 4: 1.10) 

 

Importantly, these results conflict with teachers’ consistent reports of poorly developed 

ICT infrastructures in classrooms.  This suggests either the enacted actions of principals to 

maintain ICT resources in schools were not successful or their espoused beliefs about ensuring 

adequate support for effective ICT infrastructure were not congruent with their theories-in-use 

(Argyris & Schön, 1974).  

Principals’ Perceptions about the Influence of a Strategic System on Teachers’ Use of ICT 

for Student Learning 

A strategic system involvement was evident in the policies, initiatives, or resources 

released by Education Queensland to support teachers’ classroom integration of ICT.  It also was 

evident in the professional development opportunities provided for teachers.  

Principals’ perceptions about the influence of policies, initiatives, or resources on 

teachers’ use of ICT for student learning.  Item 3.1 provided principals with a number of 
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defined response choices to identify the Education Queensland policies, initiatives, or resources 

that had informed the development of their school’s “ICTs for Learning Strategy”.  This strategy 

guided teachers’ work with ICT in schools.  Results showed all principals perceived that the 

“Literate Futures: Professional Development–The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate World 

P-7, 7-12” and policies developed within individual schools had positively informed ICT practice.  

Notably, only three principals said the “ICTs for Learning” policy had informed the development 

of ICT strategies at their schools (Principal 1, Principal 2, and Principal 4).  

Likert Item 7 determined whether principals perceived teachers received in-service about 

new Education Queensland policies, initiatives, or resources on a regular basis at their schools.  

Principal responses varied.  Principal 3 and Principal 4 agreed that teachers received adequate in-

service, Principal 2 was unsure, and Principal 1 strongly disagreed.  

 

 

 

 

 

Principals’ perceptions about the influence of professional development on teachers’ 

use of ICT for student learning.  All principals indicated their teachers were supported in using 

ICT in their classrooms through opportunities to engage in networking, discussing, and sharing 

ideas with other teachers and peer tutoring or mentoring (see Item 5.1).  No principal indicated 

that memberships of professional organisations, subscriptions to professional journals, university 

courses, or action research projects had supported teachers’ ICT professional development at their 

schools.  

Principal 2, Principal 3, and Principal 4 perceived that the professional development 

provided at their schools had contributed to change in teachers’ ICT practice (see Likert Item 5).  

Importantly, these results show that, generally, principals were more positive about the influence 

of professional development to change teaching practice than were teachers (see pp. 107-108).   

 

 

 

 

 

Likert Item 6 determined whether principals perceived their teachers were provided with 

adequate release time to help improve their knowledge, skills, and application of ICT in 

classrooms.  Principal responses were differentiated for this item.  Principal 1 and Principal 2 

were in agreement with the statement, Principal 3 was unsure, and Principal 4 disagreed.  

Notably, principals’ comments recognised the importance of teacher release time and effective 

Self-reflection:  [There are] institutional/strategic system decisions (mandates) for professional development, 

however, what is provided [is] dependent on supportive school-based decisions.  See most frequent forms of PD 

[professional development] as school based–what’s out there to assist schools to develop effective strategies for 

PD delivery at the school level?  Perception among teachers and principals that PD is support–Professional 

development or support is provided within school communities, but there is no certainty that what is being offered 

is having an influence on teachers’ practice–Is it effective PD if it is not transferring to teaching and 

learning/classroom situations and changing teaching practice?   (Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146)  

Self-reflection:  Policies are informing principals’ actions and development of strategies in schools, but it appears 

[there is] less trickle down to influence teachers’ practice–i.e., only 44% of teachers say “The Teaching of 

Reading for a Multiliterate World” resource has made a difference to their ICT practice, whereas all principals 

note this resource as being important.  Also fewer teachers [are] positive about the influence of PD [professional 

development] on practice than principals–Are principals ensuring teachers are informed about EQ [Education 

Queensland] policies/resources?  Do principals have a clear, explicit understanding of the practical implications 

of ICT for teachers’ practices?  (Vikki/RJ/26Nov04) (see Appendix F, p. 146)  
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professional development to support teachers to integrate ICT in classrooms.  Comments to 

illustrate principals’ perceptions were,  

 

 “Time off class” (Principal 1: 2.2), 

 “Meaningful, continuous PD [professional development]” (Principal 2: 2.2), 

 “… Time out of class for IT chairperson” (Principal 3: 2.2), and  

 “Provision of time off class to work on acquiring expertise.” (Principal 4: 2.2) 

 

Principals identified actions they planned to enact in the future to help address teachers’ 

ICT learning and development needs.  Comments to illustrate principals’ various insights were, 

 

 “Multimedia focus–movie making … all units have ICT integrated [with a] twice 

per year focus” (Principal 1: 5.2), 

 “District advisor … development of skills (students’) … survey of staff needs” 

(Principal 2: 5.2),  

 “The new Head of Curriculum role will encompass IT [information technology] 

and PD [professional development] support … Teaching of a school-wide 

research model for using the internet” (Principal 3: 5.2), and  

 “Continued use of ICT continua … staff participating in web design with [name 

of particular alliance omitted] … Enrichment activities.” (Principal 4: 5.2) 

 

These data suggest principals were focused on providing teachers with a range of in-

school professional development opportunities on ICT topics of relevance to individual school 

communities.  

Results and Analyses Summary  

In this chapter I reported the analysis of data that described teachers’ and principals’ 

espoused theories of action and theories-in-use related to influences on their ICT integration in 

schools and classrooms. Through these data, I identified influences and illustrated insights into 

issues, successes, insecurities, or predicaments facing practitioners in their practice. 

Findings revealed that principals’ decisions to create a supportive school culture for 

integrating ICT in their schools influenced teachers’ ICT practices in classrooms.  Principals 

planned varied actions to address problems they experienced in individual schools.  They said 

they based these decisions on the needs of school communities, providing (a) school-based 

professional development opportunities to generate teachers’ knowledge and skills; (b) human, 

monetary, and technical resources to purchase and maintain ICT infrastructure; and (c) human 

resources such as parents or teacher-aides to help teachers organise and manage ICT programs in 

classrooms.  However, teachers’ results suggested principals’ espoused beliefs about what they 
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said was occurring in schools may not have been congruent with their theories-in-use as 

exemplified in actual practice.  

Education leadership and managing ICT integration in schools–Technology 

infrastructure issues.   While a majority of respondents agreed that using ICT was a priority 

area, a major concern for teachers was managing technological problems that resulted from 

poorly developed ICT infrastructure in classrooms.  For example, computers in classrooms often 

were not working or networked, and system requirements for using particular ICT equipment, the 

Internet, or programs were not met.  Teachers described how their access to ICT and successes 

with teaching and learning were compromised by these technological problems.  Notably, I found 

that funding to address problems and ensure adequate maintenance of ICT infrastructure was a 

shared concern among both respondent groups. 

Teacher knowledge about integrating ICT into literacy teaching and learning 

practice.  Importantly, teachers were unsure about how to use ICT for literacy teaching or 

monitor students’ ICT practices and learning.  Although a majority espoused they were confident 

in their knowledge of students’ ICT capabilities, many reported surprises or unintended 

consequences related to students’ ICT practices.  For example, many teachers were uncertain 

about whether students’ literacy learning outcomes improved when they worked in ICT 

environments or if students could read closely for information when they read texts on a computer 

screen.  Thus, I uncovered in the data contradictions between teachers’ espoused beliefs and their 

theories-in-use.  This was a critical incident for me.  I realised I would need to explore this further 

in my collaborative work with teachers in the community of learners during Phase 2 and Phase 3 

of the study. 

Education leadership and managing ICT integration in schools–Professional 

development.  There was general agreement among respondents that professional development 

played an important role in supporting the integration of ICT into practice.  Both teachers and 

principals said networking, discussing, and sharing ideas with other teachers was the most 

frequently used form of professional development in schools.  Professional development also was 

occurring in school-based activities such as staff meetings or on pupil-free days.  Although all 

principals said mentoring was occurring in their schools, teachers were less sure about this.  The 

belief that it is important to provide time for teachers to participate in professional learning during 

school hours was a shared view.  Principals recognised the value of release time and teachers 

called for more release time to improve their ICT skills and practices.  This suggests opportunities 

for mentoring and networking, discussing, and sharing ideas with other teachers may have been 

reliant on teachers independently building them into their daily practices in schools, rather than 

principals providing formalised, structured processes to ensure teacher release time occurred. 

Importantly, there was no evidence of collaborative partnerships between outside experts 

such as ICT advisors or university critical friends.  Further, there was minimal evidence of 

teachers’ involvement in action research projects, subscriptions to professional journals, and 
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membership of professional organisations to develop their professional practices.  A culture for 

professional learning did not appear to be evident in these schools.  Notably, teachers’ and 

principals’ beliefs about the effectiveness of professional development to improve teaching 

practices were conflicting.  Principals believed the professional development they provided in 

schools resulted in changed teaching practices in classrooms.  However, nearly half of the 

teachers were uncertain or negative about the influence of professional development to change 

their knowledge and practice. 

In these district data I have described issues with which respondents were grappling in 

relation to integrating ICT for literacy teaching and supporting professional development 

practices.  I worked these findings into the design and cycles of action for the “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” action research project, where one group of teachers in this district formed a 

community of learners.  These results helped me to contextualise understandings of experiences 

within the community of learners formed for this project (see Phase 2: Chapter 5 results and 

analyses) and the classroom of one key informant teacher who worked collaboratively with me to 

enact changed ICT practices (see Phase 3: Chapter 6 results and analyses). 
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Chapter 5 

 

Results and Analyses Phase 2:  Case Study – “Reading In a Multiliterate World” 

Action Research Project (Community of Learners)  
 

In this chapter I report the analysis of qualitative data on the case of a group of 

educators who formed a community of learners for the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” 

action research project.  I was a member of this community of learners.  Our group came 

together to reflect on and explore ways to transform the teaching of multiliterate reading 

practices.  I also collaborated with two teachers to facilitate their changed teaching practice.  

This phase of my study provided an emic, second-order perspective (Meynell, 2005; Pike, 1954) 

of change processes in a community of learners and classrooms.  

My purpose in this chapter is to present results from analyses of teachers’ espoused 

theories and theories-in-use as enacted practice (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  I have analysed data 

with a view to documenting change from single-loop learning to double-loop learning (Argyris 

& Schön, 1974).  Findings showed the positive influence of the collaborative, action research 

and action learning approach we used for generating teachers’ knowledge and developing their 

practice.  I have used Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model to describe the 

force factors and conditions that enabled or dis-abled teachers to engage in communal action 

learning processes.  The quantitative and qualitative data I reported in Chapter 4 contextualises 

findings of the action research project.  The context within which Phase 2 data are reported here 

is reflected in Table 23.  
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Table 23 

Context for Phase 2 within the Study 

Phase Phase 1: Chapter 4 

 

Phase 2: Chapter 5  

 

Phase 3: Chapter 6  

 

Context Survey about 

integrating ICT in 

schools and 

classrooms 

(principals and 

teachers in a 

district)   

 

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research 

project (community of learners) 

 

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” 

action research project (one key 

informant teacher) 

 

Research 

Question 

 

1) What influences 

primary school 

teachers to integrate 

information and 

communication 

technologies (ICT) 

for teaching and 

learning in schools 

and classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school teachers working 

within a community of learners to generate knowledge 

of communally agreed multiliterate practices for the 

teaching of reading in their classrooms?  

 

1) What influences primary school 

teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) 

for teaching and learning in schools 

and classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school 

teachers working within a community 

of learners to generate knowledge of 

communally agreed multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading 

in their classrooms?  

 

Participants 

 

Nine primary 

schools, four 

principals, and 55 

teachers within a 

metropolitan 

Education 

Queensland district.  

 

Nine teachers from five Education Queensland primary 

schools within a metropolitan education district.  

 

Two critical friends 

 A university academic;  

 A deputy principal/Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) administrator. 

 

Three facilitators 

 A Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) coordinator;  

 An Education Queensland Educational 

Advisor (EA) Curriculum;  

 Myself, a university doctoral student.  

 

One teacher from the cohort of nine 

teachers who formed a community of 

learners in Phase 2.  

Data 

Collection 

 

 

Qualitative and 

Quantitative 

 

Principals’ and 

Teachers’ 

Information and 

Communication 

Technologies (ICT) 

Integration surveys 

(See Appendix A) 

 

Qualitative 

 “What is Reading?” concept maps (see 

Appendix B)    

 “What is Reading?” photographic display 

(see Appendix C)    

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see Appendix D for 

two teachers’ reflective journals, Appendix E 

for the Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) coordinator’s/facilitator’s 

reflective journal, and Appendix F for my 

reflective journal)    

 Transcripts of project meetings (PM), project 

presentations (PP), and project presentation 

slideshows (PPS) (see Appendix G) 

 

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Teaching Qualifications and Experiences 

(TQE) questionnaires (see Appendix H)    

 Multiliteracy Pedagogical Reflective Tool 

(MPRT) (Butler, 2004) (see Appendix I)  

 Survey 1 (see Appendix J)  

 PROBE reading assessment (Parkin, Parkin, 

& Pool, 2002) (see Appendix K)  

 Evaluation of Learning (EOL) surveys (see 

Appendix L)   

Qualitative 

 Participant and non-

participant observation of 

classroom practice 

 New Basics unit planning 

framework and documents 

(see Appendix M)  

 Reflective journals (RJ) 

(see Appendix D for the 

teacher’s (Janice’s) 

reflective journal and 

Appendix F for my, her 

facilitator’s, reflective 

journal)   

 Reflective protocols-Action 

Research Planning and 

Design (ARPD), Classroom 

Snapshot (CS), and 

Mapping the Learning 

Journey (MLJ) (see 

Appendix N) 

 Students’ work samples 

(Appendix O)  

 Project brochure response 

sheet (BRS) (Appendix P) 
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Data from the Community of Learners 

I report qualitative data in four sections throughout this chapter using Fletcher’s (2004, 

2008) action theory for change model as a framework for my analyses.  First, I present the 

analysis of data identifying external and internal force factors that affected an activation point 

for teachers’ participation in the action research project and community of learners.  Second, I 

identify enabling conditions that maintained and sustained teachers’ commitment to generate 

knowledge and develop practices within the project and community of learners.  Third, I 

identify critical incidents (Flanagan, 1954; Tripp, 1993) that facilitated opportunities for 

teachers to either collude or collide with events, issues, successes, insecurities, or predicaments 

in the project.  I describe critical incidents throughout the reports of enabling conditions, and 

then elaborate them in the critical incidents section of this chapter.  Fourth, I present results 

identifying changes in teachers’ knowledge at the conclusion of the project.  I categorise the 

resulting knowledge as declarative, procedural, or conditional knowledge (Marzano et al., 

1988).  

I apply a third-order, meta-action research or action research on or about action research 

perspective (Fletcher, et al., 2010) as an analytic technique.  This meta-action research 

illustrates my self-reflections on the effectiveness of actions taken in the project. 

A tale of multiple perspectives.  While I report data to illustrate the multiple 

perspectives of participants in the study, my own understandings were shaped by my role as an 

action researcher and my self-reflections.  Self-reflections progressively documented my 

learning journey within the community of learners as a member of the leadership team and as 

Janice’s and Daniel’s in-class facilitator (see Appendix F for my journal self-reflections).  I 

have woven accounts of actions I or my colleagues took in the project into the text of this 

chapter.  They assist me to tell the story of how the community of learners was formed and 

supported teachers’ action learning processes and knowledge generation.  I have referenced 

participants’ qualitative comments and reflections-in-action and reflections-on-action (Schön, 

1983) to the raw data using pseudonyms for all participants (except me), the source of data, and 

date when this data was collected.  

Force Factors and Change 

Results suggested that force factors had the potential to “initiate and influence change” 

in participants’ actions in the early stage of the project (Fletcher, 2008, p. 115).  They were 

either external or internal to an individual.  They activated either positive or negative responses 

in potential participants who had come together at two initial meetings to discuss the proposed 

action research project (see Appendix Q for the Orientation Meeting held on 02 March 2004 and 

Full-Day Workshop held on 10 March 2004).  Force factors influenced whether partnerships 

formed during this early stage of the project.  At the Full-Day Workshop, participants discussed 

the purposes of the project and projected external (professional) and internal (personal) 

outcomes (see Appendix Q for the workshop agenda).  I have depicted a representation of the 
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interaction of these two sets of force factors in Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change 

model in Figure 16.  

                  Sociocultural context 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16.  Force factors activating change (Fletcher, 2008, p. 116; Fletcher & Hill, 2004, p. 3).  

In the project, force factors determined if participants would actively commit to it or 

withdraw.  I analysed data to reveal how external and internal force factors influenced 

participants’ motivation and commitment to participate as members of the project and form a 

community of learners.       

External force factors influencing teachers’ commitment to the project.  There were 

various external force factors that influenced teachers to participate in the project.  First, 

institutional policies, initiatives, or resources, mandated by Education Queensland and enforced 

at a district level, had been introduced to reform teachers’ practices.  Second, “the system” 

(Education Queensland and the District Office) was an influential power that some teachers 

perceived enforced control over decision-making regarding what occurred in schools and 

classrooms.  Third, school-based responsibilities, commitments, or decisions affected teachers’ 

willingness to participate.  Fourth, support provided by facilitators in the early stage of the 

project influenced teachers’ decisions about committing.  These force factors were outside the 

control of teacher participants.  They influenced their commitment to, and the initial formation 

of, the community of learners.   

Education Queensland policies, initiatives, or resources.  Three Education Queensland 

policies, initiatives, or resources were of particular relevance to the action research project.  

First, the Literate Futures Report (Education Queensland, 2000a) directly influenced 

conception, development, and funding of the project.  Specifically, the release of the Literate 

Futures: Professional Development–The Teaching of Reading for a Multiliterate World P-7, 7-

12 (Anstey, 2004) CD-ROM resource was the genesis for the project.  The District Office and 

associated Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) had acknowledged Education 

Queensland’s policy directives.  They had recognised a need to use this resource package to 

develop teachers’ understandings of a multiliterate approach to teaching reading.  In her initial 

journal reflections, Sarah, the coordinator of the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

wrote,  
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Internal 

Activation 
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Achieving desired improvements in literacy outcomes through the Whole School 

Literacy Strategy, requires a major commitment to the provision of effective learning 

and development for staff on the teaching of reading … The CD supports the strategic 

planning among administration and curriculum leaders in schools.  It is not meant for 

individual teacher use.  (Sarah/RJ/19Feb04) (see Appendix E, pp. 1 & 2) 

 

As a result, the coordinator and administrator of this Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) worked with an academic, acting as a critical friend, to develop the “Reading in a 

Multiliterate World” project.  They saw it as one way to pursue these aims within the district.  

They invited leaders (principals and deputy principals) and Year 4 and Year 5 teachers of 

primary schools in the district to take part.  These teachers’ students had shown significant 

improved literacy performance from Year 2 to Year 5 in state tests.  

Second, Education Queensland’s ICTs for Learning (The State of Queensland, 

Department of Education, 2002-2004) policy also influenced this project’s focus.  Two teachers 

within the community of learners formed for the project specifically selected ICT problems to 

explore.  I became the facilitator who supported and guided these two teachers’ action learning 

journeys.  

Therefore, these two Education Queensland policies, initiatives, or resources directly 

influenced the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator’s and administrator’s 

conception and design of the action research project.  They determined that it would have two 

main objectives.  Their first objective was a systemic one that attempted to identify “current 

successful practices in the teaching of reading so that these can be documented and shared with 

others” (Sarah/RJ/Mar04) (see Appendix E, p. 7).  They focused this in an attempt to account 

for why successful reading outcomes were being achieved for students within select primary 

schools in the district.  Their second objective was to promote and use action research and 

action learning as a means to develop teachers’ professional practice around the teaching of 

multiliteracies.  The following comment made by the coordinator of the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) illustrates the two main foci for the project:  

 

Remember this is a two-pronged project–(1) We are trying to determine the value 

addedness that is going on in our schools to give good results; and (2) We are looking 

at “Teaching Reading for a Multiliterate World” in the light of PD [professional 

development] that ALL teachers must do around Literate Futures Reading and the new 

CD that is arriving in all schools by April.  (Sarah/RJ/Mar04) (see Appendix E, p. 57) 

 

The coordinator and administrator of the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

explained these two goals to potential project participants at the Orientation Meeting (see 
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Appendix Q).  Members of the leadership team also reinforced these goals with teacher 

participants in meetings of the community of learners.   

A third Education Queensland (2000b) curriculum initiative, a New Basics framework, 

emerged as another major external force factor that influenced teachers’ commitment to the 

project (see Chapter 2 p. 24 and Appendix M for an outline of this framework).  It was 

mandated for implementation in two of the primary schools invited to participate in the project.  

It guided the way all teachers in these two schools planned, taught, evaluated, and assessed 

teaching and learning practice within classrooms.  Some teachers described doubts they had 

about committing to the project due to this external demand.  For example, Daniel reflected on 

concerns he had about melding his project work related to exploring his reading groups and 

school expectations for planning New Basics units.  He commented, “How could we add this to 

our already crowded curriculum?  As best I can, I’ll incorporate it into New Basics which 

strictly speaking goes beyond ‘Reading Groups’ per se” (Daniel/ARPD/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“The system”: Education Queensland and the District Office.  “The system” 

(Education Queensland and the District Office) was an external power that influenced 

participants’ understandings of and commitment to the project.  At the Full-Day Workshop to 

plan our project, a group of teachers raised concerns they had about project expectations and the 

role the system would play in it.  “They raised issues related to their roles and responsibilities in 

the project” (Fletcher, 2008, p. 117) and who the actual stakeholders of it would be.  

Particularly, they were concerned “about who would have access to and ownership” of our 

project’s ensuing findings (p. 117).  Teachers voiced their suspicions about how the system 

“might use the results for its own benefit and self-promotion” (p. 117).  Sarah, the coordinator 

of the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) and project, commented in her reflective 

journal,  

 

There seemed to be a lot of suspicion about motives behind the research–What will be 

done with the data?  What is Terry’s role?  [Pseudonym used for a district leader]  

Tried to reassure them–sharing of effective practices, value addedness.  I expect this 

will come up again.  (Sarah/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix E, p. 41) 

 

Self-reflection:  Integrating the New Basics units reminds me of my own past [experiences] of working as a 

teacher, planning units of work for my classes.  I understand and empathise with the complexity of work Janice 

and Daniel are trying to do, not only in their classrooms, but also in their efforts to professionally learn and 

develop their practices through their participation in this project.  Time is such a precious commodity in the work 

of teachers.  I’ve talked to Janice and Daniel about this in an effort to get to know them better, to find some 

common ground between us, and build trusting [relationships] with them so we can feel happy and comfortable 

working together with their students.   As their facilitator, I want to try to help them ‘nip any concerns they have 

in the bud’ as soon as possible so these don’t interfere with their early efforts to commit to and progress within 

the project.  I want to support them in ways that will help them.  (Vikki/RJ/17Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 27)  [I 

will need to] investigate New Basics [curriculum] within the school  ... Collect teachers’ unit plans to better help 

me understand what they do and what they are trying to achieve? (Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 32) 
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The 12 invited participants engaged in concerned discussions with the coordinators of 

our project.  Some teachers appeared unable to resolve competing and conflicting issues they 

had in relation to the external force of “control” versus the internal force of “self-directed 

learning”.  The academic critical friend for the project perceived this to be an “unexpected 

factor” (Vikki/RJ/13Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 18) which became “a critical moment in the 

life of the project” (Fletcher, 2008, p. 116).  She believed that “the intentions of the day” had 

been threatened by participants’ negative views about the system’s involvement.  She 

commented that “this had taken attention away from her main aim to promote action research 

and action learning to teachers” (Vikki/RJ/13Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 18).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Some teachers who shared negative and distrustful perceptions of the system’s 

involvement at this initial planning meeting never resolved their issues about the department.  

For these teachers, the external force factors were too strong.  They chose not to participate in 

the project.  The Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator reflected on how this 

perceived system involvement had influenced one teacher’s decision not to commit.  She 

commented after attending the Orientation Meeting that “Kathy seems less than enthusiastic ... 

says the project has moved to a negative model–referring back to 10 March in-service” 

(Sarah/RJ/Mar04) (see Appendix E, p.51).  Kathy’s distrust of the system’s involvement was 

not resolved.  She hovered for a short time while deciding whether to commit to the project or 

not, but eventually collided with its system goal.  She stated, “After considering what I thought 

the project was about and what we actually have to do – have decided not to take part” 

(Kathy/Sarah/RJ/02Apr04) (see Appendix E, p. 61).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

A group of teachers from another school also withdrew.  After “hovering” and 

“oscillating” between colluding and colliding, these teachers eventually showed they could not 

Self-reflection:  Group as a whole appears to be ‘switched on’ and aware of the concerns, apprehensions, system 

requirements, etc. that may affect their involvement in the project.  Teachers appear to be fired up and keen to be 

involved, but appear to want to be informed of their roles, rights, and responsibilities for participation in the 

project.  They’re thinking and tossing ideas about, therefore, already exhibiting reflective behaviours/practice. 

They appeared to appreciate the time and space to be able to engage in critical, reflective dialogue with their 

colleagues and peers. They shared stories about their teaching practices, understandings and perceptions of where 

they thought Ed Qld [Education Queensland] wanted them to go and discussions from the readings.  Debra 

[critical friend for the project] informed them not to get too hung up on the systemic testing part of the 

investigation–that their own ‘problems’ or ‘challenges’ from classroom practice were where the true learning 

would occur and were [the] focus – therefore where importance should lie.  Critical moment from Session 1:  The 

stakeholders–Who owns this project–Individual teachers? District Office? (Vikki/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix F, 

p. 18) … Three critical events have arisen: (1) Who are the actual stakeholders of this project?, (2) The group’s 

sense of professionalism appears to be shining through, and (3) The group’s willingness to engage in collaborative 

reflective practice is promising.  Very  exciting!   (Vikki/RJ/13Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 18) 

Self-reflection:  [One other school] teachers/deputy principal [are] not to be pursued [to join the project] as there 

doesn’t appear to be support [for] the program on any level–teachers not prepared to be involved (project not 

what they expected).  Deputy principal [is] on his own agenda (looking at and commenting in written form in 

teachers’ [reflective] journals) ... Therefore, concerns again about systemic testing of PROBE tests and this side of 

the project.  So important to flag focus on individual challenges and ownership of the project–this is their action 

research and action learning project and the learning that results for them will be what they want to achieve–they 

choose pathways and control the outcomes along the way–not always what they expect so therefore paths may 

vary!  Critical events [incidents] tied up in systemic threat and who has ownership and [the] ability to develop 

trust and relationships with the stakeholders.  (Vikki/RJ/03Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 38) 
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resolve their issues about the project’s goals.  Their motivations for participating appeared to fit 

within a Model I, rather than a Model II, view (see p. 32 for a distinction between Model I and 

Model II theory-in-use characteristics).  These teachers had wanted to focus on the system goal 

as opposed to setting personal goals for engaging in new learning.  Hence, they had wanted to 

protect and control their learning environments.  They had resisted publicly testing ideas 

through an inquiry approach (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The participants who dropped out of the project demonstrated misalignments between 

their espoused beliefs and theories-in-use about being involved in it.  They could not resolve 

their doubts and concerns, while others overcame them.  These teachers oscillated away from 

collision and went on to become committed project participants.  For them, other internal force 

factors assured importance and minimised negative effects of this external force factor, allowing 

collusion to occur.  

School-based responsibilities, commitments, or decisions.  Teachers’ work related to 

existing school responsibilities or commitments emerged as an external force factor for some 

participants.  For example, Sharon was unable to attend early project meetings and eventually 

withdrew from the project because of her classroom problems.  Sarah, the coordinator of the 

Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) commented on difficulties she was facing: 

 

Sharon apologised in person … she has done some student data collection [and] was 

supposed to come [to a scheduled meeting], but is facing major behavioural class 

problems [with her students] at the moment and parents are taking up her time after 

school.  (Sarah/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix E, p. 55) 

Self-reflection: Teachers are not keen to be a part of the project as they feel they and their classes will be watched 

by an outsider.  (This information comes from [the] principal via Veronica [administrator of the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) and a critical friend for the project].  Apparently [this school] is a very ‘closed’ 

school community (7 teachers) who have not previously participated in PD [professional development] 

opportunities organised through the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) … [The principal] wants 

teachers/school to be involved in [the] project (but reluctant to push and force participation)–rightly so!  Wouldn’t 

work! The principal [is] keen to look at what is working in the school (teachers too–not so keen on identifying 

‘problems’ or ‘challenges’ and moving on from here.  I suggested that this is fine … work from what is working … 

can we tweak it if students’ results are as good as they are supposed to be?  Principal keen to know why their 

results are so good.  Action Plan –Debra [a critical friend for the project] and I to meet with [the principal] and 

reassure/come to common understandings about the project, negotiate goals, and discuss best way forward for 

school and teachers … Perhaps [my] initial feelings re: reluctance of two teachers to be involved were correct?  

Teachers did seem more enthused by the end of the day [of the Initial Project Meeting].  How can I get to speak to 

them and reassure them re: goals of [the] project?  Discuss and negotiate what they are happy to go along with? 

(Vikki/RJ/03Aprr04) (see Appendix F, p. 36 & 38)  [School has] just ‘dropped out’ of [the] project.  Principal 

never contacted Debra or myself after our initial visit nor did he inform Sarah or Veronica [the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy)’s] coordinator and administrator] of the school’s intention not to participate.  Did 

not surprise Veronica based on previous experiences and ways of tackling involvement in initiatives–little 

involvement by staff to attend any PD opportunities/share examples of [best] practice–‘closed shop.’ 

(Vikki/RJ/19May04) (see Appendix F, p. 37)  Will be interesting to investigate other participants who ‘drop off’ 

during/after first cycle too?  Why not willing to stay on?  Will need to understand reasons why?  These events 

highlight the complexities of facilitators/change agents to try to engage individuals to participate in [professional] 

learning.  I need to return to the literature to explore effective strategies that might help me with my work with 

Janice and Daniel.  This makes me mindful of the way I promote the project to them.  I’ll have to make sure they 

realise their own evidence of teaching and learning practice is where the true learning lies for them!  

(Vikki/RJ/20May04) (see Appendix F, p. 37) 
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Furthermore, three teachers described how school leaders (principals) had put pressure 

on them to join the project.  They perceived that a high priority was placed on literacy learning 

in their schools.  They saw this as a reason why their principals had approached them to join the 

project.  Janice and Daniel, who taught at the same school, held leadership roles as year level 

representatives on a school-based literacy committee.  They commented on pressures they felt to 

join the project because of these leadership roles and perceived expectations of their principal.  

The third teacher, John, was an inexperienced graduate who had been recently appointed to his 

school.  These teachers spoke about the pressure of being “roped into” the project 

(John/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 17) or joining it “by default” (Daniel/PP/Nov04 and 

Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 272 & 389).  However, despite this perceived pressure, it 

appeared that internal force factors were activated for these teachers.  They all committed to join 

our project and remained active participants for its duration.  John commented, “After about two 

or three weeks, I think, I was roped into this program.  Being a first year teacher, I didn’t really 

know what I was getting myself into.  In the end, I’ve found it’s been quite good for myself [and] 

for my students …” (John/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 16-18).  Daniel also explained, “We 

ended up in a sense, and to a degree by default, I think as a part of the project, but it was very 

worthwhile” (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 271-273).  Therefore, for these teachers this 

external force factor, that had initially influenced their concerns about joining the project, was 

mediated by the professional development opportunities it afforded.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facilitator support within the project.  The degree of facilitator support provided to 

potential participants during the initial stage of the project emerged as an influencing force 

factor for some teachers to commit.  One facilitator, Karen, was not able to support a group of 

teachers during the initial stage of the project.  Sarah, the coordinator of the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy), recognised this as a potential collision.  She reflected,  

 

We are coming up with some difficulties [regarding] the project ... Karen has booked 

herself up completely this term [and] is finding it difficult to follow up on any teachers 

… Sharon [a teacher] has received an email from Karen saying she is too busy to meet 

personally with them until Term 2.  (Sarah/RJ/Mar04) (see Appendix E, p. 55 and p. 60) 

 

Self-reflection:  Veronica [the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) administrator] explained that [my] 

two teachers [Janice and Daniel] had had some pressure to be involved in the project–one representative from 

each grade level encouraged to participate (by administration/principal).  (Vikki/RJ/07Apr04) (see Appendix F, 

p. 47)  This concerns me, as after reading about effective action research, it confirms the importance of 

participants to feel a sense of ‘ownership’ for their participation.  This worries me.  What actions can I put into 

place, [as a facilitator], to make up for this?  How can I ensure Janice and Daniel feel a sense of ‘ownership’ for 

their action learning journeys [we are about to embark on together]?  (Vikki/RJ/09Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

47)  … [I put the following actions into place]  Send follow-up email to check: “What can I do?” “How can I 

help?”  (Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 31)  Consider:  Need to give participants time/space to think, 

refine, plan, [and] reflect during this introductory stage.  (Vikki/RJ/25Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 33)  Have 

offered to take teachers’ classes for them so they can be released to ‘have some quiet time’ to reflect and plan.  

(Vikki/RJ/24Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 49) 
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These teachers withdrew from the project before it had formally commenced.  In 

summary, teachers’ willingness to commit to our project was determined by a complex mix of 

force factors.  Negative external force factors for some teachers were the perceived district 

motives, pressure from school leaders (principals and deputy principals), and the degree of 

support provided by some facilitators.  For other teachers, commitments associated with a New 

Basics curriculum framework and concerns about classroom issues were negative external force 

factors.  Some teachers withdrew from the project, while others balanced these concerns by 

recognising benefits for themselves or their students as members of it.  

Internal force factors influencing teachers’ commitment to the project.  Internal 

force factors emerged as motivating influences.  They were evident in various personal reasons 

participants provided as to why they were interested in committing to the project.  First, teachers 

focused particular needs, goals, and topics they wanted to address in order to develop their 

teaching practices and improve student outcomes.  Second, teachers described roles and 

responsibilities they were willing to undertake in our project.  Third, teachers responded 

positively to particular Model II characteristics of the project.  For instance, they related to its 

participative, collaborative elements and the fact they could choose personally relevant topics 

and goals (see p. 32 for a defining list of Model II theory-in-use characteristics).  Fourth, 

teachers described how their beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions (tacit knowledge) of 

multiliterate reading practices gained through prior teaching and learning experiences in 

classrooms had influenced their practice.   

Identifying relevant needs, goals, and topics.  The nine teachers who eventually 

committed to the project demonstrated a willingness to be cognitively challenged in their efforts 

to generate knowledge and transform teaching practice.  They identified personally relevant 

needs and goals to develop aspects of their teaching practice.  For example, some teachers 

revealed they needed to develop strategies for analysing, assessing, and designing activities to 

cater for student diversity:  

 

 “Allotting time to assess and analyse results ... [and] determining appropriate 

level of achievements …Developing student self-assessment abilities” 

(Anne/Survey1/Apr04) (see Appendix J), 

 “Assessment techniques … specific detailed assessment tools” 

(Mary/Survey1/Apr04) (see Appendix J), and  

 “Planning activities for children with moderate to severe learning difficulties.” 

(Lynne/Survey1/Apr04) (see Appendix J) 

 

Teachers also described how having a better understanding of effective teaching 

practice would contribute to improved performances of their students.  They perceived that 

action learning processes might help to improve their teaching in the following ways:  
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 “Making/using more reflection/feedback time” (Daniel/Survey1/Apr04) (see 

Appendix J),  

 “Sometimes expect too much–changing expectations” (Anne/Survey1/Apr04) 

(see Appendix J), and 

 “I think I know what I am doing well, but there’s lots I want to know and 

adapt.” (Janice/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 27) 

 

In addition, teachers selected meaningful and relevant problems as topics to explore that 

matched needs and goals they had set for themselves.  For example, some teachers identified the 

following areas of their practice to explore:  

 

 “[I need a] deeper understanding [of integrating multiliteracies]” ... “[I am] 

slowly breaking down the elements of visual literacy”  (Mary/Survey1/Apr04) 

(see Appendix J), 

 “Reading-group strategies are in need of some ‘fresh air.’  I want to 

experience/explore some new ways.  Further my already keen interest in visual 

literacy and incorporate more ICT  (Daniel/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N), 

and 

 “[I need] help with analysing and refining literacy learning outcomes in my 

current unit plan.”  (Theresa/TQE/02Mar04) (see Appendix H)   

 

These areas centred on teachers developing declarative, procedural, and conditional 

knowledge as ways to improve practice.  Some teachers described declarative knowledge 

related to assessment techniques and tools and elements of visual literacy.  Only one teacher 

described conditional knowledge related to allocating time for when assessment practices could 

occur.  However, most teachers’ areas of need focused on developing procedural knowledge of 

their practice.  For example, they described how they wanted to develop knowledge about (a) 

analysing results, (b) planning activities for specific groups of students, (c) integrating 

multiliteracies, (d) reading-group strategies, and (e) using ICT for learning.  Teachers’ 

comments also indicated they recognised a need to develop metacognitive knowledge and 

control of self (Marzano, et al., 1988) related to one or more action learning processes.  This 

involved them effectively planning, acting, observing, reflecting on, or revising their practice 

(Zuber-Skerritt, 2001).  For example, Daniel said, “Time to reflect and internalise” 

(Daniel/TQE/02Mar04) (see Appendix H). 

Therefore, some teachers committed to participate in the project with a clear 

understanding of knowledge they wanted to generate to develop their teaching of multiliterate 

reading practices.  However, other teachers found identifying specific goals and selecting a 
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suitable topic a conundrum.  The leadership team guided and supported these individuals to 

work through the collisions they faced in specific ways.  Sarah, the coordinator of the Learning 

and Development Centre (Literacy), and a facilitator for four teachers recognised the important 

role she perceived facilitators should play to support teachers.  She reflected, 

 

Teachers seem to be struggling a bit with what they might “explore” further.  [This] 

needs to be refined [and] followed up by facilitators … I met Sharon … she is still 

agonising over what to do, but will keep going I think.  She ran a few ideas past me 

from looking at popular culture to 4 rm [four resource model (Freebody & Luke, 

1990)] and some others that have escaped my memory.  (Sarah/RJ/Mar04) (see 

Appendix E, pp. 44 & 60) 

 

Most teachers were supported to select professional learning goals for themselves.  

However, others, like Sharon, eventually withdrew because of the complex mix of conundrums 

they experienced in its initial stage (see p. 124 of this chapter).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Taking on roles and responsibilities.  Teachers described various roles and 

responsibilities they were willing to take on as project participants to achieve their professional 

learning and development goals.  Four teachers described how they would be involved in 

“analysing classroom practice” [see Appendix H for Wendy’s, Anne’s, John’s, and Janice’s 

responses to the Teaching Qualifications and Experiences (TQE) questionnaire].  Others showed 

they were committed to take responsibility for enhancing not only their own professional 

growth, but also their colleagues’ professional learning within schools.  This personal agency 

acted as an internal force factor that contributed to teachers’ commitment to the project.  

Illustrative comments described roles and responsibilities teachers were prepared to take on: 

 

 

Self-reflection:  Sarah [the coordinator of the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) and a facilitator], 

Veronica [a critical friend], the ICT specialist teacher based at the school, and I met with Janice, Daniel, and Mary 

[three project teachers from one school], to give teachers ideas for how ICT could be integrated into reading 

groups.  Teachers still at the stage where they are refining their problems/challenges and deciding what and how 

to go about doing it.  Teachers just given a couple of things they may like to try and encouraged to just select one 

thing they’d like to trial/have a go at and see how it works in a reading-group situation  ... I feel happy with the 

progress we are making to assist teachers–they are beginning to develop their action plans for their learning 

journeys… Suggested to Sarah that we take a more individual focus next time [when we meet as a group]–let 

individuals speak/report in turns and then discuss or could divide into groups and speak/guide individuals to 

produce a more focused discussion.  [It] was difficult to facilitate with the whole group when lots of individual 

conversations [were] going on at once.  Suggestions were made and paths taken that I’m not sure about because 

things were all happening at once.  Therefore, investigate ways to facilitate process more effectively.  Maybe come 

up with some clear, simple guiding questions to facilitate process next time ... [I will] have a look at ‘protocols’ 

approach for ideas … Think about plan for a smoother interaction process.  (Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 31)  [It was] difficult to facilitate meetings with everyone trying to have input–individual agendas.  How can 

meetings be facilitated in such a way as to allow everyone to raise points and encourage feedback from others?  

(Vikki/RJ/07Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 47).  If adult learning occurs between the social and cognitive domains, 

how will I create a fun, stimulating environment for this to occur?  (Vikki/RJ/05Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 5) 

[and] add more of a social aspect next meeting (wine, nibblies, to celebrate the end of school break).  

(Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 31) 
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 “To learn and improve/adopt new methodologies”  (Daniel/TQE/02Mar04 ) 

(see Appendix H); and 

 “Sharing with staff–offering help to staff when planning, analysing [my] own 

practice.”  (Theresa/TQE/02Mar04) (see Appendix H)  

 

Preferred professional development approaches.  Teachers indicated their preferred 

professional development approaches prior to the project.  These preferences emerged as a 

factor influencing teachers’ commitment.  Seven teachers responded that they preferred “one-

day intensive workshops” [see Appendix H for Wendy’s, Theresa’, Daniel’s,  Teacher 2’s, 

Teacher 3’s, Teacher 4’s, and Teacher 5’s responses to the Teaching Qualifications and 

Experiences Questionnaire (TQE)], which showed their preferred professional development 

approach generally fit within Model I characteristics.  Importantly, four of these teachers 

dropped out of the project during this early phase.  The other three teachers committed to the 

project and participated with varying degrees of engagement until its conclusion.  Three 

teachers described how they preferred “professional readings” (see Appendix H for Janice’s, 

Daniel’s, and Teacher 2’s responses).  Teacher 2 did not commit to the project beyond its early 

stage.  Janice and Daniel did.  However, as the project evolved, it became evident that there was 

a conflict in Daniel’s espoused belief and theory-in-use.  He explained he did not “like reading 

PD [professional development] materials when given an article on visual literacy [his action 

learning topic] to read” (Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 110).   Other teachers reported 

they preferred participative, collaborative forms of professional learning, focusing the Model II 

characteristics evident in our project’s design.  For example, three teachers described how they 

preferred “mentoring” to be a component of their professional development (see Appendix H 

for Janice’s, Wendy’s, and Teacher 6’s responses).  Janice also said she preferred a “small 

group reading (workshop)” (see Appendix H).  Five teachers identified a “mixed variety” or 

“combination” of “workshops, projects, some individual work, with reference back to group 

work” (see Appendix H for Janice’s, Anne’s, John’s, Teacher 1’s, and Teacher 6’s responses).  

Teachers indicated types of support they preferred for their involvement in the project.  

The potential for Model II characteristics such as collaboration to support professional learning 

contributed to some teachers’ interest in participating in the project.  For instance, Janice 

commented, “I’ll become a ‘learner.’   I hope to learn from others” (Janice/Survey1/Apr04) 

(see Appendix J). 

 Beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions about teaching multiliterate reading practices 

prior to the project.  I used a concept map as an instrument to collect data about teachers’ 

beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions (tacit knowledge) of what constituted reading and how 

they integrated practices to teach reading in their classrooms  (see Appendix B).  Analyses of 

data revealed teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge related to three knowledge types: 

declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge (Marzano et al., 1988) prior to the project.  
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These types of knowledge described what, how, when, where, and why teachers integrated 

reading practices in their classrooms.  Comments made explicit teachers’ prior knowledge and 

experiences of teaching reading (see Appendix X for a summary of teachers’ pre-project 

knowledge at the commencement of the project).  

Teachers’ unique sets of experiences and understandings related to the teaching and 

learning of reading they brought to the project influenced their participation.  Teachers’ 

commitment was motivated by the opportunity to generate knowledge and develop their 

teaching practices.  Other internal force factors were (a) the opportunity to select personal, 

relevant needs and goals to focus their action learning and change their teaching practice, (b) 

agreed roles and responsibilities for teachers’ involvement in the project, and (c) some degree of 

congruence between teachers’ preferred professional development approaches and the 

predominantly Model II characteristics used in the project’s design. 

At the end of this “start-restart” phase of the project, a group of nine teachers from five 

primary schools had developed action learning plans to explore their selected topics of 

relevance and interest.  (A total of 19 teachers, principals, and deputy principals had been 

initially invited to participate in the project).  These teachers committed to form a community of 

learners and continue in the project.  No leaders (principals or deputy principals), other than the 

administrator of the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy), Veronica, who was also a 

deputy principal, agreed to commit to the project.  The teachers who joined the project are 

referred to with the pseudonyms Daniel, Janice, Theresa, John, Anne, Lynne, Jane, Wendy, and 

Mary.  These nine teachers, three facilitators (Sarah, Karen, and me), and two critical friends 

(Mary, an academic, and Veronica) formed a community of learners.  We embarked on a 

collaborative action learning journey to work together and explore the teaching of multiliterate 

reading practices.  (Pseudonyms are used for all participants’ names except my own.) 

Data based on change conditions that influenced teachers to sustain commitment to the 

project and generate knowledge about their teaching practices are reported in the next section. 

Change Conditions 

I used Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model as a framework to 

identify enabling conditions that influenced teachers to generate knowledge and transform their 

practice.  I analysed data to evaluate the role these conditions played in contributing to the 

success of the project, community of learners, and teachers’ development of their practices.  I 

have depicted, in Figure 17, Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) set of conditions that “enabled or dis-abled 

practitioners to engage with their own professional learning needs” for changing their practice 

as members of a community of learners (Fletcher, 2008, p. 119).  
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Figure 17.  Enabling change conditions (Fletcher, 2008, p. 119; Fletcher & Hill, 2004, p. 5).  

Institutional conditions.  The project’s effectiveness for developing teachers’ practices 

was influenced by institutional conditions related to an organisation’s role, policies, 

expectations, and support.  First, the collaborative partnerships across systems we formed 

influenced the way participants worked in the community of learners.  Second, the project goals 

and roles for participants that the coordinators of the Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) developed influenced how they contributed to the project.  Third, school-based 

responsibilities, commitments, or decisions that competed for teachers’ attention during the 

project influenced participation. 

Developing collaborative partnerships across systems.  A condition emerged in terms 

of the role institutional partners played in supporting the project’s processes.  Institutional 

conditions were related to the role and vision of partners across systems.  The partnerships that 

formed with members of the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy), a university, and 

curriculum leaders in the district helped facilitate action.  These partnerships provided 

opportunities to support project teachers from multiple perspectives.  They enabled participants’ 

action learning to progress, whereby district funding provided release time for teachers to attend 

regular, scheduled meetings of the community of learners.  Partnerships facilitated opportunities 

for the group to implement actions that responded to teachers’ needs and issues that emerged 

during the action research cycles.  Teachers commented on the positive influence of project 

meetings to allow collaborative sharing of ideas within our community of learners:  

  

 “Being a graduate, in my first year of teaching, every piece of info 

[information]and all contacts with peers is useful–[and] listening/viewing 

peers’ teaching [is useful too]”  (John/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L), and  

 “Coming to discuss ideas and nut out ways to improve and to talk about what I 

was actually doing … I have learnt to approach my teaching from a wider 
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perspective, [and] to stop and listen to myself and others.”  

(Anne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

Developing project goals.  The work of the community of learners was guided by 

institutional conditions related to the development of a vision for and enactment of the project’s 

two goals.  One goal was the system goal that aimed to account for why successful reading 

outcomes were being achieved for some students within select primary schools in the district.  

The other was the personal goal that aimed to promote and use action research and action 

learning as a means to develop teachers’ professional practice around the teaching of 

multiliterate reading practices.  Members of the leadership team reinforced and clarified these 

two goals for teachers during project meetings.  However, as the project evolved, it became 

evident that some teachers faced critical incidents related to working to accommodate the two 

research investigations.  Particular teachers showed they were confused about their expectations 

in relation to these two goals.   

For instance, Lynne and Jane had not attended the initial planning meeting where these 

project goals were first explained.  They had missed an opportunity to engage in discussions 

about the goals.  They had not heard about the role of Education Queensland and the District 

Office in the project.  They had missed explanations of how action research and action learning 

processes would be implemented to enhance teaching practice.  Hence, Lynne and Jane had not 

had an opportunity to clarify their roles or develop their understanding of how these two very 

different goals related to the project.  They also had not received information about how their 

own action learning goals and action research cycles for planning, acting, observing, reflecting 

on, and revising actions could be implemented effectively to improve their teaching practice.  

This was a critical incident that continued to influence Lynne’s and Jane’s work throughout the 

project.  As it progressed, they talked openly about collisions they experienced.  It became 

evident they were focusing on addressing the system District Office goal to the detriment of 

their individual, personal action learning goals.  The following excerpts confirm Lynne’s and 

Jane’s conundrums and demonstrate how Veronica, the Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) administrator and a critical friend for the project, attempted to clarify their 

misunderstandings.  They discussed, 

 

 “Yes.  One thing that we [Jane and Lynne have] been talking about, that we’ve 

been a little bit confused on.  When we were first asked to do this [project], we 

were under the understanding that something that happens within our school 

caused a rise in literacy in our school.  Therefore, part of our research is why 

that’s happened.  Is that right? (Lynne/PM3/Aug04) … But I guess we’re all 

doing something that’s new?” (Jane/PM3/Aug04) … “That’s the second part of 
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it [the project] as well” (Veronica/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 500-505), 

and 

 “[Project teacher meetings] confused me as to [the] purpose of [the] study. I 

didn’t get it–it seemed that we had to start something new when I thought we 

were trying to find out what was already working.”  (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (see 

Appendix L) 

 

Lynne and Jane demonstrated that their interest in joining the project was motivated by 

the system goal.  They eventually selected a joint problem to explore that was related to the 

effective philosophical inquiry approach implemented at their school.  However, their 

conundrums when implementing personal goals continued.  They promoted and discussed 

positive student outcomes that arose from their effective existing school-based programs.  

However, they focused less attention on their individual new learning or changed teaching 

practice as a result of their action learning processes.  The opportunity to promote their 

successful school-based program acted as a motivating influence to ensure their continuing 

commitment and contributions to our group.  Lynne commented, 

 

We teach philosophy right through from Year 1 to Year 7… Jane and I were asked to 

take part in this project, and it was because our children by Year 5 were having some 

quite outstanding results in literacy.  One part of the project was to look at why this was 

happening.  (Lynne/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 86-89) 

 

Jane said, “I hear that the philosophy that we do at [our school] would be the best for 

reading results” (Jane/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 172-173).  This suggests Jane and Lynne 

may have been working from Model I theory-in-use characteristics for the entirety of the 

project.  They demonstrated how they controlled their teaching and learning environments and 

the tasks they implemented (Argyris & Schön, 1974) according to the successful philosophical 

inquiry approach used at their school.  They introduced plans, goals, and strategies in the project 

that fitted within this governing variable, reframing their processes to make this strategy more 

effective in their original classroom environments.  This shows that, at best, Jane and Lynne 

engaged in single-loop learning during the project.  

Those teachers who blended the two project goals effectively had a clearer focus and 

more self-directed approach.  For example, Theresa, who had selected a topic about improving 

practices within her reading groups, commented, “I was on about reading groups because that 

was the thing I picked that I felt worked well for us in Year 5 and then [I could] figure out how 

to make it work better” (Theresa/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 391-392). 

In addition, Janice used data collected for the system project goal to guide her action 

learning plan for her reading groups during the project.  She commented, “… at the same time I 
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was trying to develop their note-taking skills.  Because when Veronica [the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) administrator] did the testing for the PROBE test we found that 

they [the students] were mainly at the literal level of reading” (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 423-425).  Theresa and Janice went on to question governing variables that 

influenced their practices.  They reframed teaching strategies they used to better suit the 

environments they worked in and learning outcomes of their students.  They engaged in double-

loop learning.  

Some teachers’ focus moved back and forth across goals as they explored their 

successes in reading results and trialled ways to build on this.  The following discussion 

between John, a teacher, and Debra, a critical friend, describes how John used the project as a 

vehicle to research the effectiveness of a school-based program and ways he could build on this:  

  

And I see [the school-based program] as one of the positive weapons of why these 

students are getting [positive] results at a later age.  For me anyway, being a new 

teacher and not knowing what I was coming into with this [project], but now seeing 

what the school has been doing.  (John/PM4/Sep04) ... So would you say that being in 

this [project] has made you look differently at the school and what it did?  

(Debra/PM4/Sep04) … No.  I expect schools to have this [school-based program] there.  

So I don’t look at it [as being] any sort of different [program].  [Just an example of] 

how this school goes into it.  It’s just the students this term for me, compared to the first 

two terms of this [program] where there were different units of work going on–work 

that was then taken down to a night at [the high school] where the general public would 

view it.  (John/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 64-72) 

 

School-based responsibilities, commitments, or decisions.  Teachers’ work in 

classrooms and engagement in the project were influenced by individual school-based 

responsibilities, commitments, or decisions.  Many teachers found workload commitments such 

as (a) planning and enacting units of work, (b) conducting formal reporting procedures for 

parents, and (c) implementing formal state-wide testing procedures created collisions that 

influenced their project work.  They described how these commitments caused their priorities to 

change and limited their project participation at times:  

 

 “I’ve been busy planning our unit for third term … and being a new graduate 

it’s my first time to do a unit.  So that’s been part of my last three weeks, as well 

as doing report cards, which has been a new experience for me.  So that’s been 

quite time consuming for me” (John/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 706-712), 

and 
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 “Then I moved on from that because of the Year 5 tests … We’ll have our Year 

5 test and then we’ll move on from it because I don’t want to be doing that for 

the rest of the term.”  (Theresa/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 395 & 419-420) 

 

Daniel described how he had attempted to find ways to manage workload commitments 

that he viewed as excessive and influencing his project research.  He commented, “Well we’ve 

tried to downscale our class this year because of workloads and we’re just producing one 

illustration and a passage of text” (Daniel/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 155-156).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mary reported that work-related commitments accounted for her regular absences from 

project meetings and her failure to engage in or complete project responsibilities.  For example, 

she did not submit project evaluations or share an oral presentation with the district at the 

conclusion of the project.  Sarah, Mary’s facilitator, acknowledged the competing demands 

placed on teachers’ time when she commented on the “stresses and pressures” of Mary’s work 

commitments as a reason why she was unable to attend one project meeting.  She said, “It’s one 

of those, what is it–collision’ times?” (Sarah/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 3-4).  

Teachers’ levels of participation were influenced by these institutional conditions.  

Some teachers were unable to resolve these issues and absences from project meetings occurred. 

Others received support and prompting from in-class facilitators, which encouraged their 

continued engagement in the project.  These teachers oscillated away from colliding because of 

the suggestions they received, collaboratively finding altered pathways to achieve their project 

goals.      

Personal conditions.  Teachers’ participation in the project was sustained by personal 

conditions.  They generally responded positively to the professional learning encounters that 

arose.  However, instances of non-commitment were evident too.  Participants gave affective, 

personal reasons to account for their commitment to or absence from meetings of the 

community of learners.    

Teachers’ personal responses and reasons for maintaining commitment to the project 

were related to a number of influences.  Their degrees of personal agency influenced how they 

performed in the project.  First, how teachers engaged with their metacognitive knowledge for 

planning, acting, observing, reflecting on, and revising their practices influenced their 

Self-reflection:  [Daniel] decided to go no further with activity from 24/05 [my last visit] using Inspiration 

program–felt children had taken it as far as they needed to as print-based map.  Time to get work 

commitments/unit plan completed is running out.  Therefore, needs to move on to Design Plan for a musical 

instrument for culminating activity [a scheduled presentation of the unit of work to the parent/school 

community] … Is it time factor?  Complex program?  Lack of knowledge of Inspiration program’s potential? [that 

is causing Daniel to disengage].  (Vikki/RJ/28May04) (see Appendix F, p. 90)  What about the fact that Daniel 

would probably have stepped back and not invited my presence in the classroom?  Needed reassurance that I was 

happy just to come for a visit and see the children and the work that they had been engaged in during the past few 

weeks [of my absence].  (Think he may have preferred me not to come if I hadn’t pushed a little)–Are workloads 

getting the better of him again?  Highlights importance of way things are broached with people–can’t feel 

threatened or that [I was] going to impact on schedule or time.  (Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) (see Appendix F, p. 129) 
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participation.  Second, teachers’ levels of confidence about their own teaching knowledge, 

skills, and capabilities and the contributions they believed they could bring to the community of 

learners influenced how they performed.  Third, teachers’ sense of motivation or satisfaction for 

observing their efforts and actions achieve positive outcomes for students emerged as an 

influencing condition.  Fourth, teachers’ personal responsibilities and commitments influenced 

their contributions to the project.  

Personal agency.  There were four conditions related to teachers’ personal agency 

evident in the data.  They were metacognitive knowledge, confidence, motivation, and personal 

responsibilities.  The role of the community moderated how these four areas interplayed and 

influenced teachers’ agentic behaviours in the project and their classrooms.   

Metacognitive knowledge.  Teachers’ metacognitive knowledge or control of self 

(Marzano et al., 1988) influenced how effective they were at implementing actions to plan, act, 

observe, reflect on, and revise their practice.  It varied for individual teachers in our community 

of learners.  In turn, it influenced the effectiveness of the action learning approach we used to 

progress individual teachers’ professional learning outcomes.  

Data indicated that those teachers in the group who were more metacognitive in their 

approach were better able to observe, reflect on, and discuss their practice.  They did so in ways 

that suggested they were focused on achieving the goals they had set themselves.  Evidence 

from journals and transcripts of project meeting discussions identified those teachers who 

constantly monitored and reflected on their practice, followed through with a well-planned and 

thought out series of actions.  These teachers revised their practice based on observations of 

student learning.  The following comment is illustrative of how goal-directed and action-

oriented teachers discussed their action learning processes in meetings of the community of 

learners.  Wendy commented, 

 

My project has been on home reading and for years I’ve been doing home reading in a 

way that I have my Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday program … But I sort of 

had this major feeling that although I set up the expectation which is good because they 

read a lot, I don’t know attitudinally-wise whether my practices were conducive to 

developing a love of reading, particularly as reading is all about enjoyment, not just 

learning how to read.  And getting people to pick up a book independently–want to pick 

up a book and read and be excited about it … So that was my goal.  And I thought, 

okay, well I think I might abandon this whole idea of a little piece of paper with the 

Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and I’ll just put in their Homework, “Monday, 

Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday–Home Reading, Home Reading, Home Reading, Home 

Reading” so that I set up the expectation and let them have free choice of the books that 

they were reading.  (Wendy/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 89 -99) 
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Wendy demonstrated in this dialogue that she was questioning how she conducted her 

practice.  She rethought and adapted the strategy and policy she used for home reading as a 

result of the outcomes she achieved, demonstrating she engaged in double-loop learning 

(Argyris & Schön, 1974).  She also showed this by modifying her home-reading practices based 

on students’ responses to a survey she implemented later in the project.   

Teachers like Wendy displayed metacognitive knowledge.  They had control of their 

strategic thinking, critical reflection, and decision-making processes.  Their insight motivated 

them to have the confidence to take responsibility for questioning and examining their practice.  

They were resilient in their efforts to change their practice.  However, not all teachers in our 

community of learners appeared to draw on such metacognitive insight.  Some struggled to 

discuss their classroom practice in a focused way.  For example, transcripts of project meetings 

record that John sometimes went around in circles in an effort to describe his classroom 

practice.  He commented, “I actually don’t have much [to share]” (John/PM2/Jun04) and had 

difficulty critically reflecting on his practice (see Appendix G: 689).  Also, Daniel required my 

facilitator support to persevere and remain committed to actioning and monitoring his goals to 

implement an ICT-based Inspiration program (see http://www.inspiration.com/) for reading.  At 

one project meeting he reflected,  

 

Where are we?  We’ve been all over the place really.  All round the world thank you.  

We’ve come back to Inspiration.  We’ve found another program [activity]on that which 

we’re using now which is a literary web, a way of graphically representing what is 

going on in stories … We started with Inspiration way back, and we’ve come back to it 

in a different way.  (Daniel/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 78-82) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Confidence in teaching experiences and capabilities.  Teachers’ perceptions of the 

confidence or certainty they felt in their professional teaching experiences and capabilities 

influenced how they participated in the project and transformed teaching practice.  Some 

teachers in the group presented as being more self-assured or confident in their own capabilities 

Self-reflection:  Planning for integration is important.  [I] don’t see this happening very extensively [in Daniel’s 

case].  More ‘fly by seat of pants,’ let children go and explore [the ICT-based Inspiration program’s use], 

however, is this really achieving best outcomes?  Do students/teachers need basics first to be able to see 

potentials for integration/use?  Otherwise at a bit of a stalemate … [Having] difficulty getting [into] someone 

else’s head and understanding where they have come from and where they want to go.  I arrived [to Daniel’s 

classroom] with a plan that I thought would be suitable from his instructions, but not anywhere near it.  How do 

you know when [a teacher’s] thoughts/ideas are changing and [as a facilitator you are] not really sure what is 

wanted?  Perhaps again, a clear plan of attack is necessary.  Not just worked it in at the last minute, but [a] plan 

for its use/integration based on understood, shared goals and needs.  (Vikki/RJ/31May04) (see Appendix F, p. 

89)  [Daniel is only integrating the Inspiration program] … when there is external support.  It’s not happening 

when I’m not there at all and even when I am there, it’s not happening now because unless I provide the focus, 

which I probably did in that first round [cycle], up to that time, and then when it came to the time when he could 

make some decisions, ‘Where do we go next?’ that’s when it’s just stopped.  (Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 109)  Had a big discussion with Daniel about some ways that we could move the project on … [I] feel like 

we are stuck and have been for the past month … suggested we look at next term’s unit of work and work out a 

couple of uses for the program’s integration.  (Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 110) 
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than did others.  The number of years of teaching experience teachers had in schools contributed 

to perceptions of how effectively they could contribute to our group.  This influenced if and 

how they transformed their teaching practice.  For instance, John, who had recently graduated 

from his teaching degree and had spent only 6 months completing relief teaching duties in 

classrooms, found the experience of being involved in the community of learners daunting 

initially.  He questioned the value of his contributions.  During the early stages of the project, 

John’s input was framed within his view of having limited teaching experience.  While he stated 

he was “as confident as a new graduate could be” (John/Survey1/Apr04), he repeatedly voiced 

his uncertainty about his practices to group members (see Appendix J).  John looked for 

reassurance from his more experienced colleagues in relation to a conundrum he faced about 

student motivation in reading and the actions he took to develop his teaching practice.  He 

commented, 

 

I’ve actually got some good work (John/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 53) … I think 

students, I don’t know what other teachers think, but for me I started reading right from 

the start of the year.  It’s my first year of teaching and they really loved me teaching 

reading to them.  (John/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 61-63)  There may [have been] 

a couple of kids who [were] not doing quite as well.  They may not have [had] the 

confidence of other students who are achieving–how well they are going and how they 

feel when they get those achievements.  So it’s not all rosy or anything like that.  

(John/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 83-86) 

 

However, the group’s feedback and contributions appeared to reposition John as a 

valued member.  Early collisions he shared were explored during meetings of our community of 

learners.  Towards the end of the project, John reflected, 

 

Hearing people/teachers that have been teaching for between 5 to 20 years or more still 

struggling with life at school… this gave me a lot of confidence, funny enough though it 

is.  I have become a better teacher by providing a wider variety of activities, which the 

students enjoy.  (John/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

Similarly, another teacher, Anne, who had been teaching in classrooms for 4 years, 

described her lack of confidence and reliance on her teaching partner.  She said, “… he’s 

bringing all the TV advertisements because that’s where his specialisation is.  I don’t have any 

of that” (Anne/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 11-12).  In addition, Anne’s lack of confidence in 

her own contributions to the community was reflected in a comment she made at the end of the 

project: 
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I don’t know whether I put, although Sarah [Anne’s facilitator] told me that I did put 

something in [to the project and] helped them [the group] with that [providing 

information and ideas].  But I got far more out of it [the project] than I think that I put 

in.  (Anne/PP/Nov04) (Appendix G: 7-8) 

 

Confidence influenced how teachers performed in classrooms while they worked to 

develop new teaching practices to add to their repertoire of existing ones.  Lynne and Jane, two 

experienced teachers in our group, came to the project generally very confident in their teaching 

knowledge and capabilities.  Their confidence was particularly high for integrating the 

philosophical inquiry approach used at their school (see pp. 132-133).  Lynne said, 

“Philosophical discussion constantly takes place and that is what they [the students] are so 

used to doing.  I think this is why our results are what they are” (Lynne/Sarah /RJ/06Apr04) 

(see Appendix E, p. 68).  The following conversation between Lynne and Sarah, her facilitator, 

also illustrates Lynne’s confidence in the teaching approach she used: 

 

The thing is it [philosophical discussion] doesn’t just happen when [they] are sitting in 

a circle doing Philosophy.  You can hear them doing it when they’re sitting at their 

desks–it’s philosophy–when they’re doing anything else they’re saying, “Well how do 

you know that?  Where can you find that out?  How can you prove that’s what’s going 

on?”  They’re justifying. (Lynne/Sarah/RJ/06Apr04) … You’re going with something 

that’s working really well with the whole class and now trying it out with groups.  

(Sarah/RJ/06Apr04) (see Appendix E, p. 68) 

 

As the project progressed, teachers generally became more confident in how they 

interacted within the community of learners.  This was evident as they shared practices and 

engaged in substantive conversations about practices being trialled.  Their willingness to 

question other teachers’ decisions or offer suggestions about teaching practice grew as the 

project progressed and they developed trusting relationships with their colleagues.  The 

following dialogue between Daniel and Sarah about how the perspectives of authors and 

illustrators can influence a reader illustrates this: 

 

It’s sort of reminded me; well it’s not reminded me it’s shown me, that the authors and 

illustrators too are thinking this on a number of levels.  (Daniel/PM3/Aug04) … And so 

do the kids sort of realise that the illustrator’s made a … choice … (Sarah/PM3/Aug04) 

… conscious decision … they do.  Yes … (Daniel/PM3/Aug04) … a conscious decision 

to construct it that way.  That it could be done in a different way … (Sarah/PM3/Aug04) 

… Yes.  And they then start thinking like the illustrators and the authors … 

(Daniel/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 238-243) 
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Motivation of teachers.  Teachers were intrinsically motivated by the sense of 

satisfaction and achievement they gained from observing their efforts to modify their teaching 

practices and improve student learning eventuate.  This maintained their commitment to the 

project and sustained efforts to develop their practices.  In the following comments, teachers 

used affective descriptions to describe positive perceptions of their practice:  

 

 “I’m happy.  And I’m very interested to see; some of the children that you think 

behave terribly in class … have just taken on this idea ... and have just got so 

much [out of it]”  (Anne/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 148-150); and 

 “I was quite impressed at how they [the students] were going in comparison to 

results we achieved in an earlier one [comprehension test] ... 

(John/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 76-77) … I’m really happy with the way 

things have been going this year.  So there are improvements in spelling, 

reading, reading comprehension, maths–the whole thing.  So I’m really pleased 

at the moment.  It’s given me a bit of a buzz to know that they [the students] are 

improving.  I keep on relaying that to them and they’re sort of on a bit of a high 

with that as well, which sort of helps.”  (John/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 

79-82) 

 

Demands of personal commitments.  Some participants’ participation in the 

community of learners was influenced by personal conditions.  These included life events such 

as weddings, illness, and leave from work.  For some teachers these events determined their 

continued commitment to and participation in the project.  

When teachers had missed a meeting, they recognised the importance of these 

opportunities to discuss and explore their learning.  As Theresa noted after one absence, “I feel 

like I’ve missed a lot.  I’m sorry that I missed that at the last meeting” (Theresa/PM3/Aug04) 

(see Appendix G: 390).  

 

 

 

 

 

Social conditions.  Social conditions centred on the professional learning community 

and how it supported participation, collaboration, and interaction within the project.  Teachers’ 

Self-reflection:  Daniel is acknowledging the suggestions/ideas and support provided by a colleague–shows that 

the group is really gelling as a community.  Therefore, there is a link to developing relationships too–as 

participants have gotten to know each other, their confidence to interact and offer or refuse the suggestions/ideas 

of others is growing.  (Vikki/PM3-DDTE3/Aug04) (see Appendix W, p. 6-7) 

Self-reflection:  Theresa is obviously feeling disengaged with the group due to her absences from group meetings 

[due to her wedding planning commitments].  Is she beginning to feel more and more disengaged from the project 

as her participation levels drop?  Is her link to the communal group being severed through her absences?  Her 

wedding is a personal collision that isn’t allowing her to engage 100%.  (Vikki/PM3-DDET2/Aug04) (see 

Appendix W, p. 4) 
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learning in the project was shaped by the social circumstances within which their critical 

reflection and knowledge generation occurred.  First, teachers’ collaborations with members of 

the community of learners, including facilitators in classrooms, sustained their commitment.  

Second, members of the community of learners built trusting relationships and rapport with 

each other and this helped maintain teachers’ momentum.  Third, participants took on flexible 

roles and responsibilities within the community of learners, which influenced their 

professionalism and commitment.  Fourth, teachers’ interactions with colleagues within their 

wider school communities influenced their practice.  Fifth, teachers shared their stories of being 

participants in the project with other teachers and schools within the district and this was a 

motivating, professional experience.    

Collaboration within the community of learners.  Teachers identified that 

opportunities to collaborate with other teachers, facilitators, and critical friends and contribute to 

a community of learners were important for monitoring their work in the project.  Daniel 

perceived the value of project meetings to facilitate “professional dialogue–new ideas, forgotten 

practices” (Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Also, John believed project meetings 

provided opportunities to listen to “experienced (and inexperienced) people and the variance of 

opinions towards issues within Literacy and the wider school learning” (John/EOL/Nov04) (see 

Appendix L).  Teachers were assisted to confront the collisions they faced in their classrooms 

by coming together as a community of learners.  They hovered and oscillated as they listened to 

suggestions provided by group members and made decisions about actions to improve their 

practices.  Hence, teachers often bounced back from collisions and colluded with new pathways 

of action because of the discussions they had with our community members.       

Facilitators helped teachers remain resilient and on track to achieve their goals.  When 

teachers worked collaboratively with facilitators in classrooms, the work of our community of 

learners was continued beyond project meetings.  The following interaction between Debra, a 

critical friend, and Daniel, a teacher, showed that teachers valued the support provided by 

facilitators to help them achieve their goals: 

 

Can you use the potential of this to build on for next semester?  Can you see yourself 

keeping the ball rolling, maintaining the momentum?  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) … Yeah, 

well, while Vikki [Daniel’s in-class facilitator] keeps turning up I can 

(Daniel/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 920-922) … No.  I’ll certainly be trying, but it’s 

the fact that there’s another person in the room that can be in another place at the same 

time [to support managing the integration of ICT-based reading experiences in his 

classroom].  (Daniel/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 926-927)      
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Building rapport and trusting relationships.  In the early stages of the project, 

participants built rapport and developed trusting relationships through conversations, dialogue, 

and actions that occurred within the community of learners.  This was crucial for the project’s 

ongoing success.  In early project meetings, participants’ conversations centred on becoming 

familiar with their new colleagues and their ideas on educational matters.  During these 

discussions, our group engaged in professional dialogue and reflection on particular “big issue” 

education topics that influenced teachers’ work in classrooms.  Participants clarified or 

questioned their beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions related to various topics through these 

discussions.  Topics our group discussed were (a) assessment using standardised testing 

techniques and teacher judgments, (b) professional freedom and increasing system constraints, 

(c) developing skills and knowledge required for effective ICT use, and (d) the influence of 

motivation and interest on student learning.  During these conversations, participants listened to 

their colleagues to gain a sense of what mattered most to them.  They developed rapport and 

established professional relationships.  The following transcript excerpt about how to help 

students answer questions in state testing illustrates the interactive, participatory nature of 

discussions that occurred: 

 

No, I read what they’d [the students had] put [as their answers] and they’d gone too 

far.  They hadn’t answered the question.  They’ve gone off and inferred something else.  

(Jane/PM2/Jun04) … Yes, they’re too smart for their own good.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) 

[Laughing can be heard in the background] … I say, they don’t test well because … 

(Jane/PM2/Jun04) … they’re reading too much into it.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) ... Well they 

do a lot of that through their philosophy and that’s what they’re used to doing.  

(Sarah/PM2/Jun04) … It’s sort of the same as a Maths test ... [Students] just start 

thinking of something way over here and they didn’t really need to because they should 

just look at the basics.  And I say, “Just look at the basics” and they’re right then most 

of the time.  So that’s pretty good.  (John/PM2/Jun04) ... Yes.  Just work out what it’s 

asking you and don’t think too much.  (Jane/PM2/Jun04) … Now you see that’s a 

problem because really what we want them to do is to think too much.  

(Debra/PM2/Jun04) [Lots of agreement and laughter can be heard in the background.] 

… Yes.  Exactly.   (Daniel/PM2/Jun04) … It’s not really a problem, but it’s … 

(John/PM2/Jun04) … Well I think that’s what school does.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) … 

Because they have to learn when not to and when to.  (Janice/PM2/Jun04) … Exactly.  

Self-reflection:  [Debra, a critical friend, reassured me that my actions as a facilitator would encourage one 

teacher’s, Daniel’s, engagement in the project] Much better to be there [in Daniel’s classroom] every week than 

not, regardless of what [he’s] doing on a weekly basis … Just being there, my presence, maintains relationship.  

May not be motivating but at least alerting–a physical reminder that he is part of a project … maintaining that 

weekly link in any capacity [is important]–Because of this commitment to the project, backing out and extending 

no work/interaction is not an option for him.  (Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 109) 
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They need to know what the rules are for this game.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) ... And know 

what that’s asking them to do.  (Jane/PM2/Jun04) … Yes.  That’s a case where they’ve 

got to follow those directions.  They can’t add three teaspoons instead of one.  Yeah.  

And I think that is a really good point.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) ... Absolutely.  

(Lynne/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 253- 276) 

 

As teachers listened to each other’s sharing of collusions and collisions they 

experienced in their practice, they showed they valued and respected their colleagues’ 

contributions.  John reflected on why these discussions were important: 

  

It’s good to hear what other people have been doing, as well as what they’re sort of 

seeing involved with their children in their class.  Like there have been a couple of 

children, that even though they might have struggled or not been able to interpret what 

they were drawing or producing, in the end we could still see what they produced.  

(John/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 301-304) 

 

Participants’ use of humour and laughter to develop rapport and relationships was 

evident during interactions within our group.  The following excerpt illustrates the rapport that 

developed amongst group members: 

  

And so can you see, having gone through this though, that you will continue to explore 

this in your own teaching from now on, now that you’ve sort of made this leap into the 

technology?  [Lots of laughter can be heard from group members in the background.] 

(Debra/PM2/Jun04) … Leap into cyberspace!  (Jane/PM2/Jun04) … A little bit yes and 

no.  It all depends on how my holiday goes at the Coast.  [Laughter can be heard from 

group members in the background.]  (Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 657-661) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meetings were opportunities for participants to “off-load” frustrations.  Group members 

empathised with conundrums teachers faced in their schools and classrooms, building their 

resilience to bounce back from collisions:  

Self-reflection:  Relationships are key–trust, dialogue, connecting with others support[s] learning with other 

people.  (Vikki/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 19)  Need to establish relationships so can talk freely about my 

own thinking and theorising of the processes, actions occurring.  [Questions I should be able to ask them are] 

“This is what I’m thinking–Is this right?”, “Is this the way you are thinking?”, [and ]“Help me here, this is a 

puzzle–Am I right to think this way?”  (Vikki/RJ/21Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 53)  Minimal evidence here of 

building trust, however, Janice is displaying the trust that has developed in our relationship through the way she 

talks about our interactions in her classroom.  She implies through her comments that we have engaged in 

collaborative, professionally trusting experiences to develop her teaching practices.  Building trust was 

particularly important with Janice (and Daniel) in earlier phases of the project predominantly–How?  What did I 

do back then that set up this trusting scenario?–I made plans/commitments and followed through/kept them, 

engaged positively and connected with the children, suggested actions but ensured teachers knew they had control 

over decision-making processes.  (Vikki/PP-DDET4/Nov04) (see Appendix W, p. 1)  
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 “But doesn’t the system prevent that from happening?  (Wendy/PM2/Jun04) … 

Well, I don’t think that they’ve worked it out.  No, I think this sort of grinds you 

people down.  I reckon that you find it very, very hard to let loose with all the 

constraints that are imposed on you”  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 

204-207), and 

 “I mean, you know, this has been a big, big exploration for you.” 

(Debra/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 500) 

 

 Teachers also shared stories of “real-life” personal and professional experiences or 

provided anecdotes about their classroom practice that helped group members get to know each 

other.  The following excerpt illustrates the rapport that developed with our community 

members through these conversations:  

 

I’ve been doing a lot of what I’ve always loved doing which is reading picture story 

books and big books to children.  With a preschool background, I did years and years 

of that and it was one of the few things I didn’t get sick of.  (Daniel/PM3/Aug04)  ... 

Were you a preschool teacher?  Good on you!  (Karen/PM3/Aug04) … So I’ve been 

able to revisit some of my old, favourite stories that I can read and bring to life for the 

children.  (Daniel/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 177-183) 

 

As members came to feel secure within the group, their confidence to voice personal 

beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions about their professional practice grew.  They became 

more willing to talk honestly about positive and negative teaching and learning experiences that 

occurred in their individual classrooms and to clarify participants’ incorrect assumptions about 

their practices.  The following conversation between Debra, a critical friend, and Mary, a Year 4 

teacher, is illustrative of how teachers shared and discussed critical incidents that influenced 

their practice during our project:  

 

Well that’s good.  Particularly, with the unit they’re transferring the newer work done 

on shape and colour and everything into other things.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) … Well, 

they’re not real good on that.  That’s one thing that they’re not [doing] okay... But 

they’re starting to see the whole visual language has more meaning than what they first 

thought and they’re just starting to tap into that.  (Mary/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 

466-471)  
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Roles and responsibilities.  Partnerships formed and were consolidated as members 

adopted varied roles and responsibilities in managing collective and individual knowledge 

generation within our community of learners.  For example, Debra, a critical friend, initially led 

and guided actions or communication within our group at project meetings:  

 

So Debra, are you happy to keep feeding from now and sharing?  (Sarah/PM2/Jun04) 

… Yeah.  I think that this is really good.  Are you all happy to continue?  

(Debra/PM2/Jun04) … Absolutely.  (Lynne/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 298-300) 

 

As time progressed, teachers questioned or offered ideas about ways to improve 

practice.  They became more confident and proficient in exploring ways to problem solve about 

teaching and learning practices in their classrooms.  These discussions involved all members 

interacting and searching for shared understandings as the following excerpt illustrates: 

 

How did you get them [the students] more involved?  (Sarah/PM4/Sep04) … I don’t 

know what happened (Jane/PM4/Sep04) … Do you think it’s the book?  

(Debra/PM4/Sep04) … Is it the genre?  (Daniel/PM4/Sep04) … Could it be the process 

maybe?  (Karen/PM4/Sep04) … No it’s not the book.  It doesn’t matter what it was.  It’s 

just the process now.  They’re [the students are] used to it and they’re finding that they 

are in control of it.  And I really think it’s them having control now.  (Jane/PM4/Sep04) 

(see Appendix G: 202-209) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teachers’ leadership roles within the community of learners grew.  The following 

conversation illustrates how teachers engaged in decision-making processes and worked 

collaboratively with members of our leadership team to determine ways to share their learning 

Self-reflection:  Teachers are happy to share negative stories just as readily as the positive ones.  Is there a link to 

developing relationships here?  Teachers are prepared to voice the negatives about their practice even though 

they have had limited time to build trust or rapport with each other?  Do the teachers see these group meetings as 

a time to share and make professional judgments (even negative ones)?  Do teachers appreciate having 

opportunities to voice their apprehensions within a group that is made up of a mix of peers and experts that they 

feel comfortable with and safe enough?  (Vikki/PM2-DDET1/Jun04) (see Appendix W, p. 2) 

Self-reflection: Encourage teachers to take a risk, have a go, put something into practice and see what happens–

‘Step out of the box’ [and] be creative and innovative.  (Vikki/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 4)  What does 

each participant want me to do?  How can I help each?–Spend half hour sessions/week working in classroom?  

Meet regularly for focus group/individual meetings?  Collect, make/design/search for resources/readings that will 

assist the learning/teaching process?  Arrange for experts to provide workshops/PD?  (Vikki/RJ/10Mar04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 4)  [What do I know now about a facilitator’s role?]  Facilitator–encourages dialogue, questions 

for information, clarification, guides or encourages reflective practice, provides verbal affirmations, provides 

examples/explanations of practices to illustrate.  Communal group–supports team effort [and being] part of a 

team … communal decision-making processes (Vikki/RJ/Aug05) (see Appendix F, p. 37) … [How is my 

understanding of a facilitator’s role evolving?]  Facilitator roles–makes choices (about whether to pursue, 

complete, get involved)–guides direction of group discussion/involvement–moves people beyond intuition, the 

implicit [to] the explicit–encourages reflective practice (by asking questions) and decision-making 

processes/practices/rethinking and thinking retrospectively.  (Vikki/RJ/Sep05) (see Appendix F, p. 61)    
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with other teachers from the district.  Sarah, the Learning and Development Centre (literacy) 

coordinator, and Lynne, a teacher, discussed,  

 

Out of this [project] I would have hoped there’d be some way that we could validate 

what we’ve done and we need to share it further, whether it’s an article for “Practically 

Primary” or we invite some other people along where we can share too.  So we need to 

think about that as a group.  What would be the best way because each and every one of 

you has done things that are worth sharing?  (Sarah/PM3/Aug04) … Well that’s what 

I’m thinking, because sharing is very valuable to every teacher, I think.  

(Lynne/PM3/Aug04) … Yeah.  So we need to share this kind of process and towards the 

end of the year we need to think about how we’re going to do that and what people are 

agreeable to doing.  (Sarah/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 518-525) 

 

Interactions with colleagues in wider school communities.  As the project progressed, 

networks were established outside of our community of learners formed for the project.  For 

example, those teachers within the community of learners who taught at the same school 

continued to engage in conversations and support each other back at their individual schools.  In 

addition, teachers within the group shared their action learning with other teachers in their 

schools.  These teachers included teaching partners or specialist teachers (librarians or ICT 

specialist teachers), who were not involved directly in the project.  They shared and reflected on 

their planning, actions, and observations of enacted practice with these teachers.  The formation 

of multiple smaller communities with teachers from the same schools was an unexpected 

outcome of the project.  Jane described how discussions in the project meetings were continued 

in her school, “Talking with colleagues – at school, at the meetings. Lynne and I have had quiet 

talks to try to sort out our thoughts” (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Anne also shared 

meeting discussions and ideas she gained with her teaching partner, Karl, back at her school.  

She said,  

 

I’m sure that it [sharing ideas and reflections] has helped Karl as well with the 

discussions that we’ve had to help that whole process, that whole unit that we did 

together.  (Anne/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 13-14) 

 

Sharing stories with other teachers in the district.  At the project’s conclusion, five 

teachers from our community of learners shared oral reports of their action learning journeys 

and outcomes at a presentation afternoon with teachers from other schools in the district. (see 

Appendix G for the project presentation transcripts and examples of two teachers’ slideshow 

presentations).  Teachers outlined their experiences of working as members of the community of 

learners.  They told stories of effective and ineffective practices for improving their teaching of 
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multiliterate reading practices based on their action learning journeys.  They discussed how they 

had adopted new or adapted old teaching practices to suit students’ learning needs.  Some 

reflected on and validated changes that had occurred related to their own changing beliefs, 

perceptions, and assumptions about teaching and learning practices in their classrooms.  Some 

also recounted their changed views of themselves as learners that resulted from their 

involvement in the project.  Teachers in the district who came to these presentations were 

positive and complimentary about the work reported.  A suggestion to “publish this on the 

Education Queensland website” showed teachers’ interest in the topics that were presented. 

In addition, members of our community of learners collaboratively agreed to produce a 

set of brochures for the district.  These brochures would share the action learning approach to 

professional learning and development implemented in the project and the effective teaching 

strategies developed by teachers.  Debra, the critical friend, commented, 

  

I’ve learnt so much!  And I wonder whether it might be useful for us to actually 

document some of the resources.  Like we’d like to know where those websites are.  

How do we get to your Blog Wendy?  What are the texts that you use in your Literature 

Circle?  Daniel talked about the picture books.  You started off with Paul Jennings, but 

now you’ve moved into other books.  You know all the things–the parent survey that 

you’re thinking of doing?  All those–We’d like, I think it would be good, for us to get a 

pool of resources out of this as well that we know we’ve tried in other classrooms and 

has worked for different reasons.  Would you find that a bonus as well?  

(Debra/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 492-499) 

 

Project participants agreed to share writing duties and some submitted brochure drafts 

to the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) coordinator and administrator for 

publication (see Appendix P).  However, despite confirmation from the Learning and 

Development Centre (Literacy) administrator that the project’s strategies, findings, and 

outcomes would be shared with the district, “They’ll be in one of the brochures too, all those 

good sites [websites].  Yes, they’ll be in one of the brochures” (Veronica/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 523-524), this series of brochures was never finalised or released.  Coinciding 

with the end of the project, Education Queensland re-prioritised funding for the coordination of 

many of the Learning and Development Centres (Literacy) to other priority policy areas.  This 

Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) was closed and the coordinator and administrator 

transferred to different positions within the department.  This system decision contributed to the 

fact that only two brochures in this series were produced and released to district schools (see 

Appendix P).   

Physical conditions.  Teachers’ work in the project and their sustained efforts to 

develop their practice were influenced by physical conditions related to the time and space of 
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their working environments.  During the project, their work environments were the community 

of learners meetings held in the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) and the individual 

classrooms and schools of participant teachers.  Each environment presented conditions that 

influenced how teachers worked or contributed to the project.  First, district funding created 

time and a space for teachers to be released from classroom teaching duties and meet as a 

community of learners.  Second, teachers had to enact strategies to manage time, space, teaching 

resources, and human resources when integrating multiliterate reading experiences in their 

classrooms and schools.  

District funding to allow project meetings.  Teachers were released from regular 

classroom teaching duties to attend project meetings at the Learning and Development Centre 

(Literacy) because of district funding.  These project meetings were protected and scheduled in 

a space that discouraged interruptions, and encouraged socialising.  Participants met to 

collaboratively examine and reflect on teaching and learning practice away from demands 

associated with their regular teaching duties.  We shared funded refreshments before each of the 

meetings, which helped create a social setting for our group to get to know each other.  

Teachers’ “sharing [of] ideas, etc. with other teachers in the area” (Lynne/EOL/Nov04) were 

encouraged (see Appendix L).  Their critical thinking and reflections about practice occurred 

through “talking with colleagues … at the meetings” (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (See Appendix L).  

Teachers’ increased resilience and sustained commitment was an outcome of the collaborative, 

professional dialogue and socialising that occurred in these meetings.   

Managing time, space, teaching resources, and human resources in classrooms.  

Analyses of teachers’ reflection-on-action during project meetings revealed that physical 

conditions influenced how teachers worked to solve problems related to their action learning 

goals.  Teachers described numerous collisions or collusions related to strategies they 

implemented to manage their teaching of multiliterate reading practices within the physical 

contexts of their classrooms.  

Organising and managing time.  Teachers’ management of time in classrooms remained 

an issue throughout the project.  They reflected on complexities associated with integrating 

what they perceived to be a diverse, overcrowded curriculum.  They commented on how limited 

time influenced their ability to implement multiple learning opportunities for students to 

complete curriculum tasks or consolidate learning.  Wendy and Daniel commented, 

 

The trouble is there’s never enough time to have a second go.  (Wendy/PM3/Aug04) ... 

Well they are!  Thank goodness.  But that’s always the story of our job though, isn’t it.  

The second go doesn’t get a look in.  (Daniel/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 277-279) 

 

Daniel also reported conundrums about time related to using the ICT-based Inspiration 

program he integrated for improving his students’ visual literacy skills for reading.  He had 
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initially queried the time involved for explicitly teaching aspects of this program and whether 

his efforts to do so would improve student outcomes.  He commented,    

 

Initially I thought, “No you can’t do that.  It’s too time consuming.”  But once they [the 

students] got a bit of a handle on it, I think they did actually, probably learnt as much 

as I could impress, teach them.  I think by exploring and using it, I think they learnt as 

much as I, as anyone could really teach them in a formal sense.  But Vikki said to teach 

a few which was really good because they then taught other children and it sort of took 

them from the trial stage to the production stage a lot quicker because there was a 

couple of kids that had the expertise.  (Daniel/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 843-848) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Later in the project, Daniel explained that he had, “refined some strategies that are 

useful for scaffolding (combination of directed and discovery learning)” 

(Daniel/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  This showed that through collaborative reflection 

with me, his facilitator, Daniel was able to re-think his teaching approach and adapt his 

strategies.  His actions signalled a change from single-loop to double-loop learning.     

Organising and managing reading groups and teaching resources.  Teachers also 

described collisions related to how they organised for whole classes or reading groups (small 

groups of students with varying needs or capabilities) to work on literacy tasks.  In the 

following discussion, Theresa talked about collisions and collusions she faced when organising 

and managing her reading groups.  She reflected, 

 

So we broke down a double class, our groups into halves.   (Theresa/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 398-399)  … I’ve just kept a little, I guess, “An Advantages and 

Disadvantages List” I’ve called it.  And there was often a reason why I thought it was 

working well; especially the size of the group was good for the kids.  But it ended up, 

often when parents can come in or whatever, I’d just be the one in the classroom with 

the rest [of the students] doing other stuff and not really seeing how they’re going.  Just 

Self-reflection: Discussed [the] possibility of explicit teaching of features of the [Inspiration] program.  Could 

peer teaching be used to access and share children’s individual expertise?  (Vikki/RJ/20May04) (see Appendix F, 

p. 82)  [Daniel is] not sure about explicitly guiding children’s use of the features of the program.  I explained that 

from my experiences, children were not using the program to its best advantages because they are not aware of 

what can be done–Daniel said wouldn’t they get there eventually anyway (if allowed to play/explore for 

themselves) and I agreed to some extent, but said that wasn’t too sure for this group of lower achievers–suggested 

guiding them, providing explicit instruction and then letting them play, create, come up with own ways to use tools 

to show their thinking and ideas on a topic. [Daniel] still not sure but agreed that maybe some peer 

tutoring/mentoring could be a way for children to explore but still receive guidance–agreed.  Daniel doesn’t like 

to plan–be organised.  Prefers to let children explore and go with the flow when learning–his philosophy for 

teaching too–not into structure/scaffolding–I’m making observations from my perceptions and my prior 

experiences and who’s to know this is accurate?  (Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 110).  [Debra 

suggested]  So the thing for you is, at this point in time, you’ve got a view of what should happen, and that’s the 

modelling and stuff that you think would work.  He’s got a view … I can see that your view is a view of teaching 

that doesn’t strictly fit with his view so this is an important learning experience for you.  (Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 112)                 
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getting the reporting back from the parents, which was good.  They’d say, “Oh this 

went well” or “That question was hard.” “Such and such could do this,” but you know 

when you’re not actually experiencing it for yourself … I’m at the point now where I 

need to figure out how am I going to be the one with the little group, and get to all the 

kids and still have it sort of all functioning in our class.  (Theresa/PM3/Aug04)  (see 

Appendix G: 403-412) … The thing with the group’s thing is working, but you want to 

be a part of the working group?  (Debra/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 415-416) … 

It’s an organisational thing ... Yes.  Well I think it’s working, but I also want to figure 

out a way to do a bit of checking to see if it’s working.  (Theresa/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 414-418) 

 

Lynne and Jane adapted, experimented, and tested out ideas related to integrating 

Literature Circles within the recognised philosophical inquiry approach they used in their 

classroom.  They faced a collision–the philosophical inquiry approach was normally integrated 

with a whole-class focus, whereas they had made attempts to integrate Literature Circles using a 

small-group focus.  Jane reported that she had explored different types of groupings to identify 

what worked best for her and her students.  However, she also revealed that she had eventually 

returned to a whole-class teaching strategy as she believed this worked best for her.  Jane’s 

decision to return to a recognised teaching strategy demonstrated single-loop learning (Argyris 

& Schön, 1974).  She explained, 

 

I was doing it with small groups at that point.  So, I think the last time I spoke with you 

all, we were just getting to the point where I decided that they had to go back to whole 

group because if the discussion part was whole group, then the whole thing had to be 

pretty much whole group.  And that has worked.  (Jane/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 

176-179) 

 

Daniel faced a collision when the principal of his school mandated a changed way for 

his students to access class computers during the project.  His students had used the computers 

in a withdrawal room or mini computer lab situated adjacent to his classroom.  These computers 

were moved so that they were dispersed between small groups of students within his actual 

classroom.  Daniel had commented on his reluctance to change how he managed computer 

access in his classroom: “I didn’t really want to move the [computer] ‘lab’” 

(Daniel/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  When the move occurred, Daniel reported this new 

arrangement for computer use posed many collisions for him: 

 

Yeah, well the hurdles that we’ve come through ... We were given 24 hours’ notice this 

week that the computers were all moving from the withdrawal room into the classroom.  
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(Daniel/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 875-877)  I’m not sure how or what my 

organisation is going to be now for my computer use.  (Daniel/PM2/Jun04) (see 

Appendix G: 911-912) 

 

Daniel’s changed classroom conditions for using ICT had conflicted with his espoused 

beliefs that computers should be used “as a tool, used infrequently, but not as the be all and end 

all” (Daniel/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  He explained that he “liked the children working 

in [the] ‘lab’ … Didn’t distract others, didn’t determine how I had to set up the classroom 

(physically), no noise, parents could assist” (Daniel/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).    

 

 

 

 

During his project presentation to teachers in the district, Daniel commented on a 

technical glitch that occurred with his slideshow presentation (see Appendix G).  He said, “This 

demonstrates my point that you don’t want to rely on technology too much because I did 

actually make the comment in my little spiel about what we did, you can do with a pen and 

paper” (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 273-275).  Daniel’s comment revealed he had 

engaged only in single-loop learning for acknowledging the relevance of integrating ICT as a 

learning tool.  He had not questioned his underlying beliefs about the relevance of using ICT 

resources during the project.  However, Daniel did reveal some evidence of double-loop 

learning for managing the integration of computers in his classroom.  He commented,  

 

I moved away from a streamed grouping that we initially had ... And I’m glad I did.  I 

think they [students] can support each other’s learning and understandings quite a bit 

more … So your really good students can actually complete work in two or three groups 

as opposed to just being static in just one group.  (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 

357-362) 

       

Organising and managing human resources.  Teachers were proactive in seeking the 

support they needed to manage their work in the project.  They identified people within their 

wider school communities who contributed to their developing practices.  Wendy commented, 

“My parent rep [representative] was great–He helped with class newsletters and disseminating 

info [information] about home reading” (Wendy/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Daniel 

described how he “co-planned with our ICT teacher” (Daniel/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N) 

and consulted an ICT technician to overcome “frustrations [that] set in when having to 

overcome hurdles” (Daniel/Vikki/RJ/03Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 40).    

Self-reflection:  [Daniel] admitted that [he] wasn’t coping with the introduction of the computers/pods–finds them 

distracting for the children who would fiddle, change backgrounds or screens etc.  Often just wanted to send a 

group of kids into the attached room instead of having them there [in the classroom] all the time–[he believed they 

should be] just one tool not useable all the time.  (Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) (see Appendix F, p. 130)   
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At the end of the project, teachers suggested elements related to physical conditions that 

could have been improved.  Some teachers perceived that if “teacher aide time [was] increased 

to implement ideas from [the] group” (Wendy/EOL/Nov04) and they had been given “non-

contact time for preparation [and] gathering of resources” (Janice/EOL/Nov04), then our 

project could have been enacted more successfully (see Appendix L). 

Cognitive conditions.  Teachers required cognitive conditions related to declarative, 

procedural, and conditional thinking processes to engage in critical reflection.  When we 

considered cognitive conditions, teachers’ thinking processes, critical reflection, and learning 

were facilitated and sustained.  First, we implemented a systematic approach to critical 

reflection to sustain teachers’ efforts to improve their practices during the project.  Second, 

teachers engaged in degrees of critical reflection to describe, inform, confront, and reconstruct 

or change (Smyth, 1989) their knowledge and practice.  Third, teachers implemented an action 

learning approach to assist them to plan, act, observe, reflect on, and revise their practice.  

Fourth, members of the community of learners supported and guided teachers’ action learning 

processes, critical reflection, and knowledge generation.   

Systematic approach to critical reflection.  Because we integrated a systematic 

approach to critical reflection, teachers were assisted to create a ‘space’ to be “explicit in self-

reflection” (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 60).  Teachers looked at their teaching 

practice in new ways and adapted it for improvements because of critical reflection.  When 

teachers observed, examined, and thought beyond the descriptive of their classroom practice to 

critically evaluate it, they gained a deeper understanding of their experiences.  They sought 

answers to questions such as, “What is working?,” “What is not working?,” and “Why?”. 

Debra, a critical friend, kept teachers in touch with the significance of their own reflections-in-

action (in classrooms) and reflections-on-action (in meetings of our community of learners).  

She reflected,  

 

Yes.  Well what we’d be really interested in are your reflections about your thinking 

about this.  And how you reflected a little bit more about that comment that you made 

[about] whether we could do this all the time.  You know, when we tell those sorts of 

stories, it helps other teachers to feel confident about addressing their own learning 

and recognising that they need to keep in touch with their own discoveries.  And I don’t 

think that anyone ever tells teachers to monitor their own discoveries.  I mean, we might 

do it tacitly and we might say, “Hey, gee that was a really good unit.”  But we don’t 

have time to go any further.  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 287-294) 

 

 

 

 

Self-reflection: Teacher learning (implementing change in their own practices) by … a trial and error approach 

[however] conscious and unconscious decision-making processes [are evident]–Is this related to reflection?  

Conscious because [teachers] have been reflective.   (Vikki/RJ/Aug05) (see Appendix F, p. 39) 
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Teachers described how they valued the reflective practices they implemented, “Any 

type/kind of reflecting on yourself is valuable/useful in all facets of your life” 

(John/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Daniel described how I, his facilitator, had supported his 

critical reflective practice in his classroom:   

 

Two heads are better than one.  (Daniel/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N)  … I think 

without Vikki I probably wouldn’t [have done] the reflecting that I did as part of this 

project … I’m sort of one of those people, I said, “Life’s a bit too busy to reflect too 

much.  Better get on and get the next thing done, you know.”  (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 319-321) 

 

However, results indicated teachers generally varied in their capabilities to engage in 

critical thinking and reflection on their teaching practices.  For example, some teachers 

demonstrated how they engaged metacognitively to “think about their thinking” more so than 

others.  Thus, while all teachers engaged in Smyth’s (1989) four forms of reflective action: 

describing, informing, confronting, and reconstructing; they did so in varying degrees.   

First, all teachers described the experiences that surprised them about students’ learning 

outcomes or the teaching practices they implemented.  Teachers’ existing beliefs, perceptions, 

or assumptions about actions or practices either colluded or collided with these surprises or 

unintended consequences.  They hovered and oscillated while they reflected on what to do about 

outcomes they observed in their practice.  Anne’s comment is illustrative of how teachers used 

surprises to inform their thinking about students’ performance or outcomes.  She said,  

 

Well, see it depends on, what it was, what information I’d given him, because we’d just 

done a lot of testing of course for report cards and with some of the things he [did he] 

surprised me.  And [with] other things, he has no idea, because I don’t think he 

sometimes stops.  He doesn’t give himself a chance to stop and read and process, and 

he just jumps in sometimes.  He doesn’t think about it.  (Anne/PM2/Jun04) (see 

Appendix G: 313-317)  

 

Second, teachers reflected to gain deeper understandings of how their teaching practices 

influenced students’ learning outcomes.  This informing reflection directed future actions and 

experiences in their classrooms.  Debra, a critical friend, asked teachers open questions to illicit 

deeper reflection and further information about practices they shared.  The following illustrate 

examples of probing questions she asked:  

 

 “Daniel, I’m really interested in what you’re saying.  Can you just talk a bit 

more about that?” (Debra/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 184-185),  
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 “So what have you done that’s made that happen?” (Debra/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 68), and 

 “What have you learnt out of this exercise, in terms of, say picture books, that 

seems to be one big discovery for you?” (Debra/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 

222-224) 

 

Teachers began to think metacognitively about how their actions influenced their own 

knowledge of self and their cognitive processes.  Results also showed that Debra clarified the 

importance of metacognitive thinking for teachers’ learning and improved practice in her 

comments.  For example, she responded to Anne’s reflections about her efforts to develop her 

practice,  

 

But it also makes you stop and think for yourself.  As a teacher, you categorise kids so 

much.  (Anne/PM2/Jun04) … And you see that’s really what part of this project is 

about.  [A part of the project] is for you to think about your own learning now and how 

these kids have actually made you rethink in terms of what they are as learners and 

what you can do to facilitate that.  And you know that’s the thing that you [Anne] said 

[before], “Imagine if you can have a class like this all the time?”  Why not?  You know, 

why?  If this is what you can get out of underperforming children, why can’t we be 

game enough to do some of these things?  (Debra/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 159-

166) 

 

Anne continued to reflect metacognitively about how her personal assumptions 

influenced teaching and learning practice.  The following comment illustrates that she was 

beginning to question the congruence between her espoused theories-of-action and theories-in-

use: 

 

I find that even though I’ve been around for a while, I’m only a young teacher.  I’m only 

a couple of years out.  But I assume a lot of things.  So that’s one of the huge things I 

am learning.  (Anne/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 144-146) 

 

Third, some teachers provided evidence that they engaged in confronting reflective 

behaviours, where they questioned and challenged underlying beliefs and assumptions (tacit 

knowledge) they held about their practices.  The following example also illustrates how teachers 

progressed to Smyth’s (1989) fourth stage of critical reflection, where they reconstructed or 

changed their teaching practice in light of these new understandings:  
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I’ll quickly give you one, one anecdote that I failed to see, one connection.  A child was 

doing their baptism as part of the celebration [unit of work] and this child, who’s not 

one of those children that fits the box nicely at all very much–a child outside the box, 

thank goodness for them–and he, he picked Darth Vader as the symbol for his baptism.  

And I’ve had a bit of a look at it and a bit of a talk and I said to Dane, “Oh, I don’t 

know Dane.  What’s the connection here?”  You know, and he’s a bit of a TV kid and 

I’ve thought, “Oh, he’s just grabbed it.  You know a superhero or a character out of 

space somewhere and he’s seeded on it.”  And the more I thought about it, two weeks 

later I thought about it, and I thought about the Jeddah and the whole story and it sort 

of dawned on me and it epitomises good and evil and I really missed it.  So his 

understanding of that symbol was far greater than mine and I apologised to him later 

and I said, “I think you should put that back there.”  And that really showed me the 

value of symbolism and images as opposed to the old-world textual thing.  

(Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 376-388) 

 

This anecdote is illustrative of how Daniel engaged in double-loop learning to confront 

an unintended outcome in his practice.  He questioned his underlying beliefs about the value of 

visual images for expressing meaning in texts.  He went on to explain, “I think [concept maps 

are] a really good way to work out what the children are thinking, to know what they’re 

thinking, and for them to show what they’re thinking” (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 

366-367).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Using reflective journals.  Teachers engaged in reflection-in-action during their day-to-

day efforts of implementing teaching practices related to their individual topics and action plans 

about multiliterate reading practices.  We encouraged teachers to use personal reflective 

journals to track changes in how their thinking processes progressed and how they engaged in 

critical reflection.  They were asked to record critical incidents that helped them make sense of 

pedagogical experiences they encountered.  As Jane observed, “[these] proved useful–[helped] 

to crystallise ideas.  I tried to keep too much in my head” (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

Teachers reported that reflective journals proved to be beneficial for tracking critical reflections 

and their reflection-in-action:  “When I was consistent, I found these useful to keep me on track 

Self-reflection: Teachers appear to vary in their capabilities to critically reflect on their practices.  Some teachers 

(e.g., Janice, Wendy, and Daniel) appear to be moving through describing, informing, confronting, and 

reconstructing reflection stages (Smyth, 1989) to transform their teaching practices.  John doesn’t seem to be 

moving beyond the descriptive and informing stages of reflection.  Describing and informing reflective behaviours 

appear to be happening most frequently during our meetings [of the community of learners].  Teachers rarely 

appear to confront their practices unless someone else in the group [e.g., Debra, a critical friend] challenges or 

questions them.  All teachers appear to be changing their practices in some way (however, some teachers are 

doing this more than others).  That is, they are all engaging in reconstructing critical reflection (Smyth, 1989), but 

teachers like Janice, Wendy, and Daniel seem to be consistently modifying their practices.  They are monitoring 

and critically reflecting on their actions, while John and Theresa are not showing as much evidence of confronting 

or changing their practices.   (Vikki/PM3-DDET3/Aug04) (see Appendix W, p. 9)  
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with my teaching” (Anne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Thus, while journals were used with 

various levels of commitment, teachers saw value in keeping consistent written critical 

reflections.  Wendy commented,  

 

Now I haven’t written that stat [statistic] on there and I wish I did now.  So that is just 

something that I’ve said I’ve gone through and realised ... I wish I had kept my diary 

closer as they [the students] were talking … and [I had written] more down ...  I really, 

really do believe that now.  Whereas when we said it, people said earlier on in the 

process [that the reflective journals would be beneficial for teachers’ professional 

learning], “I’m going, oh yeah, well I always did it [reflected]. It wouldn’t matter [if I 

didn’t write something down].”  But, so you know, I really have gone through that 

process.  (Wendy/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 124-129) 

 

Teachers also reflected on how their use of reflective journals could have been 

improved:  

 

 “Needed to reflect more in my journal.  I could have written down more (for 

myself)” (Wendy/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L),  

 “When I completed them they were useful.  I could [have done] them 

immediately after the [teaching experience]” (Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see 

Appendix L),  

 “I [needed] to keep more consistent entries for journal to be effective” 

(Lynne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L), and  

 “More reflecting on my part in the form of writing it down [was necessary].” 

(John/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

Using evidence-based practice.  Results revealed that teachers engaged in evidence-

based practices to closely monitor their own teaching practices and students’ learning processes, 

and guide their critical reflection.  Debra, a critical friend, often highlighted why it was 

important for teachers to gather evidence to support their judgments of teaching and learning 

practice in classrooms.  She explained, 

 

And I guess our job is to try and locate what the results are saying … about your 

thinking about these children, your data collection, and your view about what you think 

is making a difference.  That’s what we’re trying to find out really.  It is pinpointing 

what is going to make a difference and what is creating an effect.  (Debra/PM3/Aug04) 

(see Appendix G: 7-11) 
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Teachers also supported their teaching colleagues to generate knowledge of effective 

monitoring and assessing strategies.  The following discussion is illustrative of how this type of 

support occurred for Theresa, who was attempting to solve a problem related to organising her 

reading groups.  Group members suggested alternative solutions to her problem.  They 

commented, 

 

So I think that’s been good [referring to actions she already implemented to help 

organise her reading groups].  But I don’t know how I should figure out if, I mean, I 

think it’s working, but should I do a … [test]?  I don’t really want to do a test.  

(Theresa/PM3/Aug04) … No.  I don’t think a test will give you the answer.  What do 

you need to do?  Maybe you need to do a little interview with them [the students]?  Do 

a group interview with them.  (Debra/PM3/Aug04) … I think even if you make sure that 

you’re with every child at least once a fortnight.  I mean, you have your little checklist 

and I think maybe that you [make sure you] are definitely with every child [to monitor 

their learning], even if the other kids are on their own [working] for a while.  

(Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 433-442) 

 

Teachers gathered data to support and/or challenge their beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions about actions related to teaching and learning practices in their classrooms when 

engaging in evidence-based practices.  For example, Wendy described how survey results and 

her communications with students had informed her thinking about how her students conducted 

home reading practices.  She used these data to inform actions she needed to take to improve her 

teaching practice.  She commented, 

 

I got some absolutely fantastic information back [from the home reading survey].  The 

kids were just so honest.  They all do home reading and some of them said, 

“Sometimes.”  I think they read more often than what they did at the beginning of the 

year (Wendy/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 30-32) ... So we’re going to go through the 

process of looking at the answers and then look and see, “Do you think that?” … we’ll 

be analysing their own data in the next home reading survey.  (Wendy/PM4/Sep04) 

(see Appendix G: 34-37) 

 

This revealed that Wendy was collaboratively rethinking and reframing how she 

evaluated the reading strategies she used with her students.  She engaged in double-loop 

learning.   

Teachers also described the benefits of using evidence to support their teaching and 

observations of students’ learning processes.  Lynne explained that evidence, “Helped make 

teaching strategies more explicit and provided clearer picture of how individual children learn” 
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(Lynne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Teachers used evidence-based practices to closely 

monitor students’ outcomes, ensuring they were able to make more informed assessments and 

judgments of student performance.  John commented, “All data gathered from discussions, 

interviews, readings, comprehensions, test results have assisted in how, what, when, and why 

the learning I provide, or am going to provide, assists my thinking” (John/EOL/Nov04) (see 

Appendix L).    

Results revealed teachers’ knowledge and application of monitoring and assessing 

strategies for engaging in evidence-based practice diversified as the project progressed.  For 

example, Wendy’s reflection-in-action helped her to acknowledge aspects of her practice that 

needed to change.  In the following example, she reflected on how she could have consulted her 

students’ parents to help her monitor their progress.  Wendy viewed this as a missed 

opportunity.  She commented, 

 

Another thing I could have done, when one parent came for an interview they said to 

me, “I just want to tell you, those students in there, my child is really a good reader.  

This is fantastic.”  And I thought, “Why haven’t I asked every parent?”  Now there was 

a great opportunity that I missed.  (Wendy/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 138-141) 

 

However, results also showed that teachers were supported by facilitators to enact 

effective monitoring and assessing techniques for observing teaching and learning practice in 

classrooms.  For example, Daniel explained how I, his facilitator, supported his evidence-based 

practice:  

 

Vikki supported us all the way through it [the project] with surveys, anecdotal 

observations, feedback, discussions with myself (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 

318-319) … We did a lot of things that I probably wouldn’t have done, and I certainly 

wouldn’t have done to the depth that I did, because Vikki was prompting me and 

encouraging me.  (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 323-325) 

 

In the early stages of our learning journey, Daniel had described his reliance on “gut 

feeling … without specific data” to be a positive example of his practice when making 

judgments about and diagnosing students’ learning needs (Daniel/Survey1/Apr04) (see 

Appendix J).  Hence, his enhanced use of monitoring and assessing practices signalled a move 

from single-loop to double-loop learning.  However, Daniel also raised questions about 

assessing students’ outcomes at the end of the project, suggesting further learning opportunities 

could have been possible after our project finished.  He queried, “How do we assess?  What 

hard data?  What tests assess IT (information technology) and visual comprehension?  I/we just 

used observable learning behaviour and work standards” (Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix 
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L).  Jane also recognised that her knowledge of effective reading monitoring and assessing 

practices still required further work at the end of the project.  She commented, “This is still a 

vague area – I don’t know what data to collect other than examples of work.  I should [have] 

taped/scribed the inquiry sessions” (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Using journal articles.  Critical friends and facilitators provided teachers with journal 

articles to help develop their professional knowledge of topics relevant to their action learning 

projects.  Teachers indicated that these articles were beneficial for providing them with 

knowledge and theoretical frameworks to guide their teaching practice.  Anne said, “So Sarah 

had given Leonie [a teaching colleague from the same school] some materials.  I was reading 

that.  So I started that on a fortnightly basis” (Anne/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 155-156).   

Teachers believed the content of these journal articles had been useful for helping them 

develop their practice.  They commented, 

 

 “Renewed appreciation of journals’ usefulness–remembering what happens” 

(Wendy/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L); 

 “Useful information–prompted me to research Literature Circles and 

implement [them] in [my] classroom” (Lynne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L); 

and  

 “Article on Literature Circles caused me to search Internet for more info 

[information].” (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

However, some teachers queried the number of journal articles provided to them.  They 

gave suggestions for how the content of journal articles could have been presented to facilitate 

their more effective use.  Daniel explained, “Didn’t read as many as I should have.  Some 

ideas/approaches were tried and evaluated.  Extracts rather than full articles [could have been 

provided]–professional discussion about the articles works better for me–I then retain/read the 

information” (Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L). 

Modelling of teaching, learning, assessing, and resourcing practices.  Project 

facilitators worked with teachers in classrooms in varied ways to model the teaching of effective 

multiliterate reading practices.  For example, we taught groups of students, assisted teachers to 

develop monitoring and assessing tools to evaluate student learning, and sourced effective 

Self-reflection:  How much of a lead should I be taking in this [my in-class facilitation]?  Regular teaching 

sessions with [the] group?  Observations of teachers working with selected groups?  Observations of students 

working independently?  Is a balance of these types of episodes ok?  How far can I guide the process?  e.g., 

scaffolding of the learning opportunities?  Suggest and let Daniel make decisions?  Or go ahead and do/model 

what I think is best?  (Gut feeling this is what teachers are after/looking for–a guided process of the introduction 

[and] use of these particular ICT resources. … I get the feeling Daniel may be expecting me to take more control 

and an active part in the process, whereas Janice has made decisions more firmly and [she is] requesting actions 

and procedures to follow … Building of professional knowledge and transfer–therefore, my attempts to scaffold 

learning of students and model processes, strategies, techniques for Daniel and Janice are part of how this 

knowledge process occurs.  (Vikki/RJ/21Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 51) 

 

 

 

 

empts to scaffold learning of students and model processes, strategies, techniques for Daniel and Janice are part 

of how this knowledge process occurs” (Vikki/RJ/#).  
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resources for teaching and learning.  Teachers indicated these examples of modelled practice 

were critical incidents that supported their learning and development and guided changes to 

their practice: 

 

 “Karen  came into my classroom and put together a home reading survey ... So 

we are in the process of analysing those” (Wendy/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix 

G: 18-19); and  

 “[Vikki was] someone to discuss ideas with … someone to share ideas with me 

… websites, tips, professional sharing, Inspiration/Mind Map formats, etc.” 

(Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

Using an action learning approach.  Teachers’ monitoring, reflection, generated 

knowledge, and transformed practices were influenced by the action learning approach we used 

in the project.  Our approach supported teachers’ integration of both communal and individual 

self-directed learning opportunities.  Results revealed that teachers’ reflection on critical 

incidents helped them make sense of experiences.  Critical incidents directed teachers’ thinking 

and set them off on new or modified paths of action.  This created “cycles within cycles” as one 

major action research cycle evolved into the next.  Debra, a critical friend, often guided teachers 

about the significance of tracking action learning cycles that evolved.  She commented, 

 

I can suggest we go back to where we started from and the whole purpose for us is to 

(a) get a better understanding about what we do that makes some sort of an impact on 

the children (Debra/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 14-16) … See if there is one thing 

that stands out in your mind that happened last semester that might actually determine 

what it is that you’re doing this semester.  You might want to build on it, try it again, or, 

it’s back to that, “Where to now?” question. What are you trying to do this semester 

that might be the same or different?  And how do you think that might provide some 

information into your understanding of your own practices?  (Debra/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 23-27) 

 

Teachers believed our action research project had contributed to their learning and 

integration of effective teaching practices.  Anne explained, “Very useful–made me examine new 

ideas and explore new ideas” (Anne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  They also believed the 

action learning approach we used had contributed to improving their action planning and 

adaptations to their practice.  Wendy revealed, “I wouldn’t have made the changes I have in my 

program.  Probably would [have] just [thought] about it or taken a ‘bitsy’ approach.  I 

followed through with a more detailed plan of action” (Wendy/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

Daniel also indicated that the action research project had improved his capabilities for observing 
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and reflecting on his teaching.  He said, “Helped me to ‘tune in’ to new/different approaches” 

(Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Anne revealed that the action research project had 

made her think critically about how her teaching practices affected students’ learning outcomes: 

 

We had a lot of problems with getting across some of the things we wanted them [the 

students] to understand or do.  Now, I don’t know whether it was because they hadn’t 

got the prior knowledge or was it our teaching?  (Anne/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 1-

3) 

 

Some teachers also offered insights into how and why their understandings of action 

research methods could have been improved.  For instance, Daniel felt he should have allowed 

more time and had a more sustained focus for his action learning goals to be achieved.  He 

observed how an action research approach “seemed useful, but [I’m] not sure I completed each 

segment of research before moving on as per class needs.  It did give insight into my own 

practices and a more objective view at times” (Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

Further, earlier in this chapter, I reported how Lynne and Jane prioritised the project’s 

school-based, system goal over their action learning goals (see pp. 132-133).  This had 

continued to negatively influence their understandings of how their action learning goals and 

plans could be implemented throughout the project.  They commented, 

 

 “Clearer indication of purpose [could have improved the project]–maybe I’m 

easily confused … Once I decided what I wanted to investigate the activity was 

more interesting and challenging [but I] don’t know if my aims were those of 

the project team …”  (Jane/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L); and 

 “[I] was unsure of the expected outcomes of the process initially … We [Jane 

and I] understood the study to be about finding [out] the reasons why what we 

were doing was working.”  (Lynne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

Lynne described how the action research project had “encouraged [me] to build on 

existing classroom practice and try different strategies” (Lynne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

However, analysis of her project presentation provided conflicting evidence.  Lynne described 

improved learning outcomes for her students as a result of her involvement in the project.  

However, she provided minimal descriptions of how her own teaching practice had changed or 

how the project had influenced her professional learning.  This suggested Lynne was working 

within the governing values and strategies of Model I characteristics during the project.  Her 

purpose for participating was to analyse and promote the success of the philosophical inquiry 

approach she used at her school.  She had engaged in single-loop learning, operationalising her 

plans and goals within this existing teaching strategy and environment.       
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At the conclusion of the project, some teachers offered suggestions for how elements 

related to cognitive conditions could have been improved.  Wendy felt “more teaching of action 

research methods before we began” (Wendy/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) would have 

improved our project.  Anne also described her difficulty in understanding how to enact action 

research methods, “As I wasn’t at the beginning [of the project], it took me a while to come to a 

full understanding of the whole process” (Anne/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Monitoring Change Conditions and Critical Incidents through Action Learning: 

Collusions and Collisions   

The community of learners explored teaching practices and engaged in knowledge 

generation through action and reflection.  Fletcher (2004, 2008) described this as a “critical 

incidents chain” (Fletcher, 2008, p. 121).  We engaged in action learning processes and these 

directed the course we took on our journey.  As Fletcher suggested, “critical incidents had the 

potential to maintain the collective learning through collusion, or redirect the learning through 

collision” (2008, p. 121).  We evaluated critical incidents and designed appropriate actions that 

responded to them.  This equipped the group to manage a self-directed learning approach 

throughout the project.  I have depicted the critical incidents chain that evolved for our 

community of learners as represented in Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model 

in Figure 18. 

 

 

 

 

                                                                          Co-construction: 

 critical incidents 

 conundrums 

 

 

 

Figure 18.  Change conditions and critical incidents facilitating action learning (Fletcher, 2008, 

pp. 122 & 126; Fletcher & Hill, 2004, p. 7). 

Data analyses revealed types of critical incidents (collusions or collisions) members of 

our community of learners encountered when implementing actions (see Appendix V).  Critical 

incidents that were in harmony or accord with teachers’ espoused beliefs or intended outcomes 

Self-reflection:  Seeing differences in the way Janice and Daniel approach their learning [action learning].  

Daniel is a different kettle of fish to Janice.  He requires my constant, continual assistance to remain committed to 

investigating his original plan–to integrate [the] Inspiration program.  Unless I provide ideas and work with his 

students no ICT work happens.  Daniel doesn’t like to plan ahead.  He said he wanted to reflect more through the 

project, but beyond the discussions we have together or with the group, I’m not seeing much evidence of it i.e., him 

reflecting on his teaching practice and using this to inform what and how he plans for students’ [work with ICT].   

Also, Daniel has been appreciative of my ideas and tools for observing/monitoring students’ learning, but again, 

I’m not seeing any efforts to apply these to other situations or him coming up with some uses of his own.  

(Vikki/RJ/27Aug04) (see Appendix F, p. 139)   
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such that they could make sense of teaching and learning experiences were collusions.  

However, group members also encountered critical incidents or collisions that were confronting.  

These collisions produced dissonance or discord as a result of unpredictable occurrences, a mis-

match with expectations, or unintended learning outcomes for teachers.     

Our community of learners worked together to engage in reflection-on-action about the 

collusions and collisions teachers encountered in their practice.  When teachers shared 

collusions or collisions, community members responded by showing they valued and were 

interested in the practices that were integrated in classrooms.  The group provided positive 

comments, empathy, and reassurance.  We questioned teachers to elicit further information 

about their practices, evaluated conundrums, and offered suggestions to clarify teachers’ 

concerns or reduce pressures placed on them.  We did this in efforts to adapt their practice to 

accommodate for their changing views and sustain their commitment to achieving their goals.  

In Chapter 6, I provide a detailed account of collusions and collisions that occurred for Janice 

and me as we enacted our action research cycles to illustrate our critical incidents chain in 

action. 

Teachers’ Knowledge Generation   

Teachers came to the project with prior beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions about the 

teaching of multiliterate reading practices (see Appendix X for a detailed analysis of teachers’ 

knowledge of multiliterate reading practices when the project commenced).  At the conclusion 

of the project, teachers’ espoused beliefs and assumptions (tacit knowledge), related to 

individual goals about their practice they had explored using action learning processes, had 

changed.  Analyses of transcript and concept map data revealed teachers’ knowledge related to 

three knowledge types: declarative (what), procedural (how), and conditional (why or when) 

knowledge (Marzano et. al, 1988) at the conclusion of the project (see Appendix X for a 

detailed analysis of teachers’ knowledge of multiliterate reading practices generated during and 

as reported at the conclusion of the project).  

Analyses revealed that teachers’ metacognitive knowledge also grew through their 

participation in the action research project.  They described how the project had made them 

think about themselves as teachers, learners, and researchers of their own classroom practice.  

For instance, teachers described how their observations and reflections on the effectiveness of 

their own teaching practices allowed them to focus on how their actions influenced students’ 

progress and outcomes.  Most espoused they were in tune with how their own teaching practice 

influenced the performances of their students:  

 

 “Overall the students have had success with that just by myself putting the time 

and effort into it”  (John/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 61-62), and  

 “Helped me to step back and ‘see’ my teaching…reading groups are now more 

dynamic as are [students’] activities.”  (Daniel/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 
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Teachers revealed they were focused on enacting changes to their repertoire of 

practices.  For example, John said, “So I wanted to change that” (John/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 26-27).  However, they also recognised that changes to improve student outcomes 

often needed to occur as a gradual process.  Jane commented, 

  

It’s happened, but it’s happened slowly.  That’s the first one.  This is about the fifth 

[showing students’ work samples].  And it’s just sort of gradually improved as they’ve 

become happy with it [taking control of the process of engaging in philosophical 

inquiry discussions in literature circles and transferring this to their writing].  

(Jane/PM4/Sep04) (see Appendix G: 221-222) 

 

Teachers acknowledged themselves as learners who had engaged in action research 

processes and changes to critically reflect on and generate knowledge about their practice.  For 

example, Daniel said, “That was the first phase of the learning … they were able then to see 

what worked, what didn’t work” (Daniel/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 306 & 329).  They 

recognised the benefit of critical reflection for improving their teaching and learning practice.  

Wendy revealed, “That [reflecting in a journal has] become meaningful for me now” 

(Wendy/PM3Aug04) (see Appendix G: 131).  Anne said “the whole improvement of reflecting 

on what you are doing is what’s come out of this [the project] for me” (Anne/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 10-11).   

Teachers believed the project had facilitated collaboration and this had positively 

influenced their professional growth.  For instance, Wendy described, “sharing and getting 

ideas from other people … that’s what I’ve learnt and has improved my teaching” 

(Anne/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 11-12).  Teachers acknowledged not only the positive 

elements of the professional learning journeys they had undertaken, but also the frustrations and 

difficulties that change processes can bring.  Janice commented, “I found it was not easy ...  It 

was quite an involved process.  So, I do challenge you to take it up.  It’s great, once you get 

there” (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 404 & 416-417).   

Results and Analyses Summary 

The analysis of qualitative data reported in this chapter illustrates force factors, enabling 

conditions, and critical incidents (collisions and collusions) that influenced how the community 

of learners formed.  It also reports influences on how the group worked to transform teaching 

practices and generate professional knowledge.   

Collaborative partnerships.  The system (Education Queensland and the District 

Office) played an integral role.  However, teachers’ distrust of this system involvement was a 

critical incident that negatively influenced the formation of partnerships in our project.  

Prospective participants experienced insecurities that were created by this situation.  In 
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response, our leadership team, including facilitators, worked in various ways to try to develop 

partnerships with these potential participants.  While doing so, they made attempts to alleviate 

their concerns.  All the while participants hovered at colluding, colliding, or oscillating between 

options, while deciding whether to commit to the project or not.  Some participants made the 

decision to leave the project here.  This was significant.  Nevertheless, for those teachers who 

remained resilient and stayed on to form a community of learners, district funding was a 

positive system influence.  It facilitated opportunities to develop collaborative partnerships 

between stakeholders from across organisations and participants in the community of learners.  

It allowed teachers time to meet on a regular, scheduled basis to network and engage in 

professional learning with their colleagues.  This became an important element for managing 

teachers’ change processes.    

Networking within the community of learners.  Our work within the community of 

learners we formed was sustainable because critical friends and facilitators enacted particular 

social enabling conditions that supported the formation of collaborative interactions and positive 

relationships.  Our meetings provided opportunities for group members to both socialise and 

engage in open, honest professional dialogue and reflection-on-action.  Hence, group members 

got to know each other, whilst forming collaborative working partnerships.  This was an 

effective approach for building trusting, positive relationships and rapport amongst our group 

members.  The quality of relationships between leaders and teachers in the group developed and 

teachers’ confidence grew when participants showed they valued and respected the actions and 

perspectives of others.  Our actions built personal agency and professionalism amongst 

participants.  They were encouraged to take on different roles and responsibilities within the 

community of learners.   

Action research cycles and action learning processes.  The use of action research 

cycles and action learning processes provided a systematic approach to ensure participants in 

our community of learners planned, enacted, observed, critically reflected on, and revised 

practices.  We supported teachers to critically reflect on and seek solutions to unintended 

outcomes or critical incidents that arose in their practice.  We guided them to engage in 

reflection-on-action and adapt their actions.  Consequently, they achieved their goals to generate 

knowledge, transform their practice, and develop professionally.  Some teachers engaged in 

single-loop learning.  Others progressed to the more highly valued double-loop learning.  They 

questioned governing variables and environments and reframed strategies to make their teaching 

practices more effective. 
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Chapter 6 

 

Results and Analyses Phase 3: Case Study–“Reading In a Multiliterate World” Action 

Research Project (One Key Informant Teacher)  
 

In this chapter I report the analysis of qualitative data on the case of Janice, an experienced 

Year 4 teacher, who had taught in primary schools for 17 years.  We were both members of the 

community of learners formed for the “Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project.  I 

worked as Janice’s in-class facilitator during the project.  My purpose in this chapter is to present 

results from analyses of her espoused and enacted theories-in-use (Argyris & Schön, 1974) about 

teaching and learning experiences in her classroom across three action research cycles.  These results 

detail our collaborative experiences as we generated knowledge and transformed Janice’s reading 

teaching practices to integrate ICT and a multiliterate approach as reported in Chapter 5.  I also have 

recounted how action research and action learning helped Janice and me to generate professional 

knowledge of our practices.  I have analysed data with a view to documenting change from single-

loop learning to double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  This phase of the study provided an 

emic, second-order perspective (Meynell, 2005; Pike, 1954) of Janice’s and my change processes.   

I have used Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model to describe snapshots of 

critical incidents (Flanagan, 1954; Tripp, 1993) (collisions and collusions) that occurred as Janice and 

I enacted our action research cycles during Phase 3 of the study.  This phase occurred over a 9-month 

interval.  The huge corpus of data collected during this period included analysable snapshots of 

illustrative events of our collaborative work, knowledge generation, and transformed practice in an 

emergent integration of ICT into Janice’s practice.   Across the three action research cycles, we 

observed, recorded, and analysed multiple events that evolved.  I categorised these events into main 

areas of issue that influenced Janice’s practice (Table 24).  
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Table 24 

Summary of Issues that Influenced Janice’s Practice across the Three Action Research Cycles 

Action Research Cycle 1:    Plan             Act            Observe            Reflect            Revised Plan 

 

Technology Infrastructure Issues  

 Reliability of integrating classroom computers 

 Managing ICT learning experiences for 

teaching reading using classroom computers 

 Sharing of technology infrastructure and 

integration concerns within the community of 

learners 

 

Multiliterate Reading Practice Issues  

 Sourcing, evaluating, selecting, and modifying an 

Internet-reading task 

 Students’ reading strategies and ICT skills   

 Students’ reading capabilities in ICT 

environments 

 

Action Research Cycle 2:    Plan             Act            Observe            Reflect            Revised Plan 

 

Technology Infrastructure Issues  

 Reliability of integrating classroom computers 

 Managing ICT integration through use of a 

computer lab, ICT specialist teacher, student 

buddies, parents, and me 

 

Multiliterate Reading Practice Issues   

 Sourcing, evaluating, selecting, and modifying 

Internet-reading tasks and reading for 

information on a computer screen 

 Sharing and reflecting on concerns about 

practices for integrating Internet-reading tasks 

within the community of learners 

 

Action Research Cycle 3:     Plan             Act            Observe            Reflect            Revised Plan 

 

 Multiliterate Reading Practice Issues  

 Sourcing, evaluating, selecting, and designing 

Internet-reading tasks 

 Designing Internet-reading tasks, including an 

assessment task  

 

 

Note. The action research cycles are based on Zuber-Skerritt, O. (2001). Action learning and action research: Paradigm, 

praxis and programs. In S. Sankara, B. Dick, and R. Passfield (Eds.), Effective change management through action research 

and action learning: Concepts, perspectives, processes and applications (pp. 1-20). Lismore: Southern Cross University 

Press.  No data has been reported in Action Research Cycle 3 for technology infrastructure issues.  This is because Janice 

continued to manage issues that arose related to the poor quality and quantity of technology resources available for use in her 

classroom as reported for Cycle 1 and Cycle 2.     

 

The context within which Phase 3 data are reported here is reflected in Table 25.   
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Table 25 

Context for Phase 3 within the Study  

Phase 

 

Phase 1: Chapter 4 

 

Phase 2: Chapter 5  

 

Phase 3: Chapter 6  

 

Context Survey about 

integrating ICT in 

schools and 

classrooms 

(principals and 

teachers in a 

district)   

  

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” action research project 

(community of learners) 

 

“Reading in a Multiliterate World” 

action research project (one key 

informant teacher) 

 

Research 

Question 

 

1) What influences 

primary school 

teachers to integrate 

information and 

communication 

technologies (ICT) 

for teaching and 

learning in schools 

and classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school teachers working within a 

community of learners to generate knowledge of communally 

agreed multiliterate practices for the teaching of reading in their 

classrooms? 

 

 

1) What influences primary school 

teachers to integrate information and 

communication technologies (ICT) for 

teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

2) What influences primary school 

teachers working within a community 

of learners to generate knowledge of 

communally agreed multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading in 

their classrooms? 

 

Participants 

 

Nine primary 

schools, four 

principals, and 55 

teachers within a 

metropolitan 

Education 

Queensland district.  

 

Nine teachers from five primary schools within a metropolitan 

Education Queensland district.  

 

Two critical friends 

 A university academic;  

 A deputy principal/Learning and Development 

Centre (Literacy) administrator. 

 

Three facilitators 

 A Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator;  

 An Education Queensland Educational Advisor (EA) 

Curriculum;  

 Myself, a university doctoral student.  

 

One teacher from the cohort of nine 

teachers who formed a community of 

learners in Phase 2.  

Data 

Collection 

 

 

Qualitative and 

Quantitative 

 

Principals’ and 

Teachers’ 

Information and 

Communication 

Technologies (ICT) 

Integration Surveys 

(see Appendix A) 

 

Qualitative 

 “What is Reading?” concept maps (see Appendix B)    

 “What is Reading?” photographic display (see 

Appendix C)    

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see Appendix D for two 

teachers’ reflective journals, Appendix E for the 

Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) 

coordinator’s/facilitator’s reflective journal, and 

Appendix F for my reflective journal)    

 Transcripts of project meetings, project presentations 

(PP), and project presentation slideshows (PPS) (see 

Appendix G)   

 

Qualitative and Quantitative 

 Teaching Qualifications and Experiences (TQE) 

questionnaires (see Appendix H)    

 Multiliteracy Pedagogical Reflective Tool (MPRT) 

(Butler, 2004) (see Appendix I)  

 Survey 1 (see Appendix J)  

 PROBE reading assessment (Parkin, Parkin, & Pool, 

2002) (see Appendix K)  

 Evaluation of Learning (EOL) surveys (see Appendix 

L)   

Qualitative 

 Participant and non-

participant observation of 

classroom practice 

 New Basics unit planning 

framework and documents 

(see Appendix M)  

 Reflective journals (RJ) (see 

Appendix D for the teacher’s 

(Janice’s) reflective journal 

and Appendix F for my, her 

facilitator’s, reflective 

journal)   

 Reflective protocols-Action 

Research Planning and 

Design (ARPD), Classroom 

Snapshot (CS), and Mapping 

the Learning Journey (MLJ) 

(see Appendix N) 

 Students’ work samples 

(Appendix O) 

 Project brochure response 

sheet (BRS) (Appendix P) 
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Data from the Community of Learners and Janice’s Classroom 

I report qualitative data in three sections throughout this chapter using Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) 

model as a framework for the analyses.  First, I present findings from data analyses identifying 

external and internal force factors influencing Janice’s participation in the project and community of 

learners.  

Second, I describe enabling conditions and critical incidents (collisions or collusions) selected 

across the action research cycles to illustrate how Janice and I collaboratively generated knowledge 

and changed our practices.  I apply a third-order, meta-action research or action research on or about 

action research perspective (Fletcher et al., 2010) as an analytic technique to illustrate my self-

reflections on the effectiveness of our actions in her classroom.  I categorise findings that guided and 

shaped Janice’s and my actions as declarative, procedural, or conditional knowledge and resistant, 

unintended, or no learning (Fletcher, 2004, 2008).   

Third, I present results identifying Janice’s new knowledge and practices at the conclusion of 

the project.   

A tale of multiple perspectives.  While I report data to illustrate Janice’s multiple 

perspectives in this chapter, my own understandings were shaped by my role as an action researcher 

and my self-reflections.  My self-reflections progressively documented my learning journey of 

working collaboratively with Janice as her facilitator (see Appendix F for my journal self-reflections).  

I have woven accounts of actions Janice and I took in the project into the text.  These accounts 

provide snapshots to tell the stories of how we implemented our action research cycles to generate 

knowledge and transform our practices.  Our qualitative comments and reflections-in-action and 

reflections-on-action (Schön, 1983) are referenced to the raw data using a pseudonym for Janice’s 

name and my actual name, the source of data, and date when this data source was collected.  

Force Factors and Change 

In Chapter 5, I reported the external and internal force factors that influenced teacher 

participants’ willingness initially to commit to the project and form a community of learners.  I 

provided a generalised account of the factors that influenced Janice’s commitment to become a 

member of this group.  In line with the group, I described negative external force factors that emerged 

for Janice (pp. 120-126).  These were (a) the institutional Education Queensland policies, initiatives, 

and resources for literacy and ICT teaching; (b) a New Basics curriculum framework; and (c) the 

leadership role her principal played in making school-based decisions related to these policies, 

initiatives, and resources.  Internal force factors were evident in the varied personal reasons Janice 

gave for joining the project (pp. 126-130).  These were the personal needs and goals she identified to 

develop and improve her teaching practices and student learning, and the roles and responsibilities she 

was willing to undertake as a participant in the project. 

The principal’s leadership role for integrating ICT into the school.  The principal of 

Janice’s school viewed integrating ICT into school curricula to be a priority.  She said she “believed 
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teachers had moved on considerably in their willingness to integrate it in classrooms” 

(Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 54).  The principal had enacted this vision through actions 

that demonstrated her strong commitment to integrating ICT in the school.  These were (a) the 

employment of a full-time ICT specialist teacher to support teachers’ planning and integrating of ICT 

in classrooms, (b) the employment of a part-time ICT technical advisor to support teachers with 

classroom hardware and software maintenance issues, and (c) the establishment of a learning centre 

within the school grounds to house a computer lab and other curriculum resources (due for completion 

and use part way through the project in July 2004).  She also had encouraged teachers in her school to 

participate in the project.    

Further, the principal reported that she believed changes had “been great [extensive] in the 

three years since her arrival” (Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 54).  She referred to the 

integration of the New Basics curriculum and technology resources as recent foci that had influenced 

teaching practice.  She commented that “some leaders prefer to go slowly”, but she believed “that 

her style of leadership had paid dividends in encouraging staff [at her] school to move on in a short 

period of time and show improvements” (Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 54).  

Consequently, the principal’s vision and actions to prioritise ICT integration in the school 

curriculum was an external institutional force factor that influenced Janice’s willingness to commit to 

the project.  Janice described how she wanted to enact the priorities of this vision and integrate ICT 

policy and practice into her class programs.  

The problem–Integrating ICT into class programs.  Janice’s decision to select an ICT-

based topic to explore in the project centred on her lack of confidence and reluctance to use computers 

for student learning.  She explained, “I have chosen an ICT focus as it’s the area I avoid, due to my 

lack of confidence in (1) myself, (2) my computers in my classroom, [and] (3) my reluctance to 

engage with iMacs” (Janice/RJ/16Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 4).  Janice also was motivated to 

commit to the project because she perceived it would support her professional learning and 

development needs and change processes.  She commented, “I will take on the role of ‘learner’ … I 

hope to learn from others” (Janice/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 27).  Janice revealed she was 

“looking forward to improving my classroom practices” (Janice/TQE/02Mar04) (see Appendix H) by 

going on a “voyage of discovery” (Janice/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 29).  She indicated, “I’m 

prepared to change and try some new things” (Janice/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 29).  She 

reflected in her journal, 

 

I have to acknowledge that I am constantly analysing and reviewing my classroom practices.  

Am I doing the best I can for every child?  For that reason I am pleased to be part of this 

Research Project … I’ll try to become the perfect Literacy teacher.” (Janice/RJ/08Mar04) 

(see Appendix D, p. 1) 
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Janice predicted her involvement would produce positive learning outcomes for not only 

herself, but also her students, “so, not only will the children benefit, but I will” (Janice/RJ/16Mar04) 

(see Appendix D, p. 4).  She believed the project would support her students’ work in classrooms in 

particular ways, describing how she wanted “in-class support for me and the group of children 

involved” (Janice/Survey 1/Apr04) (see Appendix J) and assistance “with classroom management of 

my reading program–have I covered everything” (Janice/TQE /02Mar04) (see Appendix H).  

Prior knowledge about teaching multiliterate reading practices.  Prior to the project, 

Janice identified teaching practices she considered important for teaching reading in a concept map 

(see Appendix B).  I analysed these data to reveal categories of declarative, procedural, and 

conditional knowledge (Marzano et al., 1988) related to her knowledge about teaching multiliterate 

reading practices (see Appendix X).  In addition, initial survey data supported Janice’s previously 

stated lack of confidence.  She rated her ability as a teacher of WebQuests as 1 and integrating 

multiliteracies as 3 on a confidence scale from 1 (not very confident) to 5 (very confident).  Janice also 

provided a confidence rating of 2 for her procedural knowledge of practices related to “diagnosing 

students’ learning needs,”, “planning interventions,” “identifying student learning outcomes,” 

“designing activities that develop learning outcomes,” “assessing learning outcomes,” and “catering 

for diversity” (see Appendix J).  These ratings suggest Janice was querying her procedural knowledge 

of practices she used to teach reading prior to the project.  These data alerted me to consider ways I 

might support and guide Janice to build confidence, generate knowledge, and change her teaching 

practices. 

 

Monitoring Change Conditions and Critical Incidents (Collusions and Collisions) through 

Action Learning  

Drawing on insights from survey, interview, and concept map data, I began to work 

collaboratively with Janice using action research and action learning methods to monitor and reflect 

on our understandings of critical incidents.  Critical incidents had the potential to maintain our 

learning through collusion or redirect our learning through collision (see pp. 49-50 in the literature 

review for a complete description of Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) action theory for change model).  We 

collaboratively evaluated critical incidents and planned responses.  This involved us in a process of 

generating knowledge through use of an action research cycle (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001) that involved 

planning, acting, observing, reflecting, and revising plans.  

In this section, I describe snapshots of how Janice and I planned, enacted, observed, reflected 

on, and revised plans based on our experiences in each of the three action research cycles.  I describe 

Self-reflection: My initial first impressions [based on survey and interview data] tell me that Janice’s confidence in 

her teaching practice may need a boost.  She is very wary of using the computers in her classroom for learning.  I’m 

going to have to tread carefully and try and support her in ways that she thinks will be best.  Janice appears to be 

motivated to go on a learning journey and engage in professional development as a part of the project.  This is very 

promising! (Vikki/RJ/21Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 47) 
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the types of knowledge and learning that resulted for Janice.  I also describe the knowledge I 

generated to shape my practices as a facilitator working in the project.  Our action learning journeys 

became a process of constructing, consolidating, and applying knowledge generated from one action 

research cycle to the next.  This evolved as progressive cycles of ascribing meanings to the 

experiences we encountered, and elaborating and extending our prior knowledge to learn and 

transform our practices. 

Cycle 1–“Investigating practice: Getting started”.  During Cycle 1, Janice and I enacted 

processes to commence our collaborative learning journey to integrate Internet-based WebQuests.  

We created opportunities for “meaningful, independent reading activities during guided reading 

time” (Janice/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 33).  This involved me supporting Janice as she 

selected a topic and an ICT resource to integrate in her class reading program and managed the 

integration of her class computers.  I have depicted the plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan 

action research cycle we used to develop our practices for integrating ICT into Janice’s class reading 

groups in Cycle 1 (Figure 19).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19.  Janice’s and my collaborative action research cycle for Cycle 1 (adapted from Zuber-

Skerritt, 2001, p. 20). 

I also enacted processes as a facilitator to support Janice in her efforts to generate knowledge 

and develop teaching practices in her classroom.  I have depicted the plan, act, observe, reflect, and 

4.  Reflect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.  Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.  Act 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Observe 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.  Janice and I evaluated varied 

Internet projects and websites that 

we could have used to teach reading.  

Janice selected an Online Learning 

Project on the topic of “Inventions” 

to integrate into her reading groups.  

We collaboratively planned how 

Janice would integrate the computer 

technology available for use in her 

classroom.  What do we want to 

know?  How will we enact our plan? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.  Janice and I enacted plans to introduce and trial 

Internet-reading tasks with a small group of students 

during Janice’s class reading groups.  We managed or 

resolved technology problems that arose in her classroom.  

What are we doing that will improve learning? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Janice and I determined ways 

to monitor and evaluate the 

effects of our teaching practices 

on students’ learning processes 

and outcomes as they completed 

their Internet-reading tasks.  

What evidence do we have that 

what we are doing is working or 

not?  What critical incidents 

influence our work?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Janice and I critically reflected on and 

reviewed our teaching, learning, and 

assessing practices and evaluated the 

actions and outcomes we achieved.  We 

engaged in regular discussions, reflected in 

our journals, and engaged in dialogue with 

members of the community of learners.  

What worked, what didn’t work, and why?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Revised Plan 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Based on our reflections, Janice and I 

modified our plans and practice. Janice 

decided to introduce and explore a new 

WebQuest on the topic of “Space” that I had 

sourced for her, with her whole class during 

reading groups.  Where to from here?  What 

do we need to know now based on what we 

have learnt from Cycle 1?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cycle 1 
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revised plan action research cycle I used to monitor and develop my own practices as a facilitator in 

Cycle 1 (Figure 20).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20.  My action research cycle for Cycle 1 (adapted from Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, p. 20). 

 

We encountered and learnt from numerous critical incidents during Cycle 1.  The following 

two snapshots illustrate critical incidents of how Janice developed her espoused theory of integrating 

multiliterate reading practices with her students to become an enacted practice.  I have represented in 

Table 26 a summary of the illustrative snapshots for Cycle 1, which show influences on what, how, 

and why Janice integrated multiliterate reading practices into her reading program. 

 

 

 

4.  Reflect 1.  Plan 

2.  Act 3.  Observe 

1.  I guided Janice in 

selecting an ICT topic to 

explore to contextualise the 

integration of ICT into her 

class reading program.  I 

helped her to clarify her 

action learning goals and 

processes, and develop an 

action plan to implement 

related to integrating Internet 

WebQuests and websites.  

We collaboratively planned 

how we would work together 

to observe and provide 

feedback on practices.  What 

does Janice know?  What 

does Janice want to know?  

What processes can I 

implement to effectively 

plan, act, observe, reflect, 

and revise plans with Janice 

and her students?  

2.  I sourced and developed Internet 

resources and materials to support 

Janice’s work in the classroom.  I 

documented information about my 

interactions with Janice and a small 

group of her students as we 

introduced and trialled Internet-

reading tasks.  What can we do that 

will improve teaching and learning?  

What can I do to facilitate Janice’s 

knowledge generation and learning?   

 

3.  Data gathering: I analysed 

documents to become familiar with 

the school curricula and practices 

that informed Janice’s classroom 

teaching practice.  We monitored, 

assessed, and evaluated the effects 

of our teaching practices on 

students’ learning outcomes.  I 

monitored and evaluated what 

influenced Janice to reflect on, 

generate knowledge, learn, and 

change her practice.  I monitored 

and evaluated the effects of my own 

actions as a facilitator.  What 

evidence do I have that our actions 

are working or not working?  What 

critical incidents influence our 

work?   

4.  I critically reflected on, 

analysed, interpreted, and reviewed 

Janice’s, her students’, and my 

own interactions as a facilitator.  I 

used reflection-in-action and 

reflection-on-action to evaluate 

changes in knowledge and 

practice.  I provided feedback to 

inform Janice about her students’ 

knowledge, skills, processes, and 

attitudes when engaging in 

Internet-reading tasks.  What 

worked, what didn’t work, and 

why?  

 

5.  Revised Plan 

5.  Based on my reflections, I guided 

Janice to modify her plans and practice 

for introducing and exploring a new 

WebQuest on the topic of “Space”.  I 

determined ways to modify my own 

practices or introduce new ones I could 

explore to improve my facilitation.  

Where to from here?   What do we need 

to know or do now based on what we 

have learnt from Cycle 1?  

Cycle 1 
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Table 26 

Influences on What, How, and Why Janice Integrated Multiliterate Reading Practices into Her 

Reading Program for Cycle 1 

Action Research Cycle 1  

 

What How Why 

 

 Using poorly 

developed 

classroom 

technology 

infrastructure  

 Sourcing, 

evaluating, 

selecting, and 

modifying 

Internet-

based 

resources 

 Making goals and plans 

 Completing reflections in personal 

journal 

 Working with classroom computers  

 Accommodating current school 

curriculum demands and responsibilities 

 Modifying teaching practices based on 

evidence of student learning (surveys 

and reading assessment data) 

 Taking small steps to change practices 

 Implementing trial-and-error learning 

processes  

 Sourcing and selecting Internet-reading 

tasks by Janice and me  

 Challenging assumptions about 

students’ independence and capabilities 

to complete pre-developed Internet-

reading tasks 

 Generating procedural knowledge about 

integrating Internet-reading tasks into 

her reading groups 

 Generating declarative, procedural, and 

conditional knowledge about teaching 

students computer skills and strategies 

for reading computer-based texts–

modelling stages of the learning process 

(how to access useful websites and skim 

reading)  

 Managing ICT integration–coping with or 

resolving technology infrastructure issues 

with the support of ICT technician, ICT 

specialist teacher, other teachers, and me 

 Personal agency–Lack of confidence, 

perseverance, resilience, metacognitive 

insight 

 Action learning–adaptive planning, close 

monitoring (observing and critical 

reflection-in-action) 

 Networking within the community of 

learners–social and professional 

collaborative partnerships; building 

trusting, positive relationships; meeting on 

a regular, scheduled basis to engage in 

open, honest professional dialogue and 

critical reflection-on-action; support of 

other classroom and specialist teachers in 

the wider school community 

 Facilitator relationship and support–

analysing surveys and documents; twice-

weekly supervision of Internet-reading 

group; building trust and rapport; listening 

closely and asking probing questions; 

providing empathy, reassurance, 

suggestions, and feedback; providing 

effective models; mentoring    

 Generated knowledge–exploring 

congruence between espoused theories and 

theories-in-use  

 

Snapshot 1 shows how critical incidents shaped Janice’s beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions 

in ways that eventually transformed her practice for managing the integration of ICT into her class 

reading program.  These were (a) the technology hardware and Internet resources available for use in 

Janice’s classroom, (b) her developing knowledge of how to manage ICT learning experiences using 

her class computers, and (c) collaborative sharing of her technology infrastructure concerns with our 

community of learners.  This snapshot was selected to demonstrate how Janice and I dealt with, 

managed, or resolved the technology infrastructure issues we encountered during our learning 

journey.  

Snapshot 1: Technology issues–Reliability of classroom computers.  The following 

information provides background data about the context and Janice’s espoused theories and intended 

outcomes for Snapshot 1.  This snapshot identifies the technology issues Janice encountered in her 

attempts to integrate ICT into her classroom practice during Cycle 1.  
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Context.  Context refers to background information about Janice’s reluctance to use 

computers for teaching and learning in her classroom prior to the project.  It also refers to her 

confidence for using computers and the quality and quantity of computer hardware and resources 

available for use in her classroom.  Janice revealed she had previously used computers for her own 

personal and professional use.  She also had attended ICT professional development sessions on using 

particular computer hardware and resources in the past.  However, despite these actions, she admitted 

she was not a confident or committed user of technology.  Janice commented on how she was aware 

of her “great reluctance to use the computers at all. I needed to force myself” 

(Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  She explained her reluctance was due to the poor quality 

and unreliability of computer hardware available for use in her classroom: “I know I am limited by the 

fact that I have only 4 working computers that are constantly breaking down” (Janice/CS/25Jun04) 

(see Appendix N).  She described how these technical problems and her lack of knowledge had 

influenced her use of computers for learning: 

 

Some very frustrating experiences last year with some old Macs influenced me to be very 

wary of using the computers.  I was reluctant to use the computers due to technical 

difficulties–(the computers were very old) and my lack of technical knowledge in relation to 

using Mac computers.  (Janice/CS /25Jun04) (see Appendix N) 

 

Janice revealed how she was “relying on some children to be tutors or fix the [technology] 

problems” and that “the children were getting frustrated with trying to ‘fix’ the computers” 

(Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  She admitted that she “was feeling guilty about not 

integrating the use of the computers more” (Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  Janice described 

how the school’s ICT specialist teacher was supporting her and her students’ practice by “modelling 

the skills for me and the children, [and] then we practice” (Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  

Espoused theory and intended outcomes.  Espoused theory and intended outcomes refers to 

how and why Janice believed computers should be used for teaching and learning in her classroom 

prior to the project.  Janice described how she perceived the use of ICT to be a priority: “I think it 

should be an integral part of the classroom program” (Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  This 

finding aligns with district survey results, showing that 73% of respondent teachers prioritised the use 

of ICT for teaching and learning (see p. 96).  Janice described declarative and procedural knowledge 

of how she used some computer programs for student learning, for example, “word processing,” 

“Excel,” and “Inspiration” programs (Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  She explained that 

students “were spending a long time on the computers doing small tasks” (Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N).  She commented, “I want to start using the computers more, including me using it and 

getting the children using it more” (Janice/CS/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).   
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In the following account, Janice revealed that although she was confident in her procedural 

knowledge of how to organise reading-group activities, she wanted to improve her practice by 

introducing a new Internet-based resource: “I knew that my guided reading small-group sessions were 

going well, but that there were WebQuests already available for use” (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N).  This snapshot illustrates the issues Janice encountered as she attempted to use the 

technology that was available in her classroom to integrate Internet-reading tasks into her reading 

groups.   

Data analysis with self-reflections.  To enact her plan to integrate Internet-based WebQuests 

in her class reading groups, Janice had to first confront issues related to the quality and quantity of 

ICT infrastructure in her classroom.  Tables 27, 28, and 29 report data, self-reflections, and results 

related to how Janice and I tried to resolve these ICT infrastructure issues. 
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Table 27 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Technology Infrastructure Issues–Reliability of 

Integrating Classroom Computers  

Data: Technology infrastructure issues–

Reliability of integrating classroom 

computers 

 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

Janice faced technology issues in her efforts 

to integrate her class computers into her 

reading groups.  I advised her that her old 

class computers might not be able to access 

Internet resources like WebQuests and Online 

Learning Projects.  Janice asked [the ICT 

specialist teacher] to check it out 

(Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N) 

and found out, I can only run them on one 

computer (iMac). (Janice/RJ/23Mar04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 4)  We discussed, planned, 

and reflected collaboratively on our options, 

so possible solutions: 1) Vikki takes group to 

[computer] lab (but then I won’t be able to 

see what’s happening) or 2) use what we’ve 

got–one working computer.  

(Janice/RJ/23Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 5)  

I advised it would be best that we run 

computer group activities in the classroom 

because this would provide better 

opportunities for modelling of effective 

practices to occur.  (Vikki/RJ/17Mar04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 27)  Janice decided to enact 

this in-class integration model, reflecting in 

her journal, how will I run it in my room?  

(Janice/RJ/05Apr04) (see Appendix D, p. 5)  

 

Janice’s technology problems persisted.  She 

had to constantly consult the IT technician at 

her school to help fix the problems.  For 

example, Janice reflected on how access to 

the Internet in her classroom was unreliable: 

Internet working at school [on] one computer 

only (Janice/RJ/25Apr04) (see Appendix D, 

p. 5).  Later she said, Now 2 [computers] 

operating with Internet … 2 iMacs and 2 

IBMs–different passwords. 

(Janice/RJ/27May04) (see Appendix D, p. 16)  

She experienced difficulties with the old 

computers in her classroom: One computer 

fluctuates between working [and] not 

working. (Janice/RJ/05Jun04) (see Appendix 

D, p. 16)  The ICT technician eventually 

replaced this old computer; however, 

managing the use of these computers 

remained an ongoing concern for Janice: [ICT 

technician] replaced old computer–[now 

have] 3 IBMs … crowded workspace for 8 

children. (Janice/RJ/07Jun04) (see Appendix 

D, p. 16) 

Think about slowing [the] process down a 

little–giving [the] teachers [i.e., Janice and 

Daniel, the two teachers I facilitate in the 

project] time and space [to] solve [the] 

problems/challenges, develop trust, and get to 

know my teachers before asking too much of 

them.  I’m conscious of not putting too much 

pressure on them, particularly given [their 

technology] problems. (Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 31) 

 

I asked Janice, How [are you] going with [the] 

technology in [your] classroom?  Would she 

like me to visit and assist?  I feel terrible that I 

can’t assist Janice more with her concerns–

always seems to go hand-in-hand with 

integration and not being able to fix [problems] 

on the spot–hinders progress.  

(Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 32) 

 

 

Technical glitches [are] a common occurrence 

for Janice and Daniel [the two teachers I am a 

facilitator for] and [they are influencing] 

integration–Tied up in hardware and support 

issue–also management options and confidence 

or “comfortability” of making ICT a 

general/regular part of the classroom 

environment, therefore, integration [an] 

issue/concern. (Vikki/RJ/03Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 40)     

 

… [I] need to make teachers aware that this is 

a learning journey for me too … we’re all 

learning and sharing together–I’m concerned 

teachers may be expecting me to be an expert in 

ICT, technical issues, etc. (Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 31) … My supervisor 

reassured me I’m not the ‘expert’ so therefore 

lessons [that I implement with teachers do not] 

need to be perfect models.  Just trying 

something out (practices/processes) and seeing 

what happens/results. (Vikki/RJ/21Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 53)  

 

[Technology] hardware problems/issues [are] 

a concern and [they are influencing Janice’s] 

willingness to continue.  This worries me! 

(Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 60) 

Facilitator relationship and support:  

My in-class facilitation was a social 

condition that supported Janice to persist in 

her efforts to enact her plans to integrate 

ICT into her reading program.  My advice, 

empathy, and suggestions helped Janice 

make sense of the technological 

complexities she faced.  Our collaborating 

ensured she hovered above an option 

related to the ICT predicaments she faced, 

rather than deciding immediately to reduce 

her commitment in the project.  She 

oscillated away from such a decision, 

eventually committing to try out different 

options to solve her ICT problems.  

Assuring Janice that I was a learner too and 

we were engaging in a collaborative 

learning process together helped us develop 

a positive relationship.  This bolstered 

Janice’s confidence, trust, and momentum 

within the project.  My encouragement for 

Janice to take a slow approach to making 

changes to her practice ensured she 

remained committed to achieving her goals.   

 

Managing ICT integration–Technology 

infrastructure issues:  

Janice described that the poor quality and 

quantity of technology infrastructure 

available for use in her classroom was a 

constant concern.  This finding corroborates 

the views of teachers in the wider district 

community, where numerous teachers 

reported technological issues associated 

with using computer resources in 

classrooms (see pp. 102-103).  I identified 

that technology problems were a physical 

condition that influenced Janice’s (a) 

confidence; (b) planning, actions, and 

efforts to change her practice; and (c) 

persistence to want to continue in the 

project.  The support of an ICT technician, 

ICT specialist teacher, and me, her in-class 

facilitator, gave Janice the personal agency 

to confront the numerous collisions she 

encountered.  She persevered with her 

efforts to try to use computers more 

effectively during her class reading groups, 

generating procedural knowledge of how to 

manage ICT resources. 

 

Janice realised, “the physical environment was a problem” (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N).  Despite this, she persevered with her goal to provide effective ICT learning 

environments in her reading program (see Table 28).  
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Table 28 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Managing ICT Learning Experiences for Teaching 

Reading Using Classroom Computers  

Data: Managing ICT learning experiences 

for teaching reading using classroom 

computers 

 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

Janice selected a small group of capable 

students for me to work with and complete 

the Internet-reading task.  She organised for 

her other students in reading groups to be 

monitored and managed by parents and a 

student teacher.  She revealed, we’ll take 

one group only to start with and maybe use 

laptops, [the class] next door’s computers.  

(Janice/RJ/16Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 

5)  She asked the other Year 4 teachers in 

[her] [teaching] block if we could use their 

computers because of the technology issues 

she experienced with her classroom 

computers. (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N) 

 

Janice decided that the other guided 

reading groups will run separately to this 

project [integrating Internet-reading 

tasks]; however, the whole class will be 

working on similar outcomes as the study 

[action research project] group. 

(Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

48)  She changed her original plan to focus 

more on the independent learning aspect 

required for the integration of technology 

resources due to constraints imposed by the 

technology hardware.   (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 59)  

 

Janice’s modified plan to use her Year 4 

teaching colleagues’ computers to integrate 

ICT into her reading groups was generally 

not a successful teaching practice. Janice 

believed, the group of children are quite 

independent and should be able to work 

unsupervised [in the other Year 4 

classrooms].   (Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) 

(Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N)  

However, this was not the case.  Janice 

reflected, this is an imposition on them [the 

other Year 4 class] as we are moving in and 

out of the classroom.  (Janice/RJ/27May04) 

(see Appendix D, p. 16)  She said, having 

children in different rooms didn’t help 

(Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N), 

as poor old Vikki’s running from that end to 

that end trying to monitor what they’re 

doing.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix 

G: 532-533) 

I posed questions for Janice that prompted her decision-

making and guided her planning.  For example, [How will 

she ensure students’] independence?, How [will she] 

organise for learning to take place?, Does this require a 

facilitation process? How? (Leaders, experts, teacher aides, 

parent helpers, ICT specialist teacher).  (Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 28) 

 

Janice’s decision to make the guided reading [Internet] 

group a separate activity concerns me–Does this appear  like 

Janice is copping out of integrating Internet activities [into 

her reading groups]?  Have all the technology problems got 

the better of her?  Is she feeling stressed?  Might need to 

keep an eye on this.  (Vikki/RJ/22Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

49)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Changes to plans–[this] has been a constant occurrence for 

Janice since our journey began.  However, yesterday’s 

incident [having to change times for my planned visit due to 

an unforeseen class interruption] may have been a blessing 

in disguise as showed me Janice’s ability to be independent 

when put under pressure and the sense of achievement she 

got for having accomplished the task on her own–‘out of bad 

comes good.’.  Teachers generally are very good and have a 

lot of practice at having to make/change plans ‘on the hop,’ 

but I wonder if having me here to help the process makes this 

easier for the teachers I’m supporting?  When I think back to 

my times in the classroom–would I have kept going without 

the support of another? (Vikki/RJ/07May04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 78)   

 

Time to work on project limited today–time taken up by other 

duties i.e., getting computers/Internet up and running, 

entering passwords, working out where individuals/pairs up 

to in their task completion.   Difficulty observing and 

assisting students in their progress when have to run up and 

down the block to supervise students and cater to their needs.  

Discussed this with Janice [and] suggested ways to make 

students more responsible for the learning and independent 

in being able to do these types of things on their own to make 

management of such tasks easier during reading-group work 

e.g., display passwords, log in requirements, and [provide] 

demonstrations of how to do it for children.  Could I create a 

poster, chart, [or] signs for display? (Vikki/RJ/20May04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 86) 

Facilitator relationship and 

support:  

My questioning, suggestions, 

and feedback about students’ 

interactions with computer-

based reading tasks prompted 

Janice’s reflection, adaptive 

planning, and actions.  I 

provided words of 

encouragement that 

contributed to Janice’s 

willingness to persevere when 

she met collisions.  My “just-

in-time” support facilitated 

Janice’s movement to-and-fro 

between collision and 

collusion.  She worked 

toward a position of collusion 

by hovering above a collision 

and then continuing to make 

positive changes to her 

practice.  

 

Action learning–Adaptive 

planning:  

Janice displayed personal 

agency, metacognitive 

insight, and resilience through 

her perseverance to enact new 

plans and practices.  She 

continued despite facing 

numerous collisions related to 

the physical constraints of her 

classroom technology tools.  

 

Generated knowledge:  

Action learning provided 

Janice with the tools to 

observe, reflect on, and be 

critical of her planned actions.  

This was a cognitive 

condition that allowed Janice 

to challenge her espoused 

beliefs about whether students 

could work independently on 

ICT-based reading tasks. She 

generated procedural 

knowledge of how to manage 

the ICT resources available 

for use in her classroom. 

 

Janice’s careful planning and teaching was frequently disrupted because of constant problems 

associated with using her classroom ICT resources.  We discussed these issues during my frequent 
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classroom visits.  Janice also shared her concerns with other members of our community of learners at 

regular, scheduled meetings held during Cycle 1 (see Table 29). 

Table 29 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Sharing of Technology Infrastructure and Integration 

Concerns with our Community of Learners 

Data: Sharing of technology infrastructure 

and integration concerns within the 

community of learners  

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

At our first project meeting, Janice shared 

that the Internet was finally now connected, 

but [she was] still wondering whether to keep 

going [with the project].  (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 60)  The group offered 

Janice suggestions: use of worksheet to 

outline responsibilities, contract of some 

form, [and] use of computers as a “work 

station” activity.  (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 60)  She used these ideas to 

help shape her teaching practice, reflecting in 

her journal after the meeting, [I] need support 

with classroom management–small-group 

Internet [use], whole class–5 most important 

inventions … rotate children through 

computer–use timer, Flow Chart, contract.  

(Janice/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix D, p. 6)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At the second project meeting, Janice 

continued to share her plights about the 

technology issues she faced with the group.  

She commented, Yes. Well you know my 

running battles.  (Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see 

Appendix G: 501) … Like when you get there 

in the morning and turn the computer on and 

the Internet’s down.  (Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see 

Appendix G: 526-527)  The group 

empathised with Janice’s concerns and 

offered supportive comments.  For example, 

John, a teacher, commented, Why do we put 

pressure on ourselves to use computers if we 

don’t have access to them?  

(John/Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

62)  I responded, Yes, well it’s been a very 

big learning cycle for you.  

(Vikki/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 503).   

[At the project meeting today, I] 

made [the] decision to step back 

and let [Janice and Daniel, the 

two teachers I am facilitating] 

have their time to talk to others to 

comment/question (since I 

already take such an active role 

in what they’re doing).   Found it 

difficult to formulate new 

questions for them [in this 

forum], having been so close to 

them and a part of the 

proceedings thus far.  Need to 

find new ways that I can 

model/lead for them though.  

Think facilitator/mentor role will 

perhaps turn out to be a critical 

factor in how the process 

unravels–guiding process, 

sharing of ideas/new ways of 

knowing/doing, regular sessions 

to keep [teachers] on track that 

continues messages from 

meetings–diversity of support 

(community of learners and me).  

(Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 61) 

 

 

 

I asked Janice, “So you’re happy 

with that?  The way things are 

going?” to get a sense of how 

she’s feeling about her project 

and my contributions–often hard 

to judge or find time to talk in 

busy schedule of classroom visits.  

This is another forum to clarify 

things or listen to teachers to see 

if my hunches from my 

observations are correct. 

(Vikki/RJ/16Jun04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 114) 

Networking within the community of 

learners:  

The support of the community of learners 

was a social condition that helped 

maintain Janice’s commitment to 

implementing her action learning plans in 

the project.  Scheduled meetings of the 

community of learners provided 

opportunities for Janice to “vent” her 

frustrations and raise issues about her 

attempts to integrate ICT into her class 

reading program.  Group members 

provided suggestions that helped Janice 

manage her learning and guide her 

reflection and planning.  They provided 

empathetic comments of support to 

reassure and help reposition her to want 

to continue in the project despite the 

difficulties she faced.  Hence, our 

community of learners supported and 

sustained Janice to work with the 

collusions and collisions that marked 

transformed learning and innovations in 

her teaching practice.  When she was in 

doubt, hovering or oscillating between 

decisions, Janice sought feedback and 

guidance from the group.  This helped her 

to determine altered pathways to collude 

with her plans and goals.   

 

Facilitator relationship and support:  

My in-class facilitation created a “bridge” 

and connectedness between the 

encultured, communal learning that 

occurred in scheduled meetings of the 

community of learners and the individual, 

idiosyncratic learning that occurred in 

classrooms.  These group meetings 

provided a new forum for me to listen to 

and analyse the messages Janice shared 

about her practice.  These interactions 

helped me identify how she was feeling 

about being involved in the project.  Our 

discussions provided feedback on how 

my actions as a facilitator were 

influencing Janice’s practices.  This 

feedback guided my future actions to 

facilitate Janice’s learning in her 

classroom.  
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Theories-in-use and learning for Snapshot 1.  This snapshot illustrates how Janice’s and my 

collaborative efforts to address critical incidents resulted in new theories-in-use and learning to 

transform reading-group activities.  It shows that Janice’s plan to “make better, more regular use of 

the 4 computers” in her classroom (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P) became a theory-in-use.  

She created opportunities for a small group of capable students in her class to engage with computer 

reading tasks despite the problems she had encountered.  

Managing ICT integration–Technology infrastructure issues.  Janice dealt with and managed 

numerous technology infrastructure issues when attempting to integrate ICT into her classroom 

practice.   In some cases, Janice resolved the concerns she had with her older classroom computers 

that were frequently breaking down.  For example, the ICT technician supported her by providing two 

newer computers to use in her classroom.  However, even “one of these bit the dust before we could 

even access it, after [ICT technician] [spent] full day getting it ready [for use in the classroom]” 

(Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 104).  On the whole, Janice was forced to cope with the poor 

quality and quantity of ICT infrastructure available for use in her classroom.  She commented on how 

the “over crowdedness of [the] computer area [was] a distraction for some children” 

(Vikki/RJ/04Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 104).  She generated procedural knowledge of alternate ways 

to manage the poorly developed computer and Internet resources of her classroom by using the 

support of others in her year level teaching team.  This signalled a change from single-loop to double-

loop learning.   

Networking within the community of learners.  As illustrated in this example, the social 

support of the community of learners, including myself, and other staff at Janice’s school, such as the 

ICT specialist teacher and ICT technician, contributed to her knowledge, confidence, and 

perseverance.  Janice sought help and advice from these people to solve the ICT problems she 

experienced.  This community support allowed Janice to hover and oscillate between collision and 

collusion in efforts to overcome her problems and reluctance to integrate ICT into her classroom 

practice.  At the end of Cycle 1, Janice commented positively on the influence of the project and its 

community on her learning experiences: “I think it’s forced me to get used to the computers” 

(Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 537).  

Facilitator relationship and support.   In the project’s early days, my approach to in-class 

facilitation allowed Janice and me to develop a positive, trusting relationship for embarking on a 

collaborative learning journey together.  This contributed to her willingness to persist.  In my role as 

Janice’s facilitator, I learnt how important it was to analyse her surveys and documents.  I also 

listened carefully to determine her professional learning needs, interests, and fears related to her 

existing ICT practices.  I realised the value of using these understandings to inform the way I 

interacted with Janice and her students in the classroom.  I came to know that effective facilitation 

involves identifying and building slowly on the prior experiences and knowledge teachers bring to a 

professional learning situation.  I reassured Janice that we would “‘dip our toes’ in and see what 
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happens–Use these ideas to refine the process as we go” (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

60).  I also empathised with Janice and supported her to work through the technology issues she faced.  

These actions ensured Janice was stepping outside her “safety zone [and was determined] to try 

something different and new” (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 63).   

In Snapshot 2, critical incidents shaped Janice’s beliefs, perceptions, and assumptions in ways 

that eventually transformed her practice for managing the integration of ICT into her class reading 

program.  These were (a) sourcing, evaluating, selecting, and modifying Internet-reading tasks; (b) 

students’ reading strategies and ICT skills; (c) and students’ reading capabilities in ICT environments.  

This snapshot was selected to demonstrate how Janice and I managed pedagogical concerns related to 

integrating multiliterate reading practices during Cycle 1 of our learning journey.  

Snapshot 2: Multiliterate reading practices–Sourcing, evaluating, selecting, and modifying 

Internet-reading tasks.  The following information provides background data about the context and 

Janice’s espoused theories and intended outcomes for Snapshot 2.  This snapshot identifies how and 

why Janice learnt to source, evaluate, and modify Internet resources to use for teaching multiliterate 

reading practices in her reading-group program during Cycle 1.  It describes practices Janice had 

implemented to teach reading in her classroom prior to the project.  It also describes how and why she 

had to modify these practices when she introduced Internet-reading tasks to her students.   

Context.  Context refers to background information about Janice’s knowledge and practices 

for teaching reading in her classroom, including integrating regular reading-group activities.  At the 

beginning of the project, Janice revealed that teaching reading “is an integral part of the day, but I’m 

not very disciplined about running my formalised guided reading groups” (Janice/RJ/08Mar04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 2).  She explained how her students generally engaged in small-group reading 

activities to develop their comprehension: “Parents come in one morning a week to take small groups 

for comprehension skills. We highlight the text for understanding” (Janice/RJ/08Mar04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 2).  However, Janice explained why she was dissatisfied with the way her reading 

groups were working: “My reading groups were operating about twice per week with the help of 

parents … I was not happy with what I was doing–it was inconsistent and the parents were not really 

monitoring what the children’s responses were” (Janice/RJ/10Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 36).    

Espoused theory and intended outcomes.  Espoused theory and intended outcomes is based on 

prior knowledge Janice had developed about teaching reading.  It also refers to how and why she 

believed she needed to change her reading practices to include using ICT to improve students’ 

learning outcomes.  Janice explained that she “wanted to encourage children to see the information 

provided on the Internet as another type of useful text and resource” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see 

Appendix P).  She commented,  

 

I also felt that the reading activities needed to be relevant and meaningful to the children and 

not just time fillers to keep the rest of the groups busy while I did Guided Reading with one 
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group. I felt that there often wasn’t enough feedback given to the children about the activity 

they had just completed. (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P) 

 

She reflected in her journal on pedagogical aspects of her practice she believed might need to 

be considered when integrating Internet-reading tasks: “organisation, critical literacy, [and] higher 

order thinking” (Janice/RJ/05Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 3).  This snapshot illustrates how Janice 

and I generated knowledge about teaching multiliterate reading practices through the integration of 

ICT into her class reading-group activities.  

Data analysis with self-reflections.  To enact her plan to integrate Internet-based resources, 

Janice had to evaluate and select a suitable resource to use from a range of sources I had provided for 

her.  Tables 30A, 30B, 31, and 32 report data, self-reflections, and results related to how we enacted 

our plan to source, evaluate, select, and modify a pre-developed Internet-based WebQuest resource.  

We used this resource with a small group of students during reading groups in Cycle 1.   

Table 30A 

Data, Self-reflections, and Results Related to Sourcing, Evaluating, and Selecting an Internet-Reading 

Task 

Data: Multiliterate reading practices–Sourcing, 

evaluating, and selecting an Internet-reading task  

 

Self-reflections Results  

 

Janice and I engaged in a collaborative planning process 

to choose what we thought were relevant, high-quality 

Internet resources to use for her reading groups.  Janice 

explained, So whatever topic we were doing, Vikki would 

go off and find sites. We’d look at them together and 

think whether or not we could use them.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 410-412).  I had 

initially encouraged Janice to select a resource that 

matched the topic of her current New Basics curriculum 

unit (see Appendix M).  Janice said, As part of my New 

Basics integrated units of work, I have selected relevant 

Internet resources that provide children with tasks 

designed to increase the children’s knowledge, skills, and 

understandings that are developed throughout the unit  

(Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  I provided Janice 

with examples of Internet tasks and professional readings 

that I had sourced to guide her actions.  I had suggested 

she consider selecting a pre-developed Internet task, a 

WebQuest or Online Learning Project 

(http://www.cap.nsw.edu.au/bb_site_ 

intro/stage2_Modules/inventions_chart.htm), based on 

her New Basics Rich Task (see Appendix M).  She 

commented, Vikki’s reading–says something about me 

and my teaching. Decided I wanted to keep going with 

Internet task–research module.  (Janice RJ/28Apr04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 6)  She went on to enact my suggestions:  

I like the look of one of the WebQuests: Inventions. 

(Janice/RJ/05Apr04) (see Appendix D, p. 5) Like the task 

as it fits in perfectly with my New Basics unit.  (Janice 

RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix D, p. 6) 

Will suggest teachers [i.e., Janice and 

Daniel] integrate their project [work] with 

New Basics units to help them alleviate 

possible worries about additional 

workloads [associated with participating in 

the project]. (Vikki/RJ/17Mar04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 30). 

 

Investigate New Basics within the school … 

What has occurred?  What are the 

standards?  What are the procedures at the 

school level?  Why are teachers doing it 

this way?  Collect teachers’ unit plans to 

better help me understand what they do and 

what they are trying to achieve. (Vikki/ RJ/ 

24Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 32)  

 

Read over [New Basics] unit of work for 

the term to see where [Janice is] going and 

how this learning project will fit in?  

(Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

49)  

 

 

Janice’s comments make me feel reassured 

that my efforts are making a difference–

Janice is [positive] about the websites and 

getting something from the readings!  

(Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

63) 

Facilitator relationship 

and support:  

I used my 

understandings of how 

complex a teacher’s 

work can be to guide 

how I supported Janice 

in her classroom.  I had 

gained these 

understandings from my 

own prior teaching 

experiences in 

classrooms and my 

professional reading on 

the topic.  However, 

through the collisions 

we faced, I learnt the 

importance of adapting 

practices to suit the 

individual classroom 

and curriculum contexts 

and needs of the 

teachers I supported.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.cap.nsw.edu.au/bb_site_
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Once we had sourced and selected a pre-developed Internet-based WebQuest resource, we 

had to modify its activities because of the difficulties students experienced when completing them.    

Table 30B 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Modifying an Internet-Reading Task 

Data: Multiliterate reading 

practices–Modifying an Internet-

reading task 

 

Self-reflections Results  

 

Janice explained the problems we 

encountered once her students 

began to interact with these pre-

developed WebQuest tasks:  So 

we found what we thought was a 

fairly simple task which was 

choosing the best five inventions 

to take back to their planet.  

(Janice//PM2/Jun04) (see 

Appendix G: 488-490)  And you 

think, “Great! I’m going to do 

that.”  It doesn’t work so well 

because you can never assume 

that children know everything … 

You can’t just give them a set 

task. So you have to read it 

carefully.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 457-459).  

 

Janice commented on how and 

why she modified these pre-

developed tasks (see Appendix O 

for students’ recording sheets):  

We’ve had to come up with a 

better worksheet to better define 

[the Invention topic headings of 

the original student response 

sheet] including leading questions 

and lines [to address issues 

concerned with students’ messy 

writing].  (Janice/RJ/May04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 17)  She said, 

When I first did a recording sheet 

for them, it looked something like 

this (see Appendix O for students’ 

recording sheets: Originals), and I 

thought, “Well, that looks all 

right!”  But once they started 

using that, [we found] even the 

setting out of it was no good.  

Like, you know what kids are like 

with their setting out, and I’m a 

bit fussy.  You know, I didn’t have 

lines and the writing went all over 

like this, and they couldn’t fit in 

what they wanted.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix 

G: 459-463 and Appendix O for 

students’ modified recording 

sheets) 

 

Appears to be a lot of other things happening in 

the classroom/school–distractions by visitors to 

[the] room, practice student [teacher], and 

helping her to do her [regular class] 

requirements, parent helpers to organise, 

special lessons to quickly pack up for and move 

to [other rooms].  Janice suggested stopping 

the module at the Invention Task [instead of 

completing all tasks included in the Online 

Learning Object] as not sure how to fit 

everything in … Is this module complicating 

things more?  Separate to unit?  Separate to 

other requirements of class and students?  

Should it have been integrated more into [the] 

total [New Basics] unit/class requirements, 

rather than being just one more thing to do?  

(Vikki/RJ/20May04) (see Appendix F, p. 85) ... 

Explained to Janice happy to slow process 

down and go as fast/slow as she feels able to 

cope with considering other 

demands/expectations of class in regards to 

unit/school commitments.  Janice wants to 

ensure children are engaging/learning from the 

module in an appropriate way.  Would rather 

children did a good job of note-taking [and] 

have thorough understanding of one invention 

and categories of information rather than 

complete a hotch-potch effort.  

(Vikki/RJ/21May04) (see Appendix F, p. 88).  

      

Discussed ways that module could have been 

adapted to suit better (e.g., minimising 

students’ choice of inventions to specific ones 

where relevant/interesting information was 

available).  Task so great that issues/concerns 

have arisen as part of the process–[foresaw] 

some problems, but not others   

(Vikki/RJ/21May04) (see Appendix F, p. 87) 

… I think that although my suggestion to use a 

pre-developed WebQuest [to match Janice’s 

New Basics unit] was well-intentioned, it hasn’t 

worked out as successfully as I had hoped.  

Other problems have occurred.  The activities 

have had to be modified.  The task has had to 

be simplified and scaffolded for students [to 

allow them to read and note-take effectively 

when completing their research task].  This has 

been a surprise for me too as I thought it 

[choosing a pre-developed Internet task] would 

be an easy option for Janice!  I thought it would 

provide a good model and save her time.  On 

[a] positive note–looks like it will create new 

learning opportunities for us!   

(Vikki/RJ/22May04) (see Appendix, p. 87).   

Demands of school-based 

responsibilities:  

Janice’s engagement in the project was 

challenged by the demands of other 

school-based responsibilities and 

curriculum needs.  At times, these 

institutional conditions caused her to 

have doubts about committing.  She 

hovered and oscillated between 

deciding to commit or not, which 

sometimes led to her decreased action 

and reduced commitment in the project.  

I learnt that Janice’s learning and 

development was enhanced when her 

project work was integrated closely 

with school-based requirements and 

curriculum demands.  

 

Action learning–Adaptive planning:  

Our observations and critical reflections 

of students’ interactions with tasks 

alerted us to the fact that they were 

having difficulties reading the website 

texts.  They also had problems 

identifying and recording relevant 

information to answer their research 

questions.  This new knowledge caused 

us to question the use of pre-developed 

tasks, allowing us to explore the 

congruence between our espoused 

theories and theories-in-use.  We 

challenged our assumptions about 

students’ reading capabilities in Internet 

environments and the design of 

Internet-reading tasks.  We learnt from 

our mistakes, realigning our plans to 

accommodate for these influences.  

Janice modified her plans and changed 

her actions after realising that pre-

developed tasks were not necessarily a 

convenient option.  She realised that the 

tasks needed to be analysed carefully to 

ensure suitability and that worksheets 

had to be re-designed for students prior 

to their use.  As a facilitator, I learnt the 

importance of promoting to teachers the 

positive learning experiences that can 

arise from both positive and negative 

outcomes.  Both Janice and I engaged 

in double-loop learning as a result of 

the unintended learning outcomes that 

arose from our actions.     
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Janice demonstrated that she integrated ICT as a tool to assist her to enhance curriculum 

delivery and outcomes in this cycle.  However, she demonstrated misunderstandings about how to 

teach reading effectively in any context, let alone through the integration of ICT-based multiliterate 

reading practices.  Close monitoring (observation and reflection) of students as they worked in ICT 

environments alerted Janice to how and why her teaching of reading and ICT needed to change (see 

Table 31).    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



185 

Table 31 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Students’ Reading Strategies and ICT Skills 

Data: Multiliterate reading practices–Students’ 

reading strategies and ICT skills   

 

Self-reflections Results  

 

Initially, I had prompted Janice to use results of the 

PROBE reading assessment (Parkin, Parkin, & Pool, 

2002) conducted for the systemic goal to guide 

actions for her reading groups (see Appendix K).  

After analysing these results, Janice said, most 

children in my class are comprehending at the literal 

level [and] this has been my focus in my reading 

groups up to this point.  (Janice/RJ/10Jun04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 20)  This made her reflect on and 

question her prior teaching practices: I’ve been giving 

them [the ,students] small texts with comprehension 

questions (literal, reorganisation, inference, 

vocabulary) with an emphasis on literal (children 

highlight answers in [the] text)–maybe I’ve honed 

into that too much and locked them into having to 

find the answer [in] the text.  (Janice/RJ/10Jun04) 

(see Appendix D, p. 20)  I think my reading activities 

have mainly focused on lower level reading 

comprehension.  (Janice/RJ/09Nov04) (see Appendix 

D, p. 34)  

 

I encouraged Janice to consider her students’ ICT 

capabilities.  To monitor their capabilities and modify 

our teaching practices, we implemented an Internet 

survey and reflection activity.  We also used student 

responses from a questionnaire Janice developed on 

the Know, Want, Learn (KWL) strategy (see 

Appendix O).  Additionally, we made observations of 

her students’ skills and processes when they 

completed Internet-reading tasks.  Janice took 

particular guidance from a response that one of her 

students made when reflecting on [their] Internet 

skills using the KWL strategy.  One student 

commented, “How do we know what we want to know 

if we don’t know what there is to know?”  

(Janice/RJ/09Nov04) (see Appendix D, p. 35)  She 

also reflected on students’ varying degrees of 

familiarity with the Internet.  (Janice/RJ/Jun04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 18)  We collaboratively shared 

examples of how this practice had guided our 

teaching with members of our community of learners:  

Janice did a really interesting KWL.  The language 

that they [students] used, they had it all down pat, 

that language about using the computer and their 

Internet use.  (Vikki/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 

549-551)  Yeah.  Transferring that to the task was an 

issue though.  But when it came to actually answering 

a question, [or] typing a website was inappropriate, 

that’s a big issue.  (Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see 

Appendix G: 552-553)  Janice explained the actions 

we needed to take to ensure students’ ICT skills were 

adequate for completing the planned tasks:  Vikki has 

done a lot of teaching of the technology really that 

was required to do the task, going back to even 

turning the computer on actually and getting the right 

passwords, because we’ve got different sorts of 

machines, you have to use different passwords, and 

adding to Favourites, which is great!  

(Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 505-508) 

I encouraged Janice to gather baseline data for 

tracking and measuring change/learning.  

(Vikki/RJ/24Mar04) (see Appendix F, p. 29)  I 

posed the question, Will the PROBE reading 

test offer insights into students’ reading 

proficiency? (Vikki/RJ/29Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 61)  This prompted her to 

reflect and act in particular ways.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Could we give students a survey to gather data 

on their computer/Internet capabilities [and] 

use?  (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

59) 

 

Transfer of knowledge–provided KWL example 

and Janice then created [her] own KWL to 

determine children’s Internet uses. Analysis of 

responses very interesting–note levels of 

language use/terminology and practices that 

children outlined.  Responses could be used to 

guide future pathways of learning (explained 

this to Janice). (Vikki/RJ/21May04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 87) 

 

Isn’t this comment [from one of Janice’s 

students] relevant for all of us?  Janice said 

this comment made her think about her own 

learning [in the project].  (Vikki/RJ/21May04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 87) … Student surprises–

meaningful for Janice and me.   Isn’t this 

equally applicable for adults? … I get the sense 

Janice is conscious of her own learning–she 

knows she has things to learn and is glad of the 

opportunity to better her practices.  

(Vikki/RJ/16Jun04) (see Appendix F, p. 114)  

   

Observed Janice talking to class about 

designating monitors to take responsibility for 

ensuring computers turned on at beginning of 

day and passwords logged in … Taking on 

board suggestions and moving forward.  Got a 

sense today that [Janice is] willing to keep 

going and plough on through issues/concerns–

positive about putting actions into place and 

moving forward.  (Vikki/RJ/21May04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 87) 

Action learning–Close 

monitoring (observing and 

reflecting):  

Janice generated knowledge and 

developed her teaching 

practices based on our close 

monitoring (observing and 

reflecting) of students’ 

interactions as they completed 

Internet-reading tasks.  Her 

repertoire of ways to closely 

monitor students’ learning 

progress and outcomes grew 

with my guidance and models.  

For example, Janice 

implemented a standardised 

reading test and gathered 

progressive evidence of student 

learning such as work samples, 

self-reflections, interviews, 

surveys, and KWL tools.  We 

used evidence obtained from 

observations, focused analyses, 

and critical reflection to track 

what students could actually do 

when they worked in 

technological reading 

environments.  This provided 

direction for our future planning 

and learning experiences and 

validated the effectiveness of 

our interventions.  

 

 

Facilitator relationship and 

support:  

Our collaborative search for 

answers to Janice’s pedagogical 

challenges allowed us to reflect 

deeply on critical incidents to 

uncover Janice’s tacit 

knowledge about practices.  As 

a result, we generated new 

knowledge to develop Janice’s 

practices in ways that were 

relevant and meaningful for her.  

For example, Janice suggested 

that her assumptions about the 

extent of her students’ computer 

skills and reading capabilities 

had been challenged.  Our 

critical reflection on students’ 

interactions and outcomes had 

made this happen.  
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Members of our community of learners supported Janice to generate shared understandings of 

procedural knowledge about how to engage in multiliterate reading practices.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



187 

Table 32  

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Students’ Reading Capabilities in ICT Environments 

Data: Multiliterate reading practices–

Students’ reading capabilities in ICT 

environments 

 

Self-reflections Results  

 

Janice reflected out loud with the 

community of learners about how her 

students’ reading and ICT results had 

made her question her students’ 

capabilities: Was it just their skills 

with technology holding them back or 

was it their research skills?  

(Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix 

G: 594-595)  She observed her 

students experiencing difficulties 

locating and reading closely for 

information to answer research 

questions.  She commented that the 

children were not using the Internet to 

find information (Janice/RJ/May04) 

(see Appendix D, p. 15), but just 

using their prior knowledge to 

complete the task.  

(Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N) 

 

Janice began to think of ways to 

modify her teaching practices, 

reflecting, Is it better to give the 

children more structure–give them 

one website to look at all at the same 

time.  Do they know how to skim 

read?  (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N)  In response, she 

decided to carefully model each stage 

in the learning process [and] taught 

[students] how to access useful 

websites [as they were] unable to 

identify which are the better ones [for 

gathering information and] spent a 

lot of time looking at websites.  

(Janice/RJ/Jun04) (see Appendix D, 

p. 18)  She also decided, children 

need more scaffolding of short note-

taking for graphic organiser.  

(Janice/RJ/May04) (see Appendix D, 

p. 15)  She explicitly taught her 

students how to skim read to help 

with their searching and evaluation of 

information contained in websites.  

She modelled inferential reading 

strategies and taught students 

vocabulary so they could understand 

focus questions (Janice/RJ/07Jun04) 

(see Appendix D, p. 19) to complete 

their Internet-reading and research 

tasks.  Janice revealed, The children 

became quite proficient at using the 

Internet independently [to search for, 

read, and locate appropriate 

information].  

(Janice/ARPDQ/25Jun04) (see 

Appendix N) 

I suggested that reading strategies could 

be different for reading in an Internet 

environment.  (Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 48)  I also discussed [the] 

option of providing guided reading of 

print copies of sites but [Janice] prefers 

kids to be engaged by the technology.  

(Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

59)  Then at a later date, After 

discussions, Janice has decided to stop 

work on the project with the group until 

some scaffolding of note-taking/research 

skills commences … We printed the 

websites off and she will make copies for 

children to have a guided reading lesson.  

(Vikki/RJ/13May04) (see Appendix F, p. 

84)  

 

Group hasn’t worked on the project since 

my last visit.  (Vikki/RJ/13May04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 84) … Why? Is it too 

difficult to integrate without another 

person to assist?  How can the tasks be 

made more manageable?  After my work 

with groups today I can see why Janice 

may be avoiding doing the Internet tasks 

in her reading groups.  Until students are 

more independent at completing tasks 

effectively on their own, they will need 

someone with them to trouble-shoot and 

answer their queries on the spot.  Sure 

they may learn to be more independent 

computer users, but how can you predict 

what support will be necessary to help 

them read/understand the Internet sites 

and tasks?  (Vikki/RJ/20May04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 83) 

    

Willingness on [Janice’s] part [to 

participate in the project is] still a strong 

feature (or appears so at this stage).  

Reinforces importance of relationships to 

the whole equation.  Need to focus more 

on really listening to what [Janice has] to 

say–step back and listen! 

(Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) (see Appendix F, p. 

127) 

 

Difficult to determine as a facilitator 

when to step in and guide and when to 

step back and let things take their own 

course?  Difficult to determine the right 

questions to ask to get the information 

required?–Time to “talk” and ask 

questions?   (Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 127) 

Generated knowledge:  

Janice demonstrated that her knowledge of 

students’ literacy learning practices and outcomes 

were not always accurate, particularly when 

students were reading in ICT environments.  She 

had selected a more capable group of students to 

engage with the ICT tasks and expected this 

group to be independent workers.  However, she 

found the demands of the ICT reading tasks 

hampered their efforts.  She realised that her 

students’ reading skills and strategies acquired 

through prior reading activities of print-based 

texts did not necessarily transfer to reading 

Internet texts.  This issue was an unintended 

outcome that led Janice to question how she 

taught students to read. She reflected, hovering 

and oscillating between possible actions she 

could take.  She finally decided to provide 

structured, scaffolded lessons that taught students 

how to read closely, locate, and take notes of 

appropriate information on a computer screen.  

Janice generated procedural knowledge of how to 

teach students to read in print-based and 

multimediated ICT contexts.  She made 

modifications to her teaching practice that 

reflected her changed understandings.  

 

Networking within the community of learners:  

Meetings of the community of learners provided 

an alternate forum for us to reflect out loud.  

Through these substantive conversations, Janice, 

myself, and the other teachers in our group 

developed shared understandings about the 

complexities of reading in Internet environments.  

In particular, these meetings provided additional 

time for me to voice my knowledge and 

suggestions to Janice.  They provided a different 

context for me to reword my ideas or provide 

feedback, as time for this was often limited in the 

classroom.   

 

Facilitator relationship and support:  

My growing awareness of when it was 

appropriate to “step in” or “step back” for guiding 

Janice’s practice contributed to her sustained 

motivation and efforts in the project.  I came to 

know when Janice’s lack of knowledge and 

understanding of a pedagogical concern may have 

been an issue.  I came to intuitively know when 

to ask probing questions, offer suggestions, 

impart new knowledge, or repeat knowledge or 

suggestions.  This often occurred on multiple 

occasions and at varied times when I felt Janice 

was ready to process and action my advice.  

Facilitation involved allowing Janice time to 

make changes.  I listened closely to what she had 

to say and then “read the signs” to know when 

she was ready to hear messages and move on 

from her current understandings.   
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Theories-in-use and learning for Snapshot 2. This snapshot illustrates how collaborative 

efforts to address the critical incidents we faced resulted in new theories-in-use and learning to 

transform Janice’s reading-group activities.  It shows how we began to enact Janice’s plan to use 

Internet WebQuests and reading tasks in her reading groups during Cycle 1.  It describes the steep 

learning curve that resulted for both of us.   

Generated knowledge.  Janice’s knowledge that was generated during this cycle was 

extensive.  Janice learnt the skills students require when using computers and the Internet, and the 

reading demands of Internet texts and what reading strategies are important.  She commented on her 

changing beliefs about the effectiveness of using Internet tasks for reading and what she had learnt: 

“Children need carefully scaffolded learning and teaching experiences and worksheets … [I need to] 

carefully model each stage in the learning process” (Janice/RJ/Jun04) (see Appendix D, p. 18).  

Janice acknowledged that much of this learning had been unintended learning: “We learnt purely by 

trial and error.  Once we observed a problem we backtracked and presented the learning and 

teaching in a different way” (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  This resulted in a change 

from single-loop to double-loop learning, whereby Janice adapted not only her processes for 

integrating Internet-reading, but also her strategies and tasks.  

Janice’s intended outcome to allow opportunities for her students to see Internet information 

as being “useful” and reading activities as “relevant and meaningful” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see 

Appendix P) became a theory-in-use because of the actions she enacted.  Her close monitoring of 

students’ practices, willingness to confront and challenge her assumptions about teaching and learning 

practices, and persistence to adapt and improve the pre-developed Internet-reading tasks she selected 

for her students were positive outcomes.  

Facilitator relationship and support.  Janice signalled that the collaborative teaching 

partnership we had formed had contributed positively to her successful outcomes.  She commented, 

“Vikki’s help and encouragement [has helped me].   She often found useful sites for me” 

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  I realised the complexities we faced could not be solved with 

simple measures–that “‘small steps’ [were] needed” when facilitating Janice to change her beliefs 

about her practice.  I learnt not to “bombard [her] with too much” and encouraged her to “take it as it 

comes and go with the flow” (Vikki/RJ/07Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 47).  This, coupled with my 

patient manner and willingness and dependability to keep promises of assistance, helped bolster 

Janice’s resilience.  My actions supported her in her sustained endeavours to solve problems and 

improve her practices.  They contributed to our positive relationship and gave Janice the confidence to 

take responsibility for managing her actions and learning.   

Action learning.  Janice also acknowledged that her action learning processes had contributed 

to her learning.  She described how hovering and oscillating played out as we adapted our planning in 

attempts to collude with her goals.  Janice explained, 
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we’d sort of take a couple of steps forward and then realise, “Oh no, we have to go back here 

first and try something else” and we’d go back and refine it.  So I guess it’s been worksheets 

rewritten and learning experiences redone and followed up by different learning. 

(Janice/PM2/Jun04) (see Appendix G: 492-495).   

 

This illustrates Janice was resilient and willing to implement an action research cycle for 

planning, acting, observing, reflecting, and revising plans in her practice.  She dipped in and out of 

these processes as needed.  My presence and support in Janice’s classroom also was an influencing 

social and cognitive condition.  It encouraged her to move on from hovering and oscillating and 

remain committed to working through the processes of the action research cycle for modifying her 

practice. 

This made me think more consciously about how action research cycles unfold and how this 

influences the work of a facilitator/change agent.  I worked out an  

 

effective way to track the flow–how the conversations/incidents unfold–one happening, results 

in another, etc.–zig-zag tracking–messy.  I need to identify the ‘triggers’ that will cause 

movement through the cycles as part of my role.  Therefore, adapt proforma for reflection to 

suit–What I will be tracking are the ‘mini’ or ‘sub’ action spirals that unfold during the big 

cycles of the major phases–what’s going on amidst these [big cycles]–the critical 

incidents/enablers that shape up what is happening.  (Vikki/RJ/02Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

34 for my self-reflection and Appendix N for examples of the proforma I used for mapping 

teachers’ learning journeys)  

 

Through our work in Janice’s classroom I realised,  

 

In Cycle 1, our plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan processes have evolved through a 

series of ‘cycles within cycles’–we confronted collisions, no sooner solving one problem, than 

to be confronted by another, and then another … this has set us off on new, multiple pathways 

to knowledge and learning.  (Vikki/RJ/17Jul04) (see Appendix F, p. 119)  

 

I represented the complex process of cycles within cycles that evolved for Janice and I in 

Cycle 1 in an effort to understand its many facets (see Appendix F for a representation of Janice’s 

Cycle 1).  

In addition, my ongoing discussions with Debra, a critical friend for the project, helped me 

realise the benefits of reflective practice for examining how Janice and I could better improve our 

practices.  I became “more reflective in a conscious way” (Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 

60).  I also continually reinforced for Janice, the “importance of reflective processes reaffirms my 
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constant push for use of journals to identify what works and the practices that required changing” 

(Vikki/RJ/28Apr04) (see Appendix F, p. 60).   

I began to frame my belief that an action research professional development approach that 

relies heavily on the use of evidence-based and reflective practices works best.  Such practices 

allowed Janice and me to closely monitor our pedagogical practices and guide our action learning 

processes.  I could see that Janice’s acquisition of knowledge and learning resulted predominantly 

from this close monitoring.  Her observations and reflection-in-action of her students’ processes, 

outcomes, and completed tasks facilitated this growth.  Hence, observing and reflecting were critical 

for her adaptive planning process.   

New questions and challenges for Cycle 2 of our learning journey.  At the end of Cycle 1, 

Janice demonstrated agency to continue to progress her action learning within the project.  She 

explained,  

 

We ended up at the end of Term One, [with] one group [having] completed what we called a 

WebQuest, an Internet task about an invention.  And the report is back and we’re all pretty happy 

with that, so now stage 2.  (Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 322-324) 

 

In Cycle 2, new questions and challenges guided our collaborative learning journey.  We 

reflected on the technology infrastructure issues we had faced in our efforts to use the computers in 

Janice’s classroom.  We also thought about the solutions and resolutions we had made.  I had 

suggested Janice and I meet “to assess where we’re at and where we’d like to go now?” 

(Vikki/RJ/21May04)  (Appendix F, p. 87)  In an effort to keep Janice on track with her action 

research and action learning goals, I asked her  

 

questions to guide [the] 2
nd

 phase of [her] spiral … What were the issues?  What are you still 

grappling with?  Therefore, what needs to happen now?  Why did you do it?  Why did it 

work?  Didn’t work?  What if …? (We tried this or tried that?).  (Vikki/RJ/07Apr04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 24) 

 

I also reassured Janice–“[your] children will be better able to complete such a task next time 

based on knowledge/strategy/skill development achieved through this attempt” (Vikki/RJ/21May04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 87).  As a result, Janice changed the focus of her goal for Cycle 2; deciding “to 

pursue peer tutoring options more as a way to develop children’s responsibility for learning” 

(Vikki/RJ/21May04) (see Appendix F, p. 87).   

In addition, I also questioned her to evaluate my actions as her facilitator: “What am I 

doing/not doing to assist the process?” (Vikki/RJ/21May04) (see Appendix F, p. 87). 
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Cycle 2–“Understanding and improving practice: Fitting pieces of the puzzle together”.  

During Cycle 2, Janice and I enacted specific processes to continue our collaborative learning 

journey, consolidating our learning acquired during Cycle 1.  Janice planned how to integrate the 

newly introduced school computer lab and regular support of an ICT specialist teacher to support her 

classroom reading-group activities.  Based on our prior unintended learning of what had or had not 

worked during Cycle 1, Janice decided to introduce one Internet-reading task on the topic of “space”.  

She said she wanted to introduce one task that was “narrowed down to [a] more in-depth research” 

into her class reading program during Cycle 2 (Janice/RJ/24Jun04) (see Appendix D, p. 22).  I have 

depicted the plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan action research cycle we used to develop our 

practices for integrating ICT into Janice’s reading groups in Cycle 2 (Figure 21). 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21.  Janice’s and my collaborative action research cycle for Cycle 2 (adapted from Zuber-

Skerritt, 2001, p. 20). 

I also continued to enact processes as a facilitator to support Janice to generate knowledge 

and develop teaching practices in her classroom.  I have depicted the plan, act, observe, reflect, and 

revised plan action research cycle I used to monitor and develop my own practices as a facilitator in 

Cycle 2 (Figure 22). 
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2.  Act 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Observe 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Janice and I continued to adapt our 

planning to consider the complexities 

of working with the computer 

technology in her classroom.  We 

planned how to integrate a WebQuest 

on the topic of “space” into Janice’s 

reading groups, for use with her 

whole class.  What do we want to 

know?  How will we enact our plan? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.  Janice and I blended the use of a newly 

introduced computer lab and ICT specialist 

teacher to support Janice’s classroom-based 

reading groups.  We identified effective ways 

to use varied human resources, including the 

ICT specialist teacher, parents, student 

buddies, and myself, to enhance integration of 

Internet-reading tasks into her groups.  What 

are we doing that will improve learning? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Janice and I determined ways to 

monitor, assess, and evaluate the effects of 

our teaching practices on students’ 

learning processes and outcomes as they 

completed their Internet-reading tasks.   

What evidence do we have that what we 

are doing is working or not? What critical 

incidents influence our work?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Janice and I reflected on 

feedback from student surveys and 

reflection tools.  We critically 

reflected on and reviewed our 

teaching, learning, and assessing 

practices and evaluated the actions 

and outcomes we achieved.  We 

engaged in regular discussions, 

reflected in our journals, and 

engaged in dialogue with others in 

meetings of the community of 

learners.  What worked, what didn’t 

work, and why?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Revised Plan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Based on our reflections, 

Janice and I modified our plans 

and practice.  Janice decided to 

introduce and explore new 

Internet-reading tasks in her 

reading groups.  Where to from 

here?  What do we need to 

know now based on what we 

have learnt from Cycle 2?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cycle 2 
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Figure 22.  My action research cycle for Cycle 2 (adapted from Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, p. 20) 

We encountered and learnt from numerous critical incidents during Cycle 2.  The following 

snapshot illustrates critical incidents and ways in which Janice developed her espoused theory of 

integrating multiliterate reading practices with her students to become an enacted practice.   I have 

represented in Table 33 a summary of the illustrative snapshots for Cycle 2, which show influences on 

what, how, and why Janice integrated multiliterate reading practices into her reading program. 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Reflect 1.  Plan 

2.  Act 3.  Observe 

1.  I guided Janice to select an Internet-

based WebQuest on the topic of “space” 

to use in her reading groups.  I continued 

to help her clarify and implement her 

action learning goals, processes, and 

plans.  We collaboratively planned how I 

would work with a group of her students 

to observe, monitor, and provide 

feedback on Internet-reading practices.  

What does Janice know?  What does 

Janice want to know?  What processes 

can I implement to effectively plan, act, 

observe, reflect, and revise plans with 

Janice and her students?  

2.  I sourced and developed Internet resources and materials 

to support Janice’s work in her classroom.  I documented 

information about my interactions with Janice and her 

students as we introduced and trialled Internet-reading 

tasks.  What can we do that will improve teaching and 

learning?  What can I do to facilitate Janice’s knowledge 

generation and learning?   

 

3.  Data gathering: Janice and I monitored, 

assessed, and evaluated the effects of our 

teaching practices on students’ learning 

outcomes.  I monitored and evaluated what 

influenced Janice to reflect, generate 

knowledge, learn, and change her practice.  

I monitored and evaluated the effects of 

my own actions as a facilitator.  What 

evidence do I have that our actions are 

working or not working?  What critical 

incidents influence our work?   

5.  Revised Plan 

Cycle 2 

5.  Based on my reflections, I 

guided Janice to adapt her 

plans and practice and 

introduce and explore new 

Internet-reading tasks.  I 

determined ways to adapt my 

own practice or introduce new 

ones that I could explore as a 

facilitator.  Where to from 

here?  What do we need to 

know or do now based on 

what we have learnt from 

Cycle 2?  

4.  I critically reflected on, analysed, 

interpreted, and reviewed Janice’s, 

her students’, and my own 

interactions as a facilitator.  I used 

reflection-in-action and reflection-

on-action to evaluate changes in 

knowledge and practice.  I provided 

feedback to inform Janice about her 

students’ knowledge, skills, 

processes, and attitudes when 

engaging in Internet-reading tasks.  

What worked, what didn’t work, 

and why?  
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Table 33  

Influences on What, How, and Why Janice Integrated Multiliterate Reading Practices into Her 

Reading Program for Cycle 2 

Action Research Cycle 2  

 

What How Why 

 

 Regular use of a 

computer lab/ICT 

specialist teacher 

 Sourcing, 

evaluating, and 

selecting Internet-

reading tasks 

 Knowledge about 

Internet-reading 

strategies 

 Making goals and plans 

 Completing reflections in personal 

journal    

 Integrating a blended approach 

using classroom computers and 

computer lab, and Internet and 

print-based reading resources 

 Sourcing, evaluating, and 

modifying Internet-reading tasks by 

Janice and me 

 Challenging assumptions about 

selecting suitable, effective 

websites 

 Generating procedural knowledge 

about managing the integration of 

Internet-reading tasks into reading 

groups–student-led reading groups, 

cooperative working strategies 

 Generating declarative knowledge 

about the criteria for selecting, 

evaluating, and modifying Internet-

reading tasks–colourful 

layouts/graphics, interactive 

websites, clear recording sheets, 

limited number of quality websites 

 Generating knowledge about 

teaching students to read using 

Internet-reading tasks–

differentiating for students’ 

learning needs/reading capabilities, 

scaffolding research and note-

taking skills, modelling inferential 

reading strategies 

 Managing ICT integration–overcoming 

technology infrastructure issues with the 

regular support of a computer lab/ICT 

specialist teacher, student buddies, parents, 

and me 

 Personal agency–growing confidence, 

resilience, metacognitive insight 

 Action learning–adaptive planning, close 

monitoring (observing and critical reflection-

in-action) 

 Networking within the community of 

learners–social and professional collaborative 

partnerships; building trusting, positive 

relationships; meeting on a regular, scheduled 

basis to engage in open, honest professional 

dialogue and critical reflection-on-action; 

support of ICT specialist teacher, other 

teachers, and parents in the wider school 

community, lack of education leadership 

(principal participation)  

 Facilitator relationship and support–twice-

weekly supervision of Internet-reading group; 

giving space for Janice to enact practices 

independently; maintaining caring, positive, 

and trusting relationship; listening closely 

and asking probing questions; providing 

empathy, reassurance, suggestions, and 

feedback; providing effective models; co-

teaching/co-learning collaborative 

partnership (mentoring/coaching)  

 Generated knowledge–exploring congruence 

between espoused theories and theories-in-

use, constructed from prior learning in Cycle 

1  

 

This snapshot shows how critical incidents shaped Janice’s beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions in ways that eventually transformed her practice for managing her integration of ICT into 

her class reading program.  These were (a) the regular use of the computer lab and ICT specialist 

teacher, (b) Janice’s developing knowledge of what constitutes an effective Internet website or 

resource to use for teaching reading, and (c) the collaborative support of our community of learners.  

Snapshot 3: Managing the integration of multiliterate reading practices–Blending regular 

use of a computer lab and classroom computers for integrating modified Internet-reading tasks.  

The following information provides background data about the context and Janice’s espoused theories 

and intended outcomes for Snapshot 2.  This snapshot identifies how and why regular use of a 

computer lab and ICT specialist teacher supported Janice to manage the integration of multiliterate 
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reading practices in her classroom.  It also shows how Janice’s growing procedural knowledge 

assisted her classroom management concerns during Cycle 2.  

Context.  Context refers to background information about Janice’s decisions related to her use 

of a computer lab and ICT specialist teacher to support her integration of “one specific task–one 

website–one guided reading task” (Janice/RJ/07Jun04) (see Appendix D, p. 19).  Janice decided she 

would have the ICT teacher “teach [the] skills via [the] computer lab outside [of] guided reading” 

(Janice/RJ/07Jun) (see Appendix D, p. 19).  She explained that her students would “do an Internet 

task as a class [and] go through it in [the computer] lab with [the ICT specialist teacher]” then she 

would “use reading-group time to complete [the] task” (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).    

Janice explained there would be a focus on “skim reading” and “short note-taking” in the 

task (Janice/RJ/07Jun04) (see Appendix D, p. 19).  She wanted her students to make their “short 

notes about a planet into an information report and present it on a chart to share orally with their 

peers” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  She decided all students would be “involved in the 

same task, a different planet [research topic], based on what they’ve learnt last term in their 

WebQuest” (Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 357-358).  Janice decided she would expand 

integrating ICT in her reading groups to have all students in her class complete the Internet-reading 

task.  She planned to use the small group of more capable learners in Cycle 1 to act as student buddies 

to support the other students in her class.  These actions showed that Janice exhibited change in her 

confidence, beliefs, procedural knowledge, and practice.  

Espoused theory and intended outcomes.  Espoused theory and intended outcomes is based on 

Janice’s generated knowledge about how to modify and manage integrating Internet-reading tasks.  

She revealed she consulted information from a skills sheet (see Appendix O) I had developed in Cycle 

1 to inform her planning and practices in Cycle 2.  This skills sheet gave Janice advice about skills 

and strategies students needed to engage with Internet resources for reading.  She said, “Vikki made 

up a skill sheet that we thought they [the students] should have ... a list of necessary skills 

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  “As you can see, it’s quite extensive, from your research 

skills, down to your computer and Internet skills, and cooperative working skills” (Janice/PP/Nov04) 

(see Appendix G: 526-527).  Janice believed that the ICT specialist teacher would be integral in 

supporting her to teach students the ICT skills and strategies they required to complete the WebQuest 

task.  She commented, “I’ll need to make sure the children do all the learning in the [computer] lab 

before they attempt anything independently” (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  Janice 

believed, “It’s possible to incorporate an Internet task into reading groups, but the task needs to be 

quite ‘narrow’ with limited websites available for use” (Janice/ARPD/25Jun04) (see Appendix N).  

She explained that she “had only one specific task in mind and that was for the children to research, 

using short notes, one planet of the solar system” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  Janice 

revealed she had narrowed down her research focus and modified the planet WebQuest she used for 

Cycle 2.  She said this was “based on what we’d learnt doing it last time because we just saw how 
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important it was for the task to be clear and concise” (Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 337-

338).  She explained, “I wanted to give the class a carefully constructed set of instructions and a data 

collection sheet that was quite specific in its questions” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).   

Data analysis with self-reflections.  To enact Janice’s plan to integrate the “space” WebQuest 

in her class reading program, we shared our collaborative planning and learning with the school’s ICT 

specialist teacher and other Year 4 teachers in her school.  Tables 34 and 35 report data, self-

reflections, and results related to how Janice and I generated knowledge and developed our practices 

for blending use of a computer lab and support of an ICT specialist teacher, with her class computer 

reading groups.  This action helped us to manage integration of ICT in Janice’s class reading program 

in Cycle 2.   
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Table 34  

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Managing ICT Integration through Use of a Computer 

Lab, ICT Specialist Teacher, Student Buddies, Parents, and Me 

Data: Managing ICT integration 

through use of a computer lab, ICT 

specialist teacher, student buddies, 

parents, and me  

 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

Janice explained how the introduction 

of a computer lab supported her ICT-

based reading practices.  She said, The 

computer lab has made a lot of 

difference because we could do some 

scaffolding with the big data projector 

thing and teach them [the students] how 

to do things. So this term we just took 

them all up with the technology teacher.  

They all had a Planet WebQuest that 

Vikki had found.   (Janice/PM3/Aug04) 

(see Appendix G: 332-337)  Janice 

revealed, So, it was really good that 

they could all get on the computers up 

there and get started with the ICT 

teacher.  Then, in my group time, they 

could just go in small groups [to use the 

computers in the classroom] and finish 

it off at their own rate   

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 

473-475) 

 

 

Janice reinforced the fact that 

working with [the ICT specialist 

teacher] and [the] computer lab 

had assisted the process.  She said 

that she had gone along in the first 

week to observe what was 

happening, but as this was officially 

her non-contact time [for class 

programming and planning, she] 

wasn’t prepared to give up this time 

every week.  (Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 128)  I’ve been 

thinking that this is a shame–sounds 

like this could be an excellent way 

for the ICT teacher to model 

effective ICT practice for Janice.  

She could watch how she teaches 

her students and this would help 

Janice to manage [the] students’ 

interactions back in the classroom.   

(Vikki/RJ/31Jul04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 128) 

 

Managing ICT integration–Computer lab and ICT 

specialist teacher:  

The introduction of the computer lab and regular 

support of the ICT specialist teacher was a physical 

condition.  This was integral in helping Janice to 

overcome issues related to the poorly developed ICT 

infrastructure of her classroom.  It was a critical 

incident (collusion) that influenced Janice’s 

confidence and procedural knowledge of how to 

manage an effective ICT learning environment for 

her class.  She did this through a blended approach of 

using class computers and the computer lab.  This 

showed that Janice moved from single-loop to 

double-loop learning.  Results suggested Janice’s 

scheduled non-contact time to plan her class 

programs, which were held during her class’s 

computer lab time, influenced her ability to monitor 

ICT lessons taught by the ICT specialist teacher.  

This meant Janice was not able to participate in 

demonstrations of effective ICT practice, limiting her 

opportunities for professional learning.   

Janice decided that groups of 2 or 3 

students in her class would be led by 

one child from Vikki’s [Cycle 1] group.  

(Janice/RJ/05Aug04) (see Appendix D, 

p. 23)  She explained how these 

students became a buddy for the group.  

So they [the class] all went up there [to 

the computer lab] and used the 

WebQuest to start researching a planet 

and the buddy has been able to show 

them [other students] how to use the 

Internet probably more effectively than 

if you’d just let them go.  

(Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 

342-345)  She provided an example of 

how this peer tutoring worked back in 

the classroom: One child asked me if he 

could use the Internet to get some 

pictures so away he went.  [I] asked 

Vikki today in reading groups to let 

[this student] tutor the research group, 

so they have learnt how to copy and 

save pictures from the Internet for their 

projects.  (Janice/RJ/19Aug04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 24).  Janice continued 

to use parents to support her reading 

groups.  She commented, So during 

reading time, it depends on how many 

parents I’ve got really–if I’ve got 

enough parents I can let one group go 

on the computer.  (Janice/PM3/Aug04) 

(see Appendix G: 354-355) 

Haven’t been in the school for 

about a month–interesting to see 

levels of engagement with the 

project–Janice seems to have 

engaged with the problems/tasks 

and run ahead.  (Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 127)  Has 

giving teachers some space and 

‘settling in time’ maybe helped 

them cope with other school-based 

agendas that needed to take 

precedence [at this time]?  

(Vikki/RJ/31Jul04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 127) 

 

Janice seemed happy with the way 

things were progressing–she made 

comments that alluded to the fact 

that all the hard work in the 

beginning had paid off and they 

[her students] were finally getting 

there.  (Vikki/RJ/30Jul04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 128) … Janice 

seems to be motivated by the fact 

she can set little, realisable goals 

for herself–ones that match her own 

perceived learning needs and/or 

those of [her students]. 

Vikki/RJ/31Jul04) (see Appendix F, 

p. 128) 

Managing ICT integration–Human resources:  

Janice used the support of others (i.e., the ICT 

specialist teacher, student buddies, parents, and me) 

to help her develop practices for ensuring her 

students could work more independently to complete 

their reading group’s activities.  This demonstrated 

Janice’s growth of procedural knowledge of how to 

manage human resources to support her efforts to 

improve her practices.  It was a physical condition 

that helped Janice to oscillate away from the 

collisions she was experiencing.  She put actions in 

place to solve problems related to using the poorly 

developed ICT infrastructure of her classroom in her 

reading groups.  However, evidence suggested she 

was reliant on the support of others to help her enact 

ICT reading tasks in her classroom.  This showed that 

her lack of confidence determined how she managed 

ICT learning experiences. 

 

Facilitator relationship and support:   

Results suggested that when I gave Janice the space 

to enact practices without my immediate presence or 

support, she demonstrated more independence when 

integrating her ICT-based activities in this cycle.  

Janice was able to determine relevant goals for 

improving her own practice or her students’ learning, 

applying learning we had generated in Cycle 1.  She 

independently shared these goals with the ICT 

specialist teacher.  This teacher then supported her by 

teaching students how to access and use the Internet 

WebQuest, using the technology available for use in 

the computer lab.  
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The support of others helped build Janice’s confidence to continue to apply her 

understandings of managing ICT learning experiences learnt in Cycle 1.  She drew on evidence and 

reflection to plan, evaluate, and modify Internet-based reading tasks for her reading groups during 

Cycle 2.   
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Table 35 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Sourcing, Evaluating, Selecting, and Modifying 

Internet-Reading Tasks and Reading for Information on a Computer Screen  

Data: Sourcing, evaluating, 

selecting, and modifying Internet-

reading tasks and reading for 

information on a computer screen 

 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

Janice demonstrated her growing 

knowledge of criteria for 

selecting relevant, effective 

Internet-reading tasks:  We used 

this [WebQuest].  You might have 

seen it.  It’s a Planet WebQuest. 

Beautiful WebQuest! And it’s got 

absolutely beautiful graphics and 

good Internet sites with it.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix 

G: 465-468) She justified her 

planning and decision to modify 

this WebQuest:  And then we 

went on to [a unit and WebQuest 

on the topic of] “space.”  And it’s 

actually got a task in there that 

looks pretty good, but I knew from 

past experience then that I’d have 

to adapt it.  And so that’s what I 

did.  I made it a very simple sort 

of task.   (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 465-470)  She 

revealed she had done this when 

she used specific questions, used 

clear recording sheets, added 

sites to Favourites.  

(Janice/RJ/05Aug04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 23)  Janice 

believed students’ results 

improved because the 

development of these skills 

became evident in the notes they 

took down when reading the 

Internet sites.  

(Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see 

Appendix P) 

 

Janice revealed how she blended 

the use of print-based texts and 

Internet tasks in her reading 

groups.  She said, I also have just 

used that reading-group time for 

books. So the same task but using 

books … So it’s pretty workable. I 

didn’t think it would be before.  

(Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 355-358)  She 

revealed that the changes she 

made to her practice were 

motivating her: Researching a 

planet in small groups, which 

you’ve all done I’m sure.  But it 

was pretty exciting!  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix 

G: 471-472) 

Janice is ‘energised’ to modify plans and tasks 

and does so independently.   This is evidence of 

action learning occurring.  Janice and I plan 

something (or she plans it herself) and then we 

closely monitor what’s occurring for students.  

We talk together/reflect about what’s occurred.  

Janice then goes off to make another plan for 

what we need to do.  Observing and reflecting are 

key!  This makes me think about how action 

research cycles work – we’re tracking students’ 

learning and modifying our tasks when needed.  

We’re building knowledge as we go.  

(Vikki/RJ/31Jul04) (see Appendix F, p. 129) 

 

Because of the technology issues with Janice’s 

classroom computers, I talked about [the] need 

[for her] to use other Library/print-based 

resources in addition to [the] Internet ones.   [I] 

collected ones from [the] library for her.   

(Vikki/RJ/20Apr04) (see Appendix F, pp. 49-50) 

 

I took Janice’s class for her this afternoon while 

she went off to a quiet place to complete her 

reflections and planning–she appreciated this 

reflection time!  How will teachers continue to 

engage in this level of critical reflection in their 

busy teaching days once the project is over?  

How will they continue to capture their learning 

without the support of another knowledgeable 

person (e.g., me) to help them monitor, observe, 

reflect, and make sense of what they are seeing in 

their practice?   (Vikki/RJ/04Aug04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 133) 

 

Debra (a critical friend) reinforced at the project 

meeting that collecting evidence of students’ 

progress was important.  She said, collecting 

things from children (informing you) – any 

interesting information provided?  What evidence 

to support your perspectives?  How do you know 

if things are having an effect?  Research, reflect, 

verbal discussions–conscious reflections making 

a difference. (Vikki/RJ/05Aug04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 134) ... I realise Janice’s [teaching] practice 

is becoming more and more evidence-based … 

she’s recognising the misalignments in elements 

of her teaching practice and the learning 

outcomes she’s seeing in her students.  She makes 

attempts to rectify this by modifying her practice 

where necessary.  (Vikki/RJ/05Aug04) 

(Appendix F, p. 133) 

Action learning–Adaptive planning: 

Janice generated new knowledge by 

transferring and applying her understandings of 

criteria for evaluating, selecting, and modifying 

Internet projects, websites, or tasks to make 

them more effective.  This knowledge was 

grounded in the action learning processes in 

which she and I engaged.  We closely 

monitored and deeply thought about students’ 

skills and strategies by observing the processes 

and products of their technological reading 

tasks.  We hovered and oscillated between 

goals and actions based on the collisions and 

collusions we faced.  My facilitation was 

integral for engaging Janice’s resilience to 

implement her action learning processes, 

particularly for observing and reflecting on her 

own and her students’ practices.  

 

Generated knowledge:  

Janice related her confidence in knowing how 

to select an effective Internet site and when and 

why to modify Internet tasks to her developing 

declarative knowledge of the criteria that makes 

Internet-reading tasks effective.  She came to 

know that her students were motivated when 

completing activities and reading websites that 

had bright, colourful layouts and graphics to 

help their meaning-making processes.  She 

understood that students were excited to 

complete Internet-reading tasks that had 

interactive websites to read.  She also knew that 

modifying tasks so they provided clear 

recording sheets was beneficial for her 

students’ task completion.  Janice showed 

deeper understandings of how multimodal texts 

work and how students rely on varied meaning-

making systems.  She became more critical in 

her use of websites, adapting her practice so 

students could access a limited number of 

quality websites to avoid distractions associated 

with navigating multiple websites.  This action 

provided an example of double-loop learning, 

whereby Janice questioned the benefits of using 

some Internet resources and adapted tasks to 

make them more effective.  Janice also 

developed procedural knowledge of how to 

rotate small groups of students through a blend 

of on and off computer-based tasks, using both 

Internet and print-based texts.  This provided a 

workable and motivational approach for her.  

These actions helped operationalise her goals 

and actions within the confines of using the 

poorly developed infrastructure of her 

classroom.  
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As Janice confronted the collisions and collusions that signalled change in her practice, she 

deconstructed her prior knowledge and generated new knowledge about Internet-based multiliterate 

reading practices.  The community of learners, including me, was a social condition that was integral 

in assisting her to reflect on her concerns and engage with her action learning and change processes.  

Varied levels of community formed within the project.  An example was when Janice shared her 

learning with other Year 4 teachers at her school: “all teachers have decided to use [the] WebQuest 

next term” (Vikki/RJ/26May04) (see Appendix F, p. 99).  She also made unsuccessful attempts to 

share her outcomes with the principal of her school (see Table 36).   
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Table 36 

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Sharing and Reflecting On Concerns about Practices 

for Integrating Internet-Reading Tasks within the Community of Learners  

Data: Sharing and reflecting on concerns 

about practices for integrating Internet-

reading tasks within the community of 

learners 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

Janice and I shared our practice and 

learning, reflecting out loud in our 

community of learners, I think that it’s not 

just the WebQuests, even just the Internet 

sites as well because we found that the level 

of language that was being used [was often 

inappropriate].  (Vikki/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 363-364)  They’d [the 

students would] spend an hour just looking 

at the screen and not getting very far.  

(Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 

365)  Finding topics that interested them 

[the students] was another problem.  

(Vikki/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 366)  

But they were all excited by [the topic] 

“space” because they always like it.  Kids 

are always excited by “space” and the 

website that the WebQuest used is a nice 

website.  (Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see 

Appendix G: 367-368) 

 

Through her comments and actions, Janice 

demonstrated that she valued opportunities 

to engage in dialogue and share ideas with 

our community of learners.  She believed 

these meetings provided opportunities for 

input from others and time for me to reflect 

out aloud.  (Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see 

Appendix L)  As she came to know and 

trust group members and feel more 

comfortable in the group, Janice became 

confident to voice opinions that were 

contrary to those of others.  For example, 

she chose to not action a group member’s 

suggestion about allowing students to 

independently explore websites and 

develop criteria for Internet searches.  She 

commented, I guess it depends what your 

focus is, because my focus this time is 

research skills and to use the Internet in 

reading time to research.  So I don’t want a 

lot of time spent surfing the net.  That will 

be another focus, maybe next term.  

(Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 

382-384) 

 

Janice commented on her principal’s lack 

of involvement in the project: Some interest 

by admin at my school [could have 

improved the project].  

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L) 

 

The way that Janice and I are working in her classroom 

[with her students] is becoming more and more 

collaborative–we are working like teaching partners, 

communicating and sharing ideas to try out with her students 

to improve their learning, in a co-participatory way.  I need 

to read up more on the distinctions between mentoring and 

facilitating teachers’ practice to help guide me in what 

Janice and I are doing.  (Vikki/RJ/20Aug04) (see Appendix 

F, p. 135) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Janice’s comments demonstrated for me that she knows what 

she wants to achieve with the students–her own learning 

goals too.  She’s remaining focused on achieving them.  

(Vikki/RJ/05Aug04) (see Appendix F, p. 135) 

   

 

 

 

 

 

Janice spoke to me about how she is disappointed that 

despite her principal encouraging her to join the project; she 

has shown a lack of interest for her involvement.  Janice 

explained that although she had invited her principal to come 

to the classroom and see her students working, she had not 

visited.  Janice said she had wanted her principal to see not 

only the good work her students are doing, but also what we 

are managing to do despite the poor computer resources we 

are working with.  (Vikki/RJ/03Aug04) (see Appendix F, p. 

131) 

Facilitator relationship and support: 

Janice’s and my collaborative retelling 

of the colliding, colluding, hovering, 

and oscillating that evolved as we 

worked to transform practices revealed 

the co-teaching/co-learning partnership 

that had developed between us.  I began 

the project as Janice’s facilitator, but as 

the project progressed, this role evolved 

to one where I guided and coached 

Janice’s processes and practices.  As 

such, I implemented a blend of 

mentoring and coaching actions that 

were dependent on Janice’s needs at 

different times during the project.  

 

Networking within the community of 

learners–Varied levels of community:  

We created regular, scheduled 

opportunities to meet for networking 

within the community of learners.  This 

was beneficial for influencing Janice’s 

critical reflection, resilience, and 

momentum in the project.  Janice and I 

learnt from group members and shaped 

our teaching practices by engaging in 

constructive, open professional 

dialogue and critical reflection with 

them.  During meetings, our sharing of 

practices that had worked or not worked 

for us became more collaborative as the 

project continued.  Further, Janice’s 

decision not to take up all suggestions 

presented to her in this forum revealed 

her confidence to enact idiosyncratic 

pathways of change.  We based our 

changes on the knowledge and 

perceptions we had generated of what 

was necessary to improve teaching 

practice and the learning outcomes of 

our students.  

 

 

 

 

 

Education leadership–The principal’s 

role: 

Janice believed her principal should 

have played a greater leadership role 

within the project.  She had wanted her 

principal to demonstrate interest in her 

and her students’ actions, and provide 

support for the poorly resourced 

technology infrastructure of her 

classroom.  
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Theories-in-use and learning for Snapshot 3.  This snapshot illustrates how during Cycle 2, 

Janice remained focused on her emerging inquiry of learning about herself as a successful 

practitioner.  She tested practices she thought contributed to her students’ success and explored new 

ways of developing multiliterate reading practices.  Her espoused theories were enacted as she made 

improvements to her practice. 

Generated knowledge.  Janice planned and enacted practices based on knowledge she had 

generated in Cycle 1.  She integrated “one specific” (Janice/RJ/07Jun04) (see Appendix D, p. 19) 

WebQuest task into her reading groups.  She had modified this task to be “clear and concise” 

(Janice/PM3/Aug04) (see Appendix G: 338), with “a carefully constructed set of instructions” 

(Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  She did this to help students focus on their skim reading and 

note-taking skills to produce posters (see Appendix O).  She used the skills sheet I had developed (see 

Appendix O) to guide her practice for developing students’ “research skills (locating relevant 

information, note-taking) … computer and Internet skills … [and] cooperative working strategies” 

(Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  Janice learnt criteria for evaluating, selecting, and modifying 

Internet-reading resources, and what constituted effective Internet-reading tasks.     

Action learning.  Janice’s generation of declarative and procedural knowledge and 

transformed practice can be attributed to action learning, particularly the processes of observing and 

reflecting.  These processes allowed her to change the goals we set as outcomes of our initial 

observations or unproductive actions in realising it.  My collaborative work in Janice’s classroom 

influenced her ability to closely monitor her practice.  Janice recognised this, commenting that my 

“supervision of a group [of students] has been great each week” (Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix 

L).  I supported Janice to use the action research cycle to look beyond her tacit knowledge or 

espoused theories of what she believed to be true about her own teaching or how students read in ICT 

environments.  She analysed her theories-in-use/enacted practices and modified them where 

appropriate.   

I also taught Janice’s class for her so she could be released to engage in reflection time.  

Janice used this time to think more deeply about her practice.  She challenged the taken-for-granted 

assumptions she held about her practices to gain generative knowledge (Brookfield, 1995; Smyth, 

1984) that she used to guide her planning and actions.  In Cycle 2, Janice demonstrated this when she 

explained that she knew “from past experience that [she would] have to adapt” tasks to make them 

“simple” (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 469-470), with “specific questions” and “clear 

recording sheets” (Janice/RJ/05Aug04) (see Appendix D, p. 23).  She commented, “Journal 

reflections made me focus on problems/successes–often led to a change of direction” 

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  This reflection-in-action, coupled with the reflection-on-

action (Schön, 1983) that occurred in the community of learners, guided Janice’s knowledge 

generation and development of her practices.  This highlighted the effectiveness of multiple levels of 

community to support Janice’s professional learning needs. 
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Networking within the community of learners.  Janice’s confidence for integrating ICT 

learning experiences into her reading groups had grown because of the opportunity to make regular 

use of the ICT computer lab and develop an effective teaching partnership with the ICT specialist 

teacher.  However, the learning in which she engaged about managing her reading groups in her 

classroom was single-loop and resistant learning.  Although she had developed her procedural 

knowledge in specific ways, she still remained largely unconfident and reluctant.  Janice oscillated 

away from integrating computer-based activities independently using the poorly developed ICT 

infrastructure of her classroom, unless she had the support of the ICT specialist teacher, parents, or 

me.  This was evident in her comment, “children still have one session per week in [the computer] 

lab with [the ICT specialist teacher] to do their research” (Janice/RJ/10Aug04) (see Appendix D, p. 

23).  It also was apparent in her reliance on having “enough parents” to support her practice before 

she would “let one group [of students] go on the computer” in her classroom (Janice/PM3/Aug04) 

(see Appendix G: 354-355). 

As illustrated in this example, I learnt the importance of a wider community to influence 

Janice’s professional learning.  Drilling down from our community of learners, I realised my 

facilitation provided an opportunity to take learnings acquired in this group back to Janice’s 

classroom.  From there, learnings were shared with members of Janice’s school community, namely 

other teachers in her teaching cohort.  However, Janice’s disappointment related to the lack of 

interest, support, and involvement shown by the principal for her and her students’ work in the project 

was a collision.  It highlighted for me the importance of developing effective professional 

relationships with leaders and having their participation and support when attempting to transform 

teachers’ practice in schools.  

Facilitator relationship and support.  I also realised my facilitator role was evolving to one 

where I not only mentored, but also coached, Janice’s best teaching practice.  Importantly, I came to 

value the importance of maintaining a caring, positive relationship with Janice to enable effective 

coaching of her professional learning processes.  I reflected on a comment made in a presentation at 

an Action Learning, Action Research, and Process Management (ALARPM) conference I attended: 

“Action research is about relationships–and how they work–processes and stories–listen to [the] 

story, but [a] facilitator must help people get out of the story and move on” (Vikki/RJ/18Jul04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 122).  I thought about how  

 

I am assisting [the teachers I work with] to ‘move on’ and progress their experiences of 

teaching reading by listening carefully to the things they have to say about their teaching 

practices and students’ learning and modelling effective teaching practices for them. 

(Vikki/RJ/20Aug04) (see Appendix F, p. 135)   

I used this information to guide my advice, actions, and feedback to teachers.   
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New questions and challenges for Cycle 3 of our learning journey.  At the end of Cycle 2, 

Janice reflected, “Groups are working well–structured questions [are] a real bonus to scaffold the 

research process … This has been a great reading task!” (Janice/RJ/10Aug04) (see Appendix D, p. 

23).  She took this new knowledge with her to guide our actions in Cycle 3, explaining, 

 

 I decided I wanted to link an Internet activity (which was reading) to our current genre, 

explanations.  Vikki found some kids sites that were science based.  I chose the one that I 

thought was: (1) age appropriate [and] (2) best fitted the explanation genre.  

(Janice/RJ/26Aug04) (see Appendix D, p. 24)  I narrowed down the questions … very 

manageable.  (Janice/RJ/26Aug04) (see Appendix D, pp. 24 & 25) 

     

Cycle 3–“Applying new understandings and improving practice: Continuing to fit pieces 

of the puzzle together”.  During Cycle 3, Janice and I enacted specific processes to continue our 

collaborative learning journey, consolidating the learning we had acquired during Cycle 1 and Cycle 

2.  Janice independently designed Internet-reading tasks, including an assessment task, using websites 

that we had either sourced collaboratively or she had sourced, evaluated, and selected independently.  

To do this she applied the new knowledge she had generated in previous cycles.  I have depicted the 

plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan action research cycle we used to develop our practices for 

integrating ICT into Janice’s class reading groups in Cycle 3 (Figure 23). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 23.  Janice’s action research cycle for Cycle 3 (adapted from Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, p. 20).  
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2.  Act 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Observe 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.  Janice and I planned 

how to integrate varied 

Internet-reading tasks, 

including an assessment 

task, into her reading 

groups.  What do we 

want to know?  How 

will we enact our plan? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.  Janice and I continued to blend the use of a 

computer lab and ICT specialist teacher to 

support Janice’s classroom-based reading groups. 

Janice continued to use varied human resources, 

including the ICT specialist teacher, parents, 

student buddies, and me to enhance the 

integration of Internet-reading tasks in groups.  

Janice explored how to independently design 

Internet-reading tasks, including an assessment 

task, using websites either she or I had sourced.  

What are we doing that will improve learning? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Janice and I determined ways to 

monitor, assess, and evaluate the 

effects of our teaching practices on 

students’ learning processes and 

outcomes as they completed Internet-

reading tasks.  We used an assessment 

task designed by Janice to monitor and 

assess her students’ processes when 

reading Internet texts.  What evidence 

do we have that what we are doing is 

working or not? What critical incidents 

influence our work?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Janice and I critically reflected 

on and reviewed our teaching, 

learning, and assessing practices 

and evaluated the actions and 

outcomes we achieved.  We 

engaged in regular discussions, 

reflected in our journals, and 

engaged in dialogue with others in 

meetings of the community of 

learners.  What worked, what 

didn’t work, and why?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Revised Plan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Janice and I shared our 

professional learning 

journey with teachers in 

the district.  However, we 

did not make any plans to 

modify our practices as 

Learning and 

Development Centres 

(Literacy) closed and 

district funding for the 

project ceased.  The 

project was discontinued.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cycle 3 
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I also continued to enact processes as a facilitator to support Janice to generate knowledge 

and develop teaching practices in her classroom.  I have depicted the plan, act, observe, reflect, and 

revised plan action research cycle I used to monitor and develop my own practices as a facilitator in 

Cycle 3 (Figure 24). 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24.  My action research cycle for Cycle 3 (adapted from Zuber-Skerritt, 2001, p. 20). 

We encountered and learnt from numerous critical incidents during Cycle 3.  The following 

snapshot illustrates critical incidents and how Janice developed her espoused theory of integrating 

ICT for multiliterate reading practices with her students to become an enacted practice.  I have 

represented in Table 37 a summary of the illustrative snapshots for Cycle 3, which show influences on 

what, how, and why Janice integrated multiliterate reading practices into her reading program. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Reflect 
1.  Plan 

2.  Act 3.  Observe 

1.  I guided Janice to integrate varied 

Internet-reading tasks, including an 

assessment task, into her reading 

groups.  I continued to help Janice 

clarify and implement her action 

learning goals, processes, and plans.  

We collaboratively planned how I 

would work with a group of her 

students to observe, monitor, and 

provide feedback on Internet-reading 

practices.  What does Janice know?  

What does Janice want to know?  

What processes can I implement to 

effectively plan, act, observe, reflect, 

and revise plans with Janice and her 

students?  

2.  I sourced and developed Internet resources 

and materials to support Janice’s work in the 

classroom.  I documented information about 

my interactions with Janice and her students 

as we introduced and trialled Internet-reading 

tasks.  What can Janice do that will improve 

teaching and learning?  What can I do to 

facilitate Janice’s knowledge generation and 

learning?   

 

3.  Data gathering: Janice and I 

monitored, assessed, and evaluated 

the effects of our teaching 

practices on students’ learning 

outcomes.  I monitored and 

evaluated what influenced Janice 

to reflect, generate knowledge, 

learn, and change her practice.  I 

monitored and evaluated the 

effects of my own actions as a 

facilitator.  What evidence do I 

have that our actions are working 

or not working?  What critical 

incidents influence our work?   

5.  Revised Plan 

Cycle 3 

5.  I guided Janice’s preparation 

for her presentation of our 

professional learning journey to 

teachers in the district.  

However, I did not determine 

ways to adapt my own practices 

or introduce new ones I could 

explore as a facilitator as the 

Learning and Development 

Centres (Literacy) closed and 

district funding for the project 

ceased.  The project was 

discontinued. 

4.  I critically reflected on, analysed, 

interpreted, and reviewed Janice’s, her 

students’, and my own interactions as 

a facilitator.  I used reflection-in-

action and reflection-on-action to 

evaluate changes in knowledge and 

practice.  I provided feedback to 

inform Janice about her students’ 

knowledge, skills, processes, and 

attitudes when engaging in Internet-

reading tasks.  What worked, what 

didn’t work, and why?  
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Table 37 

Influences on What, How, and Why Janice Integrated Multiliterate Reading Practices into Her 

Reading Program for Cycle 3 

Action Research Cycle 3  

 

What How Why 

 Sourcing, 

evaluating, and 

selecting 

Internet-reading 

tasks  

 Designing 

Internet-reading 

tasks and 

assessments   

 Making goals and plans 

 Completing reflections in personal 

journal 

 Integrating a blended approach 

using Internet and print-based texts 

 Sourcing, evaluating, and designing 

Internet-reading tasks by Janice 

 Challenging assumptions about 

selecting suitable, effective 

websites and how students interpret 

the instructions for completing an 

Internet-reading assessment   

 Refining generated knowledge 

about selecting and evaluating 

Internet-reading websites–simple 

text structures, interesting and 

relevant content, appropriate 

graphics, interactivity 

 Generating declarative, procedural, 

and conditional knowledge about 

designing Internet-reading tasks 

and assessments–based on relevant 

genres/topics and students’ learning 

needs/reading capabilities; 

providing clear, short instructions  

 Personal agency–increased confidence, 

efficacy, resilience, metacognitive insight, 

engagement/ motivation of students 

 Action learning–adaptive planning, self-

directed planning and acting, focusing 

observing and critical reflection before action 

 Networking within the community of 

learners–social and professional collaborative 

partnerships; building trusting, positive 

relationships; meeting on a regular, scheduled 

basis to engage in open, honest professional 

dialogue and critical reflection-on-action; 

sharing learning with other teachers in the 

district   

 Facilitator relationship and support–twice-

weekly supervision of Internet-reading group; 

maintaining caring, positive, and trusting 

relationship; listening closely and asking 

probing questions; providing reassurance, 

suggestions, and feedback; co-teaching/co-

learning collaborative coaching partnership 

 Generated knowledge–exploring congruence 

between espoused theories and theories-in-

use, constructed from prior learning in Cycles 

1 and 2 

   

This snapshot shows how critical incidents shaped Janice’s beliefs, perceptions, and 

assumptions in ways that eventually transformed her practice for managing her integration of ICT into 

her class reading program.  These were (a) Janice’s developing knowledge of evaluating and selecting 

effective Internet websites or resources to use for teaching reading; and (b) her developing knowledge 

of how to design effective Internet-reading tasks, including an assessment task. 

Snapshot 4: Multiliterate reading practices–Designing Internet-reading tasks, including an 

assessment task.  The following information provides background data about the context and Janice’s 

espoused theories and intended outcomes for Snapshot 4.  This snapshot identifies the knowledge and 

practices Janice implemented to evaluate, select, and design Internet-reading tasks, including an 

assessment task, using appropriate websites or resources during Cycle 3. 

Context.  Context refers to background information about the knowledge Janice had generated 

in Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 to inform her practices for evaluating and selecting relevant websites and 

modifying Internet-reading tasks.  Janice explained conditional knowledge of why she sourced the 

Internet sites for students: 

 

I mostly provided the children with the actual Internet site that they could use to complete the 

task.  This was usually because of the time restrictions of the reading session.  I found that it 
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took the children quite a while to turn on the computer, access the Internet using the 

password and username and then type in the URL address.  (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see 

Appendix P) 

 

She also explained that she had “narrowed down the questions that seemed to be answered by 

an explanation and wrote them down” (Janice/RJ/26Aug04) (see Appendix D, p. 24) to ensure 

websites fitted her curriculum context.   

As Cycle 3 progressed, Janice’s knowledge and confidence continued to grow.  She applied 

her new understandings to independently evaluate and select suitable websites and design Internet-

reading tasks to meet the capabilities and needs of specific learners in her class.  She decided to enact 

actions to address an earlier reflection made in Cycle 1 about how she might assess students’ 

completion of Internet-reading tasks, “how do I mark it?” (Janice/RJ/05Mar04) (see Appendix D, p. 

3).   

Espoused theory and intended outcomes.  Espoused theory and intended outcomes refers to 

the goal Janice had set to “develop necessary skills and strategies to enable children to access 

Internet resources more effectively” (Janice/PPSlideshow/Nov 04) (see Appendix G, slide 2).  It also 

refers to prior knowledge Janice had generated in earlier cycles about the criteria for selecting 

effective Internet websites for reading tasks.  From Cycle 1 learnings, she revealed, “If the children 

are to develop independence in learning, it was also necessary for me to provide very specific 

instructions to the children and provide them with a means of recording their work” 

(Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  In Cycle 2, Janice built on this knowledge, defining specific 

criteria to use when selecting effective Internet sites.  She said, “using the Internet is very motivating 

for the children as it provides them (if sites are carefully selected) with simple text structures, bright 

colourful layouts, and interesting and relevant graphic images” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix 

P).  

Data analysis with self-reflections.  To enact her plan to evaluate and select websites and 

design Internet-reading tasks and assessments, Janice had to reflect on and transfer knowledge 

constructed during our prior learning experiences in the project.  Tables 38 and 39 report data, self-

reflections, and results related to how Janice generated knowledge to source effective websites and 

design effective Internet-reading tasks and assessments.  
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Table 38  

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Sourcing, Evaluating, Selecting, and Designing 

Internet-Reading Tasks 

Data: Sourcing, evaluating, selecting, and designing 

Internet-reading tasks 

 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

Janice revealed the process she used to 

independently source relevant Internet websites for 

Internet-reading tasks: A lot of this searching was 

just fluke.  You just find it, grab it, and “Yeah, I’ll 

go with that.”  So that’s the exact process.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 452-454)  

Janice advised teachers at the district presentations, 

It was quite an involved process (Janice/PP/Nov04) 

(see Appendix G: 416-417) … Don’t just assume 

that you can just use the site.  I had to go through it 

carefully and pick out which parts of the site 

related to explanations [a focused genre] because 

some of them weren’t explanations.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 537-539)  She 

reflected more deeply about her own and her 

students’ practices in her journal, confronting 

barriers that influenced how students completed the 

task: Intellectual barriers–rewriting text in 

[students’] own words–requires a complete 

understanding of [the Internet] text–some children 

needed clarification.  (Janice/RJ/06Sep04) (see 

Appendix D, p. 26)  She went on to identify how 

her teaching practices needed to change: Model 

activity as a whole class [and] practise rewriting.  

(Janice/RJ/06Sep04) (see Appendix D, p. 26)   

 

Janice revealed that her new understandings of 

students’ reading capabilities in Internet 

environments was a critical incident that made her 

rethink and modify the tasks she designed.  She 

said, But we came across some major stumbling 

points. Number 1, finding the sites as I said.  And 

then you’d find a site and then you’d realise, “Well, 

that’s not going to suit everyone.  What about my 

lowest three reading groups?  They’re not going to 

be able to read that.”  So then I had to structure the 

text.  I might find one text, one site for one group, 

and then I’d have to go away and find another site 

for another group.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 412-416)  Janice’s close monitoring 

of students’ developing understandings assisted her 

to shape her practices.  She revealed, On the 

occasions when the children did search for sites, 

they became very aware that some sites were too 

difficult for their reading level and chose another 

relevant site.  (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix 

P)  She commented on how the length of text was 

also a consideration, explaining, I also became 

aware that some sites are too lengthy and are very 

daunting for the children to work with.  

(Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P)  Janice 

revealed how she and I had experienced difficulties 

sourcing suitable websites: We’ve tried to find 

sites–and this was probably our hardest one, 

wasn’t it Vikki? … Trying to find sites about the 

olden days that children could actually read and do 

something with.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix 

G: 419-423) 

Janice is a natural reflector–

she’s reflecting out loud with 

me and in her journal–this is 

helping her critical reflection 

for adapting her practices.  

Her journal reflections are 

confirming for me that she is 

acknowledging the things we 

discuss in class.  She appears 

to be working through 

Smyth’s [1989] stages of 

reflection to describe, inform, 

confront, and reconstruct her 

practices her even deeper 

reflection.  

(Vikki/RJ/28Aug04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 140) 

 

Activity didn’t work as well as 

expected because students 

were getting bogged down in 

reading difficult texts–they 

selected texts that were on 

interesting topics for them, 

but they were not necessarily 

explanations and the reading 

demands were too great for 

them.  Janice’s comment 

[‘Should have told you, you 

could take notes (before 

writing own explanations)’] 

during the lesson was 

interesting as she has learnt 

the importance of giving clear 

instructions from previous 

lessons–I thought this may 

have an embedded practice 

for her?  (Vikki/RJ/27Aug04) 

(see Appendix F, p. 138) 

 

The co-learning and guiding 

approach I am using with 

Janice is paying off.  I am 

working and learning with 

her in a ‘co-teaching’ 

partnership way where we 

trial, observe, and reflect on 

[our] classroom practices–

We are working together 

collaboratively to source and 

trial effective Internet 

activities now.  

(Vikki/RJ/18Oct04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 141) 

Action learning–Metacognition: 

My support to continually refocus Janice on her action 

learning goals as she hovered and oscillated from collisions 

and collusions influenced her outcomes.  Janice’s actions 

became more metacognitive, goal oriented, and self-

directed through implementing action learning.  She 

demonstrated she could make realistic personal goals and 

move towards them by putting her plans and decisive 

actions into place.  Action learning gave Janice the personal 

agency, confidence, motivation, and efficacy to problem 

solve.  She was resilient in her efforts to find solutions to 

the needs-based problems she investigated.  Janice enacted 

changes to her practice and produced improved learning 

outcomes in areas that were relevant to her. 

 

Action learning–Reflective practice:   

Embedding a systematic approach to critical reflection, 

including the use of her reflective journal and ongoing 

collection of evidence of student learning, was a cognitive 

condition.  These actions supported Janice’s judgment 

making and decisions about how to change her teaching 

practice.  We came to know that focusing observation and 

reflection before action helped us identify what was and 

was not working.  This ensured our practices were 

evidence-based.  We used evidence to inform our future 

planning and actions, sharing and evaluating these actions 

collaboratively with community members, including 

colleagues in our community of learners, Janice’s school, 

and from the district. 

 

Generated knowledge: 

Janice’s gains in procedural and conditional knowledge 

were extensive.  She moved from a superficial 

understanding of what Internet resources were available to 

a deep knowledge and understanding of how and why she 

should select particular resources over others.  She also 

implemented her new and varied pedagogical practices for 

designing Internet-reading tasks.  She demonstrated this by 

independently selecting Internet texts to meet the reading 

capabilities, needs, or interests of different groups of 

students in her class.  Janice’s new beliefs and knowledge 

illustrated double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974).   

 

Facilitator relationship and support–Coaching: 

My facilitation became more of a coaching partnership, 

where Janice and I worked collaboratively to improve our 

teaching practices for students’ improved reading 

outcomes.  I became a second pair of eyes and ears to 

critically reflect on, interpret, evaluate, and make 

judgments about our practices.  I acted as a sounding board 

to listen to Janice’s ideas about how she might change her 

practice.  I provided feedback about these and students’ 

learning outcomes.  These actions assisted her to develop 

innovation in her teaching of multiliterate reading practices. 
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Once Janice evaluated and selected suitable websites, she designed tasks that could be 

integrated with her curriculum units of work.  

Table 39  

Data, Self-Reflections, and Results Related to Designing Internet-Reading Tasks, including an 

Assessment Task 

Data: Designing Internet-reading tasks, including an assessment 

task 

 

Self-reflections  

 

Results  

 

Janice revealed the types of reading tasks she designed: The last 

activity, all that was required was a site that had just graphics.  It 

had all these beautiful black and white pictures of olden day 

classrooms, olden days’ books ...  we just got that up, and I gave 

each group a different topic.  One group did the schools, one did 

different sports, one did games, and then I ran out of ideas.  So I 

quickly found another site out of the woodworks.  It was some 

school, and it was just a whole heap of interviews that some 

school had done with old people from the community.  So, for my 

lower stream, their task was simply “read one of those interviews 

and make a list of any differences that you find between what life 

was for them and what life is for you.”  So then, it was pretty 

quick.  They might have read one or two interviews and they 

shared it with the class (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 

443-452) Some of the tasks I’ve been using are as simple as this. 

They just sort of wrote it in one minute, and they just read it with 

Vikki.  Vikki’s been in the room when I’ve been doing this.  [The 

students] just read it and they just made a list.  And they came up 

with a long list of things from the site.  So, it can be as simple as 

that.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 481-484) 

 

 

 

Janice designed an assessment task independently: I’ve given 

them a Google search as an assessment because we’re doing 

“What is Culture?” for New Basics.  I just asked them [the 

students] to “use a Google search to research why an Aboriginal 

person of your choice is famous” because we chose the 

Aboriginal culture, for our unit.  It was just a case of reading my 

instructions–I always like to give them clear, short instructions, 

step-by-step, and off they went. And that’s what we’re looking at 

now.  And how well they can actually do it all on their own.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 499-504 and Appendix O 

for Janice’s Google assessment task).  However, the following 

dialogue revealed our surprise at students’ results: And it’s been 

really varied. Even the better readers, you’ll always find this as 

you know, they don’t read the instructions.  Things like that.  Or 

some of them are typing in these long phrases for the Google 

search, and it’s lost in the wilderness out there of the cyberworld.  

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 504-509)  And it’s probably 

been the better ones [readers] who have been a little more 

creative [who have had the most problems].  They’ve tried to go 

beyond the lower level readers [who] just put in the Aboriginal’s 

name.  [The better readers] tried to be a little more creative and 

put in ‘Famous People’ and then they were coming up with 

people that were English, but they were Indian, or they were 

American Indians.  They were indigenous, but they were 

American Indians and they were getting themselves more and 

more tangled in their searching.  (Vikki/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 510-515)  Janice affirmed, The middle and lower 

groups did a better job with it because they just followed my 

instructions, which [weren’t] difficult.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see 

Appendix G: 517-518)  

Janice has selected quality 

websites–she saw the 

potential in using the 

Victorian Museum one with 

the beautiful images–and 

designed suitable, simple 

Internet activities for her 

different reading groups.  She 

knew when a site would not 

be appropriate for her lower 

readers and sourced a site 

independently for them to use 

… this shows me Janice is 

becoming more 

knowledgeable and confident 

with the processes involved.  

(Vikki/RJ/01Nov04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 141) 

 

 

 

 

 

This task highlights for me 

another example of the 

inconsistencies in Janice’s 

assumptions and the reality of 

what her students can 

actually do when completing 

Internet-reading activities.  

Janice thought she knew what 

her children would be able to 

do when using Google to 

search for information.  She 

thought her instructions were 

‘clear.’  But in actual fact 

they weren’t–the students 

were getting all tangled up in 

their searching, using 

inappropriate key words in 

Google. Janice’s instructions 

were really not that clear for 

Google searching!  Will need 

to provide feedback to Janice 

that she will need to do more 

work on helping students 

identify key words for future 

searches.  

(Vikki/RJ/18Nov04) (see 

Appendix F, p. 141) 

Generated knowledge:  

Janice continued to generate 

knowledge of what constitutes a 

multiliterate approach to 

teaching reading using Internet 

texts by observing how her 

students engaged in their 

Internet-reading tasks.  She 

came to know that Internet 

resources that had simple text 

structures, interesting and 

relevant content, and 

appropriate images and 

interactivity were most 

effective.  When Janice selected 

websites or designed Internet-

reading tasks that considered 

these features, students were 

motivated to complete their set 

tasks and they engaged their 

meaning making processes 

more successfully.   

 

Action learning–Adaptive 

planning:  

Janice came to know the 

complexities associated with 

designing Internet-reading tasks 

through close monitoring of 

students’ processes and 

practices when they actually 

completed them.  She espoused 

that her instructions were clear 

for students to complete a task.  

However, students’ engagement 

with the task revealed this was 

not so.  This was a critical 

incident for both of us.  We 

realised our intended outcome 

did not match students’ enacted 

practice.  I also realised Janice 

may not have been aware of the 

inconsistencies in her espoused 

beliefs and theories-in-use 

(Argyris & Schön, 1974) about 

designing quality assessment 

tasks.  It made us critically 

reflect and rethink our practice 

in transformed ways.   
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Theories-in-use and learning for Snapshot 4.  This snapshot illustrates how at the end of 

Cycle 3, Janice demonstrated that she had developed skills, strategies, and knowledge to use Internet 

resources more effectively in her reading groups.  This was her goal from the beginning of the project.  

It was intended learning.  However, because of the unintended outcomes that occurred on her learning 

journey, Janice engaged in double-loop learning.   

Generated knowledge.  Janice generated new declarative, procedural, and conditional 

knowledge of selecting appropriate Internet resources and designing effective Internet-reading tasks.  

She described (a) the processes she performed when modifying or designing Internet-reading tasks, 

(b) the modifications she made to tasks to ensure they suited her teaching needs and the learning 

needs and reading capabilities of specific groups of students, and (c) the types of reading tasks she 

designed and why she designed them this way.  

In particular, Janice described procedural and conditional knowledge of how and why she 

organised and managed the Internet-reading tasks during her reading groups: 

 

I’ve got four groups, twice a week … it’s about a 40-minute session, twice a week. So that’s 

the other thing that you have to keep in mind.  That it has to be all over and done within 40-

45 minutes (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 428-431) … So they’d go away. They’d do 

their research.  Then they had to write it up … in their own words and present it to the class–

all within that 45-minute slot.  It might have dragged on a bit; 45, maybe we got up to an 

hour sometimes.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 434-436)  

 

Most of Janice’s outcomes were examples of unintended learning.  She hovered and oscillated 

to confront the collisions and collusions she faced in her practice, changing her practices to reflect the 

happenings that occurred.  As a result, Janice’s use of Internet resources in her reading groups was an 

example of double-loop learning.  She modelled practices and strategies for students and selected 

websites to match the curriculum, our teaching intentions, and students’ reading capabilities.   

However, Janice demonstrated only single-loop learning for enacting actions to design an 

assessment of her students’ Internet-reading capabilities in this cycle.  The outcomes and learning she 

achieved from this action were also unintended–Janice espoused that the instructions she provided for 

her students to complete this assessment task, like the other Internet-reading tasks she had modified in 

earlier cycles, were clear and specific.  However, this was not the case.  Double-loop learning may 

have been observed had the project continued beyond Cycle 3.  As it was, Janice and I were not able 

to continue our learning journey together when the project was discontinued.  As a facilitator/coach, I 

reflected on the importance of giving teachers adequate time to generate and embed knowledge to 

practice.  I also thought about how systems should provide a long-term perspective for teachers’ 

professional development and change.  This would allow opportunities for more engaging and 

sustaining Model II characteristics and double-loop learning to occur.  
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Action learning.  In this cycle, Janice continued to enact action learning processes to adapt 

plans and actions based on our collaborative close monitoring (observing and reflecting) of students’ 

performances.  Her comments and actions became more metacognitive as she identified the 

importance of influences that contributed to her learning.  Her close monitoring of our practices 

revealed that her students were motivated by the tasks.  This was a positive force to continue with her 

own efforts to generate knowledge and learn about sourcing quality Internet sites: “The Internet 

activity was often the most favoured activity for the children and this gave me the impetus to keep 

going and find useful websites to use” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  She also revealed how 

her collaborative reflecting with me was integral to helping her achieve her goals and manage her own 

learning.  She commented, “We’ve done a lot of persistent learning along the way, a lot of reflecting” 

(Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 484-485).  

Facilitator relationship and support.  In this final cycle, Janice focused the positive influence 

of my role as her facilitator on her learning outcomes and transformed practice.  She commented:  

 

And those who’ve been with me through the process know that I had to get a lot of holding of 

hands and Vikki here’s been absolutely wonderful.  She’s been there by my side, doing a lot of 

the dirty work.  And I do appreciate the help.  (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 401-403) 

  

In particular, the way Janice spoke about our action learning journey confirmed for me that 

she viewed the professional learning relationship that had developed between us as one that was a 

collaborative, coaching partnership to innovate and change her practices.  When she spoke about our 

planning and actions in this cycle, she revealed that we had participated as a team to overcome the 

collisions we faced.  She revealed that we had finally achieved success with our goal to embed 

Internet-reading tasks in her class reading groups.  About one task she said, 

 

I feel like Vikki and I have hit the jackpot: the site is good, the text is age appropriate, the text 

is a good length, so the task can be completed in the 40 min timeslot, the children have learnt 

something new, the children can report back to the class and share their successes … I’m 

happy with the structure and content of my reading groups for this rotation–very manageable.  

(Janice/RJ/26Aug04) (see Appendix D, p. 25) 

 

Thus, I realised the coaching approach I had employed had contributed to Janice sustaining 

her efforts to make her teaching-learning goals realistic and to set about transforming her practices.  

Janice had used this scaffolding, along with her own agency in action learning, to become self-

directed and more critically reflective in her practice. She now was making decisions and enacting 

practices for improving her own teaching practices and the learning outcomes of her students with a 

toolkit enhanced by her professional development.  
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Networking within the community of learners.  Janice demonstrated her confidence and 

professionalism by sharing her professional learning journey with other teachers in the district who 

had not been involved in the project.  During her presentation, she provided an honest account of her 

learning journey–sharing perceptions of how her own knowledge and attitudes towards her practice 

moved from being negative to positive.  Janice encouraged others to engage in the complexities of 

integrating the Internet as a learning tool: 

 

I found it was not easy!  It wasn’t a case of saying, ‘Oh, I’m going to use the Internet now.’  It 

was quite an involved process.  So, you know, I do challenge you to take it up.  It’s great, 

once you get there.   (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 404-405 & 417)   

 

She shared a list of websites with them:  “And I’ve got some sites here that I’ve tried and I’ve 

tested and I think they’re pretty good … we’ve spent hours looking for them and it seems stupid that 

you go off and try and do it” (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 418 & 522).  

New questions and challenges for continued learning after the project’s conclusion. 

 The project finished before Janice had achieved her goals fully.  Because of this, there was 

evidence of applications of her learning that were yet to be realised.  For example, Janice had 

acknowledged at the end of Cycle 3 that she needed to continue to learn and improve her 

“observations/criteria sheets [and] management of small group ICT-based reading activities” 

(Janice/Survey1/Dec04) (see Appendix J for the text that is coloured red).  In all cycles of the project, 

she had worked on developing more effective evidence-based practices to monitor and assess her 

students’ learning outcomes and her own teaching practices more closely.  She said she was now 

using practices for “assessing the learning [by using] surveys, criteria sheets, PMI/KWL, [and] self-

reflection” (Janice/PPslideshow/Nov04) (see Appendix G, slide 3).  This reflects an application of 

key declarative, conditional, and procedural information about the what, why, when, and how of 

assessing with which she had colluded as project content.  

Further, Janice’s management of her small-group ICT-based reading activities during guided 

reading sessions, as identified in Cycle 2, had been an example of her resistant learning. At that time, 

Janice affirmed that she relied on teacher aides, parents, an ICT specialist teacher, and me to support 

her in managing reading groups in her classroom.  This reliance on others as part of her teaching 

practice had continued during Cycle 3.  Janice was focused on applying learnings acquired during 

Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, but directly rather than transactively in attempts to refine her evaluating, 

selecting, and designing of Internet-reading tasks.  If a Cycle 4 had evolved, Janice and I could have 

focused on collaboratively generating knowledge to develop these areas of her practice in ways where 

her ownership and exploration were featured.  Further, Janice was now in a position to continue to 

transform her practice on her own because of the processes to which she had been exposed to in the 

project. 
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In such a hypothetical Cycle 4, I, as facilitator of Janice’s professional growth, also would 

have encouraged her to reflect on and further investigate the design of effective assessment tasks to 

measure and make judgments about students’ Internet-reading outcomes. This would have been an 

objective, particularly for still-new territory in Janice’s exploration of ICT-reading experiences such 

as her need for mentoring in how to use Google search engines, which surfaced at the end of Cycle 3.  

Due to the discontinuation of Learning and Development Centres (Literacy) and the project, this was 

not possible.    

A Snapshot of Janice’s Declarative, Procedural, and Conditional Knowledge, Learning, and 

Transformed Practice at the Conclusion of the Project 

At the end of Cycle 3, Janice had exhibited outcomes in relation to better knowledge and 

skills regarding multiliterate reading practices.  For example, Janice now rated more highly her 

confidence for “diagnosing students’ learning needs,” “planning interventions,” “identifying student 

learning outcomes,” “designing activities that develop learning outcomes,” “assessing learning 

outcomes,” “catering for diversity,” and “integrating multiliteracies”.  She had provided high 

confidence ratings of 4 and 5 for all these pedagogical activities (Janice/Survey1/Dec04) (see 

Appendix J for the text that is coloured red).  

It was this increased confidence that helped Janice to progress her practices.  She now 

described new learning and changes to her teaching practice as a process of “using reading strategies; 

getting meaning and understanding from texts to take short notes; viewing different text types, 

including visual and written and Internet sites; interacting with texts; [and] skimming to find main 

ideas” (Janice/Concept Map/Dec04) (see Appendix B).   

Janice also revealed declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge of students’ 

multiliterate reading practices when using Internet texts.  For example, her assessment of declarative 

knowledge of texts in its many forms was evident in her comments about how she now used a “wide 

range of text types (ICT)” (Janice/MPRT/Dec04) (see Appendix I)–detailing these in describing 

“Planet WebQuest, Wendall Websites, downloading pictures, Google Search Engine, and Online 

Research Module (Inventions)” as resources she used for the first time for teaching reading in her 

class program (Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Particularly, Janice’s procedural and 

conditional knowledge growth was extensive.  She identified new positive aspects of her practice: 

“use Internet for reading groups, modify WebQuests and online research, criteria sheet for Google 

search, and online, graded learning tasks” (Janice/Survey1/Dec04) (see Appendix J for the text that 

is coloured red).  This knowledge was composed of factual information about ICT, how students read 

in computer environments, and how her teaching practices needed to be modified to address changes 

when reading in digital environments.  She demonstrated this knowledge by explaining how and why 

she made modifications to the Internet-reading tasks she used and by designing varied tasks to suit the 

individual reading capabilities of specific learners.  Further, Janice revealed how newfound 

procedural knowledge of integrating Internet-reading tasks now stretched what she had been doing in 
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parallel with incorporating New Basic units.  Specifically, she revealed, “I tried to incorporate 

whatever we were doing for New Basics into the reading.  So it was pushing it also to go more and 

more into computer integration” (Janice/PP/Nov04) (see Appendix G: 409-410).  

Janice demonstrated her enacted practices through her consistent efforts to implement action 

learning processes for planning, enacting, observing, reflecting on, and revising plans.  Her learning 

through such action had given her motivation to continue adapting her practice and to share her 

observations of its outcomes with others.  It had given her important centring–“[It] enabled me to 

focus on my reading groups and my reluctance to use the computers in my classroom” 

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Particularly, she highlighted the reflection element as being 

“very useful [as it] made me focus on problems/successes [and] often led to a change of direction” 

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

Janice had come to believe that her “use of computers” had changed, commenting that “once 

I became committed to using the computers during reading-group time, they gradually became an 

integral part of classroom life” (Janice/BRS/Nov04) (see Appendix P).  She also identified her insight 

concerning the use of “the Internet as a reading tool” and her perception that students were now 

being “involved in more real-life reading tasks” (Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  

Janice was on a positive approach to achieving her goals, rather than having achieved them, at 

the point of the project’s conclusion.  There is suggestion in her data that she was balancing any 

frustration about this with a future-oriented view of her development.  For example, she believed that 

to make lasting changes to her practice, the project needed to help her “take a long-term approach” 

(Janice/EOL/Nov04) (see Appendix L).  Janice committed at the project’s conclusion to “continue to 

do what I’m doing with my Reading Groups and try to continually improve it” (Janice/EOL/Nov04) 

(see Appendix L).  

Results and Analyses Summary  

Action learning.  The analysis of qualitative data reported in this chapter illustrates how 

Janice and I implemented action learning to transform her teaching and generate professional 

knowledge.  We started from espoused planning and acting, but observing and reflecting became the 

primary focus as we monitored and adapted our actions to account for unintended outcomes.  These 

unintended outcomes became critical incidents.  They created insecurities for us.  In response, we 

thought more deeply about our practices, hovering at colluding, colliding, or oscillating between 

options.  This considered hesitation, rather than closure on a decision, reflected cycles within cycles 

and “changes within changes” that were now occurring in our practice.  

Generated knowledge about managing ICT integration.  As Janice and I confronted and 

solved challenges, we generated knowledge about managing the integration of ICT and multiliterate 

reading practices into Janice’s teaching practice.  One critical incident was managing the poorly 

developed ICT infrastructure of Janice’s classroom.  Our work here resulted in numerous unintended 

outcomes where concerns about ICT integration caused disruptions to Janice’s teaching practice and 
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confidence.  Janice’s lack of knowledge about integrating ICT into her practice and skills to do so was 

another critical incident.  She also had minimal pedagogical content knowledge about scaffolding 

measured improvements in students’ reading outcomes, particularly through the integration of 

Internet-reading tasks.  Hovering and oscillating gave us time and direction to explore the congruence 

between what we had been espousing and what we were doing.  In so doing, we moved through 

cycles within cycles in double-loop learning ways, learning and changing productively Janice’s 

specific issues.  We both generated knowledge to develop our practices and developed professionally.    

Networking within the community of learners.  The social contribution of a community 

and the collaborative partnerships that formed gave Janice the agency to continue in the project.  This 

sense of community began with the community of learners formed for the project and spread to other 

teachers in her school and district communities.  Janice shared honest accounts of positive and 

negative happenings and sought advice to solve the ICT integration problems she experienced with 

community members.  The support they gave allowed Janice to hover and oscillate between collision 

and collusion during her learning journey. 

Facilitator relationship and support.  My close professional relationship with Janice and 

the support I gave her were critical incidents that helped Janice collude with her project goals.  Our 

relationship was one built on trust, honesty, and rapport. When I listened carefully to Janice’s stories, 

this helped me identify her prior knowledge and experiences and professional teaching and learning 

needs.  I came to know when to offer guidance, ask probing questions, or give feedback.   Our 

relationship began as a mentoring one, but it evolved into a collaborative, coaching partnership.  It 

was my encouragement, empathy, and reassurance that contributed to Janice’s motivation to 

persevere.  My actions bolstered her agency and resilience to problem solve no matter what collisions 

arose.  This helped sustain Janice to remain confident and committed to enacting her action learning 

processes.   
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Chapter 7 

 

Discussion 

Introduction 

This discussion draws together data and findings as reported in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of 

my study.  In Chapter 4, I reported quantitative and qualitative analyses of survey data from an 

Education Queensland district.  I have derived insights and issues related to the first of two 

questions that guided my research from these data.  They concern likely influences on ICT 

integration for teaching and learning in primary schools.  

 

Research Question 1: What influences primary school teachers to integrate information 

and communication technologies (ICT) for teaching and learning in schools and 

classrooms? 

 

In Chapters 5 and 6, I revealed how a professional development project that used a 

collaborative action research method had addressed particular issues identified in the district 

survey.  I contextualised findings of the survey data (Chapter 4) by converging results from 

analyses of observation and interview data reported in these two chapters.  These results 

provided the basis for my response to the second of the research questions:  

 

Research Question 2: What influences primary school teachers working within a 

community of learners to generate knowledge of communally agreed multiliterate 

practices for the teaching of reading in their classrooms? 

 

Theoretical understanding of my major findings and recommendations related to these 

two research questions is provided in this discussion.  Particular focus is given to a variation to 

conventional descriptions of processing in action theory, and how this adds to applications in 

professional development.  My theory builds on the premise that if practitioners are to generate 

knowledge and manage sustained change to policy and innovations in practice within 

organisations, then they must be supported to recognise influences that contribute to change 

management.  This will enable them to facilitate the development of a culture of professional 

learning and research within their communities to reform professional development policy and 

practice.  Hence, my discussion includes a theoretical view of effective reform principles to 

guide and manage change within organisations.  In this perspective, practitioners would act as 

agents of change and action research and action learning would be the framework they use to 

sustain evidence-based professional learning.    
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Figure 25.  Action research cycles for this project (based on Zuber-Skerritt, 2001).  

My representation of the action research cycles (Figure 25) illustrates a common view 

of the cyclical, iterative process of action, learning, searching, problem solving, and reflection 

“on” and “in” action as reviewed in Chapter 2.  My research had anticipated this sequence of 

processes and the collusions of participants throughout the cycle.  However, what developed as 

the action research cycle through the project was a more complicated, complex process than I 

had expected.  Instead of progressing through the relatively orderly sequence illustrated in 

Figure 25, participants in the project dipped in and out of constituent elements in working 

through the cycles.  Findings showed teachers often focused observing and reflecting before 

planning and acting and these processes contributed to their close monitoring, deeper levels of 

critical reflection, and changed practice.  They experienced collisions as well as collusions and 

hesitations, all of which together created cycles within cycles and changes within changes in 

their practices.  

This challenged what I had learned from the literature.  It resulted in new theorisation to 

accommodate the tensions between colliding and colluding, and in their occasional fusion.  This 

occurred as participants struggled with options of maintaining forward direction in relation to 
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the project’s objectives, or surrendering them or the process through which they were 

accumulating them.  Notably, my findings highlighted the importance of providing feedback 

loops between action research cycles to address unintended consequences that arose.  In this 

chapter, representations of the major cycles of the project and my accompanying discussion 

illustrate how the action research cycles unfolded.  I discuss knowledge my research generated 

about using these cycles as a professional development model to manage learning and change 

within organisations.        

In particular, I present new knowledge that provides a clearer picture of the elements 

that influence teachers’ sustained knowledge generation and transformed practice in schools.  I 

discuss findings related to the system and educational leadership about (a) how collaborative 

partnerships with stakeholders across organisations resulted in some uncertainty and insecurities 

displayed by teachers for the system’s involvement; (b) how these provided focus, funding, and 

supportive structures and mechanisms for ensuring teachers the space for decision-making 

(planning, acting, observing, reflecting, and revising plans); (c) how their support needed to be 

consistent, sustained, managed to be sustainable; and (d) the importance of providing time and 

taking a long-term approach to changing and sustaining teachers’ engagement with professional 

learning.  This would ensure development and change for practical and emancipatory action 

research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986).  

I also discuss how the community of learners and collaborative networks collaborative 

networks between researcher and participants and participants themselves supported 

professional learning.  They (a) supported teachers to engage in open, honest professional 

dialogue, critical reflection-on-action, and sharing of ideas about practice; (b) ensured the 

building of trusting relationships and rapport amongst group members; (c) supported teachers to 

hover and oscillate between options, when confronting critical incidents, before committing to 

modified plans of action to achieve their goals; and (d) facilitated opportunities for teachers to 

work collaboratively and reflectively in classrooms with competent and trusted 

facilitators/coaches.   

Additionally, I discuss new knowledge related to personal agency.  This concerns how 

teachers demonstrated engagement through metacognitive insight, motivation, resilience, 

increased confidence, perseverance, and professionalism for taking on project roles and 

responsibilities.  It also relates to teachers’ disengagement through reduced involvement or 

withdrawal.  I now begin with a discussion of the early stages of the project and action research 

cycle 1.   

Action Research Cycle 1: Negotiating the Project 

I have depicted a typical linear representation of the five key processes of the action 

research cycle (plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan) in Figure 26.  However, I found that 

what was in my study did not reflect this typical pattern.  Rather, we faced system and ICT 

infrastructure collisions that actually altered the way Cycle 1 unfolded.  
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Figure 26.  Intended action research Cycle 1: Negotiating the project.  

We commenced our project with a traditional “plan” process, whereby members of the 

leadership team came together with a district education officer to determine its procedural and 

conditional character.  In particular, we made decisions in relation to (a) who would be 

involved; (b) what policy would be focused; (c) what systemic funding was available and how it 

might be used; (d) what and why particular strategic goals and individual participant learning 

goals would be selected; and, (e) where, when, and how participants would be informed about 

and released from regular teaching duties to participate. 

It was early in the “act” process of our project that “typicality” began to unravel. 

Teachers became suspicious about the system’s (Education Queensland’s and the District 

Office’s) depth of commitment to our project (Was the system really committed?).  There arose 

issues of competing demand associated with teachers’ ongoing responsibilities to their own 

school workplaces and new or evolving accountabilities aligned with our project (Which would 

take priority and why?).  Teachers’ reflections had led to insights and some concerns about the 

nature of their own participation (Was their involvement genuine or coerced by principals who 

had nominated them, and did this matter?).  Additionally, those of the administration who were 

closest to them as leaders (i.e., principals and deputy principals) represented proximal reminders 

of wavering participation and themselves were riven by competing demands on time (Was there 

real action in their involvement or only their espousal of merit in the project?).  

Each of these issues was a cause for uncertainty that weakened the links between 

planned action, its implementation, and a future-oriented view of its worth.  The steadfastness of 

what we expected to be collusions that would have facilitated a positive outcome for the 

intended change had been challenged.  The absence of any clear resolution of the various 

predicaments brought hesitations, doubts, and insecurities.  These were states likely to have 

teachers hovering at colluding, colliding, or oscillating between them, rather than 

enthusiastically planning, acting, observing, reflecting, and revising plans as the typical cycle 

(Figure 26) had depicted.  These issues threatened our project.  

In response, members of the leadership team had made both on the spot and considered 

decisions about how to deal with non-collusions.  Through observation and reflection-in-action 

and reflection-on-action (Schön, 1983), our leadership team examined these collisions or 
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hesitations as what Flanagan (1954) had termed, critical incidents.  We rethought the intended 

actions of our group.  We made new plans about ways to gather information about the threats 

that had arisen.  We identified strategies that would alleviate individual participants’ fears and 

bolster the enthusiasm and willingness of those still prepared to be involved. 

As reported in Chapter 5, in some cases the actions we negotiated and commenced in 

efforts to overcome misunderstandings or misalignments between participants’ espoused beliefs 

and their theories-in-use (Argyris & Schön, 1974) did not work.  Particular schools or teachers 

disengaged from the project.  However, a core majority continued.  These teachers had aligned 

their personal action learning goals with the system goal, thus colluding with the project’s 

intended outcomes.  The teachers renewed their efforts to include finding solutions to the 

hesitation issues and refocusing on the pedagogical matters involved for improving their 

individual teaching practices through collaborative inquiry.  This is consistent with Model II 

theory-in-use characteristics, where collaborative, critical reflection to re-think and adapt 

strategies and participate actively in designing and implementing actions are focused. 

However, not all colluding teachers found their action to be smooth during the “plan” 

and “act” processes of this “start-restart” phase of our project.  For example, Janice and Daniel 

had faced numerous collision moments because of the non-supporting consequences of poorly 

developed ICT infrastructure in their classrooms.  They also had experienced conundrums 

because of their lack of knowledge about how to manage these ICT resources.  These issues 

influenced the ease with which their planning, doing, and reflective redesigning happened.  

Acting in my facilitator role, I offered Janice and Daniel suggestions, empathy, and 

encouragement in efforts to support them as they considered possible solutions to their 

problems.  I helped them identify ways to manage the changing ICT infrastructures that 

occurred in their classrooms.  This resulted in cycles within cycles as the two worked toward 

resolution around what was unlikely to be changeable in the accessible resources of their 

classrooms.  Thus, while Janice and Daniel, and also others with similar problematic issues, 

recognised difficult dimensions in a problem, they were confronting for them.  Teachers were 

frustrated and guilty about their practices.  They described their self-observations of wariness, 

reluctance, and lack of confidence about integrating practices and had associated this negative 

affect with perceived lack of knowledge and capability.  The leadership team worked 

collaboratively with them–together shoring-up their generative capacities and persistence to 

hover above an option, rather than deciding too quickly on reduced commitment or withdrawal, 

and then oscillating away from such a decision. 

According to a typical linear model of an action research cycle, the first cycle of our 

project should have moved smoothly through plan, act, observe, and reflect processes to the 

point where a revised plan was made for Cycle 2.  It did not happen.  In reality, the “plan” 

process of this cycle needed feedback loops added if it was to better scaffold external and 

internal force factors influencing participants’ willingness to continue as active contributors.  In 
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essence, the “act” process was the moment of truth for participants.  Some teachers hovered 

only momentarily before colliding with the system goal, with little apparent consideration of 

options aligned with colluding.  They left the project before it had formally commenced.  Others 

hovered at colluding for a little longer, eventually committing to continue in it.  For these 

participants, the external/system force factors melded with their internal/personal motivations 

(Fletcher, 2008; Fletcher & Hill, 2004).  This provided an activation point where they were 

willing to go on to explore and improve their practices within the project.  This is attributable to 

Model II characteristics employed in our project–participants shared control for designing and 

implementing actions that were relevant and meaningful for them (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

My research showed the importance of monitoring and evaluating motivations and 

actions of prospective participants in the early stage of the project.  Observations highlighted 

how unexpected actions may arise.  These must be accommodated by building in associate-like 

opportunities that feedback information relating to participants’ continuing engagement during 

action research cycles.  Incorporating such measures into projects would allow cycles within 

cycles to act as both explanation and redress–as was needed in my research.  This need is shown 

in the following representation.  Cycle 1 of the project actually unfolded in practice as a 

complex set of processes for planning, acting, observing, reflecting, and revising plans.  It 

became a series of cycles within cycles that evolved to account for what participants faced 

concerning collisions and collusions (see Figure 27). 
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Figure 27.  Unintended action research cycle showing cycles within cycles for Cycle 1. 

In Cycle 1, I found that issues related to collaborative partnerships and educational 

leadership and ICT formed the basis for negotiating participation in our project.  These issues 

influenced how successfully the project commenced.  I now discuss elements of these issues and 

make recommendations for organisations.  

Collaborative partnerships.  We eventually formed collaborative partnerships that 

ensured effervescence in our project.  They provided focus, funding, and supportive structures 

that brought practice to system policy.  These elements created a professional space and time for 

academics, education advisors, leaders, and teachers to engage in collaborative professional 

reflection, generation of knowledge, and transformation of teaching practices.  Collaborative 

partnerships improved teachers’ professional learning.  However, in this study, this was only 

achievable once a climate of trust had been built between its stakeholders, and researchers and 

participants in the community of learners.  This ensured collegial and collaborative interactions 

between all stakeholders.  Further, reform must have the support of leaders (Fullan, 2003) if it is 

to be successful.  This notion was supported by my study, where support was inconsistent as 

was the reform outcome of the project.   

There is an important role for system and school leaders in change management, given 

the patterns of initial uncertainty and misgivings displayed by many teachers at the beginning of 

the project.  As shown, variability in such involvement was not conducive to teachers’ strong 

Revised Plan for 

Cycle 2 

Act 

Observe 

Observe 

Observe 

Reflect 

Reflect 

 STOP 

Cycle 1 

System 

collisions 

ICT 

infrastructure 

collisions 

Plan 

Plan Plan Act 
Act 

Reflect 

Revised 

Plan  

Revised 

Plan  

Revised 

Plan  

Revised 

Plan  



 

222 

and sustained commitment and action.  Leaders need to be more than messengers of system 

policy–and their unreliable attendance and engagement in our project was evidence that they 

were not.  Leaders need to put action with their message, and to act and be seen engaging and 

acting by those whom they are so well positioned to encourage changing.   

Further, there was capacity in this collaborative partnership process for leadership 

development amongst those not yet in such roles formally.  For example, principals might 

reconfigure management within their schools to include, as change agents amongst peers, 

teachers newly “changed” in relation to their own knowledge, attitudes, and skills toward 

integrating innovative practices.  Such roles would bolster strengths in the school’s 

administration.  Peers would have opportunity to collude and collide when considering their 

own professional positions as they relate to the inclusion of innovative practices at a time when 

it was a priority area for the system.  Teachers themselves with newly changed knowledge and 

skills bases would be valued for their professionalism, and their achievement would be 

reinforced.   

Data from my study illustrated that a structured, systematic process needed to be in 

place to guide the formation of effective collaborative partnerships among stakeholders of our 

project.  Such a process must begin from shared understandings about policies, goals, roles, 

responsibilities, and expectations.  It must show shared respect for each individual’s dynamic 

takes on these issues as a project develops.  This would strengthen the likelihood of 

participants’ sustained commitment to communal, positive outcomes.  The process also must 

recognise that practitioners generally require a complex blend of human, technical, and 

monetary support to address their professional learning, technological, pedagogical, and 

personal affective needs when embedding new practices.  This is where educational leadership 

will need to take a prominent role.  Leaders must ensure support structures and mechanisms are 

in place to afford teachers the best conditions in which to learn and change their practice.   

Education leadership and ICT integration in schools.  Survey and observation 

evidence showed it was education leadership within systems and schools that factored strongly 

into teachers’ willingness to engage with policy on integrating ICT or multiliterate reading 

practices in classrooms.  Education leadership also determined directions taken with 

professional development programs provided in schools.  My study identified leadership 

manifested most strongly in the ways the system and school leaders (i.e., principals and deputy 

principals) interpreted systemic policies, developed initiatives, deployed resources made 

available to them, and encouraged teachers’ participation in our project.  

Although principals believed decisions and actions they made about professional 

development in ICT and its deployment were improving teachers’ practice in classrooms, they 

were not.  What principals espoused about “support” they provided for ensuring adequate ICT 

infrastructure and effective professional development in schools conflicted with teacher 

perceptions of ineffective enactments of ICT teaching and learning in classrooms.  Analyses of 
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survey data and observations in classrooms revealed that schools’ poorly developed ICT 

infrastructures had resulted in teachers’ limited uptake and innovation of ICT integration in 

classrooms.  Data indicated that principals actually knew very little about ICT infrastructure 

issues teachers were experiencing in their classrooms.  They also knew little about what 

teachers were actually doing with ICT in their class programs or how they could be best 

supported to develop professional knowledge of their practices.  This was evident, for example, 

in Janice’s school, where the principal failed to visit her classroom and observe her project work 

firsthand, despite repeated invitations to do so.    

This is a concern in relation to important decisions school principals must make.  If they 

are not aware of issues and practicalities associated with integrating ICT in classrooms, how can 

they make effective decisions to initiate, implement, and support school change for integrating 

ICT in schools (Byrom & Bingham, 2001; Ingvarson & MacKenzie, 1988; Ofsted, 2001, 2002; 

Schiller, 2002; Schiller, 2003)?  Principals need not only to espouse, but also to be seen to enact 

change through their practical, collaborative, and evaluated participation in school-based 

professional development initiatives.  My research concurs with the views of others (Hill & 

Crevola, 1998; Masters, 2009) that strong education leadership, in which principals act as 

curriculum leaders, will be necessary to lead improved teaching and learning in schools.  

Leaders in schools will need to initiate professional learning and development programs that 

guide teachers’ pedagogy for integrating ICT into curricula (European Experts’ Network for 

Educational Technology (EENeT), 1998).  Evidence from my study is suggestive that guiding 

teachers’ professional practice in schools and classrooms was effective.  Embedding a 

professional development program that used collaborative action research and action learning 

approaches did produce successful strategic planning at a school level for particular schools 

participating in our project.  Therefore, leaders might consider using such an approach to 

provide a relatively self-correcting framework, where teachers have a strong willingness to 

drive their own professional learning and development.  Such structure would have teachers and 

leaders embedding a culture of professional reflection for making and acting on key decisions 

about how to enhance pedagogy or practice.  This would involve people working through a 

process of observing, planning, enacting, reflecting on, and revising actions to improve 

outcomes.  

Systems too will have an important role to play in this process.  When they introduce 

policies, initiatives, or resources that encourage innovation, they will need to provide adequate 

support for school leaders as they pre-empt, understand, and address issues related to managing 

change.  
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Action Research Cycle 2: Collaborative Action Research and Action Learning Within the 

Community of Learners  

I have depicted the processes of a typical linear model of the action research cycle again 

in Figure 28.  In our project, Cycle 2 was about how the community of learners worked 

collaboratively to enact action research and action learning goals and objectives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 28.  Intended action research Cycle 2: Collaborative action research and action learning 

within a community of learners.  

We commenced Cycle 2 typically with a “plan” process.  Once teachers committed to 

becoming members of the community of learners, we planned regular, funded times to meet.  

This provided a space for teachers to be released from their regular teaching duties and 

scheduled times to reflect on practices in the community of learners.  These meetings also 

became a time for participants to network with and get to know each other socially and 

professionally.  Over time, participants built trusting, honest relationships and rapport.  This was 

evident, for example, when teachers became more willing to share not only the positive aspects 

of their practice, but also the negative.  These positive relationships enhanced the professional 

learning that occurred.       

Our planning process also determined how facilitators would collaborate with teachers 

in their individual school and classroom settings to support implementation of their action 

learning plans.  We enacted plans to improve our practices by observing our actions and 

reflecting on them.  This process involved teachers considering how they might integrate 

multiliterate reading practices, including visual literacies, ICT, home reading experiences, and 

reading-group strategies such as literature circles.  We engaged in facilitated conversations and 

reflection about teachers’ action learning journeys.  This happened in meetings of the 

community of learners and in their own classrooms, often when facilitators were there to 

support them.  These actions created opportunities for teachers to seek help and take advice 

from their colleagues for solving problems in their everyday teaching practice.  These processes 

occurred successfully for participants.  For instance, Wendy demonstrated success in her 

intentional shift to find more opportunities to talk with her students about how to improve their 

independence and enjoyment in their reading at home.  Her new actions of constantly 

monitoring opportune moments, acting on them, and reflecting on her practice showed she was 
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focused by her teaching-learning goal and her actions in achieving it.  This was a positive 

indication.  Wendy and people like her were moving in a direction consistent with the project’s 

goals and had done so with their own realisation of those goals.  The positivity of the indication 

as a predictor of completion of the professional development opportunity was born out, as 

Wendy remained in the project until its conclusion.  

As in Cycle 1, participants took pathways that were not always smooth.  Teachers came 

to view the critical incidents (collisions/collusions) that arose in their practice as learning 

opportunities.  Consequently, in Cycle 2, teachers’ journeys stretched to include cycles of “re-

commitment” as participants adjusted to issues that challenged the effectiveness of action they 

had thought (during planning) to be productive.  Various matters contributed to this adjustment.  

For example, the assortment of influences was evident in John’s and Anne's descriptions of 

struggles with their own inexperience and uncertainties about teaching reading and with priming 

students’ motivation for reading.  Attempting to be positive in both pursuits shifted them toward 

planned consultations with our community on their goals and what they were doing.  This led 

toward shared reflection about the efficacy of this in relation to possible alternatives.  John’s 

and Anne’s efforts to work through collisions and collusions they faced on their goal-oriented 

journeys caused hesitations.  Their adaptations were to stop and listen to others, and then to re-

observe what they were doing, and to reflect on this observation of practices more consistently.  

Their refreshed and extended self-informing amounted to cycles within cycles and changes 

within changes in their practices.  As a result, John’s and Anne’s actions became more 

evidence-based, their confidence grew, and their repertoire of activities became more varied.   

Teachers’ validations of the value of scheduled times for reflection demonstrated their 

re-commitment through adaptation.  For example, Anne and Daniel showed how they began to 

reflect at deeper levels to confront their assumptions and change their teaching practices related 

to integrating visual literacy for teaching reading.  This increased focus on critically reflecting 

on practices was their adaptation.  Through it, they generated further opportunities to modify 

their plans and actions.  Consequently, this created opportunities for cycles within cycles to 

occur.  These teachers strived through a varied array of activities and strategies to achieve goals 

that may not have been considered without the support of a community of learners.        

Other influences acted to decrease some participants’ action and to reduce their 

commitment to our project.  These included collisions related to school-based work 

responsibilities, personal-life commitments, or bouts of illness.  This study also highlighted that 

teachers’ knowledge of integrating multiliterate reading practices was a concern that influenced 

participation.  It proposed three specific areas of teacher knowledge lacking in teaching practice:  

(1) knowledge of integrating ICT in general, (2) knowledge of integrating ICT for multiliterate 

reading practices, and (3) knowledge of processes or techniques to closely monitor teaching and 

learning when integrating ICT into class programs.  For some participants, challenges like these 

began to affect their engagement.  In these instances, others of the team supported their affected 
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colleagues in order to balance the influence of critical incidents.  Nevertheless, teachers’ 

vulnerability was affected.  Events like these hindered teachers’ actions in the project.  They 

resulted in reduced involvement by some, such as Theresa, who began to stop coming to 

sessions.  In extreme cases, as with Mary, these events led to almost total withdrawal.  Perhaps 

if more efforts had been made to determine particular influences acting on these two teachers’ 

lack of engagement, they could have been supported more effectively.  We could have enacted 

alternate actions to create the conditions necessary to alleviate Theresa’s and Mary’s issues, 

guaranteeing their continued participation in meetings of our community of learners.  

Throughout this cycle, a majority of teachers maintained positions of moving to-and-fro 

between collision and collusion.  They worked toward a position, rather than taking one.  

Teachers often took longer to express their commitment during Cycle 2 because of the deep 

thought and reflection they were giving to matters they faced in their practice.  They hovered 

and oscillated between changing goals set as an outcome of their initial observations or their 

hitherto unproductive actions in reaching it. “Was the goal too ambitious?” was cast in 

opposition to “Was my lesson weak?” as a key item of the challenge.  This became the point 

upon which they would need to decide before colluding or colliding and moving through the 

cycle, with or without creating and completing cycles within cycles.  At this point, withdrawing 

from the project also could have been an option.  Action was always vulnerable to negative 

collisions, but our community and facilitating/coaching in classrooms were significant social 

conditions as teachers recognised and addressed their vulnerability.  These conditions assisted 

most teachers to hover above collisions, rather than immediately colliding.  Most then oscillated 

back from them to new pathways that allowed them to collude with their plans and goals.    

The typical representation of action learning in combination with collusions-collisions 

associated with the action theory for change model as described by Fletcher (2004, 2008) was 

helpful in explaining why members sustained commitment to the project.  Its predictive power 

as a framework may be highlighted by my study in two important ways.  

First, the hover or oscillate potential to collude or collide demonstrates that any action 

learning planning needs to anticipate and recognise cycles within cycles.  This was important to 

respond decisively to such doubts as occurred among participants in our project.  In this study, 

the potential for collusion-collision was enacted as a stumble, rather than a firm step, as teachers 

recognised, faced, and tried to come to terms with their doubts about commitment.  For most, 

these concerns were about commitment from other elements of the collaborative effort, and for 

some, also about their own.  Teachers’ doubts inhibited an unabridged collusion to 

collaboratively established plans until their different accommodations finally brought them into 

either collusion or collision.  The dynamic image inherent in hovering and oscillating reminds 

us that complexities of human behaviour belie any simple, linear depiction of cycles within 

cycles in action learning.  The inclusion of what people do when in doubt is needed to extend 

the predictive power of the framework offered by action learning in combination with the 
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collusion-collision model.  This would account more fully for teachers’ intervals of indecision 

as found in my study.  Doing so is possible.  As data in this study showed, a framework must be 

actionable in three dimensions and all directions, something that may not be apparent from a 

two-dimensional drawing.  Perhaps such a framework should even be renamed from “cycles” to 

“spheres.”  This would better reflect the multivariate ways in which progress or cessation of an 

individual or group action joins a within-cycle’s outcome to its initiation.  It would link it 

strongly or weakly with the major thread for planned, enacted, observed, and evaluated change.  

In an attempt to show this, I have depicted a multi-dimensional, multi-directional view of the 

framework in Figure 29. 
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Figure 29.  Action theory for change model (based on Fletcher, 2004, 2008; Argyris & Schön, 

1974). 

Second, the performances of those who colluded with the systemic goal proceeded 

toward changes to acquiring better background knowledge and teaching practices of integrating 

multiliterate reading practices.  They demonstrated particular resilience that was positively 

valued in relation to the system goal.  Participants who demonstrated resilience and 

perseverance were influenced by institutional/system or personal elements.  These sustained 

them to want to commit to action learning and generate new knowledge about their practices.  

At an institutional level, the social contributions afforded by becoming a member of a 

community of learners to explore and transform practices were motivational for some teachers.  
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These teachers, after oscillating between recommitting to the project or not, eventually colluded 

by doing so.  Hence, they decided at a personal level to collude with the project’s system goal.  

They displayed agentive behaviours through their willingness to undertake professional action 

on behalf of another (i.e., Education Queensland’s system policy priority and the district’s 

initiative for professional learning).  This was despite the fact they had originally resisted 

joining the project.  Their motivation was heightened because they knew they could set 

realisable, personal goals and that their own individual learning needs or priorities would be 

focused in our project.  

Resilient teachers showed a capacity to do what they wanted or needed to do based on 

close monitoring (observations and critical reflection) of their practice and students’ outcomes.  

They engaged with adaptive planning.  They saw collisions as opportunities to realign their 

plans to accommodate influences–interrupting plans and changing actions as needed.  They 

remained flexible and adaptable to circumstances, and responsive to change and ongoing 

learning.  Resilient teachers tended toward collusion–colluding immediately, hovering above 

collusion, or bouncing back to it as an end-point to oscillating from collisions.  Hoverers and 

oscillators could consider negative events (collisions) in the broader context of what they were 

trying to achieve.  They learnt from past mistakes and moved on.  Hence, resilient teachers 

tended to be generative in designing what to do and how and when to do it to maintain their 

direction.  They usually went on to achieve double-loop learning through the adaptations and 

reframing of strategies that occurred (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

My representation of Cycle 2 (Figure 30) shows the cycles within cycles and complex 

web of events that actually evolved for participants in our project.  This occurred as issues 

related to colliding, colluding, recommitting, hovering, oscillating, and showing resilience 

became more deliberate and observable. 
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Figure 30.  Unintended action research cycle showing cycles within cycles for Cycle 2. 

There are lessons here for leaders charged with the responsibility for enacting change 

management and/or acting as agents of change within organisations.  Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) 

action theory for change model proposed categories of enabling conditions that may enable or 

dis-able practitioners “to engage with their own professional learning needs as members of a 

learning community” (Fletcher, 2008, p. 119).  My study extended the predictive power of this 

framework to include specific elements of institutional, personal, social, physical, and cognitive 

enabling conditions that influenced the strengthening of teachers’ resilience.  These elements 

allowed teachers’ resilience to shine.  For example, teachers’ degrees of personal agency 

including metacognitive knowledge, confidence, motivation, and personal responsibilities 

influenced how they performed in our project.  Also, interactions between leaders and teacher 

participants in the community of learners were enhanced because of the trusting, honest 

relationships, and rapport and respect that developed between them.  In addition, teachers’ 

efforts to improve their practice were influenced by physical conditions related to managing 

time, space, teaching resources, and support personnel in classrooms.  Further, there was 

support for teachers’ judgments of changed pedagogical practice.  This was achieved by 

considering cognitive conditions through, for example, embedding a systematic approach to 

critical reflection through using reflective journals and the ongoing collection of evidence.  
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Professional development projects will need to consider these influences if they are to be 

successful at embedding sustainable Model II characteristics and generating double-loop 

learning. 

Leaders must recognise and accept that participants will face periods of indecision 

where they may become hoverers or oscillators.  Consequently, their challenge will be to 

identify when participants’ support is wavering, then not allow oscillators to hover on the 

negative side for too long.  Leaders will need to create situations that support participants to 

swing back to the positive side and continue to action their goals and plans.  These situations 

may be idiosyncratic, requiring leaders to become familiar with teachers’ individual needs and 

wants for progressing their professional learning.  Merely knowing that teachers having 

resilience will improve their engagement in projects during Cycle 2 will not be enough.  

Leaders will need to strategically plan for it.  They will need to foresee what the collisions or 

collusions could be in their organisations.  Then, they will need to put support mechanisms and 

structures into place that give teachers the space for decision-making (planning, acting, 

observing, reflecting, and revising plans). 

Leaders could use the elements that worked for participants when they were hovering or 

oscillating to commit as a guide for implementing strategic plans.  They could prioritise actions 

to embed such support mechanisms within their own organisations and professional learning 

initiatives.  For example, as we did, at an external/system level they could provide a long-term 

perspective to professional development and change, giving teachers adequate time to generate 

and embed knowledge to practice (Boe, 1989; Hawkins & MacMillan, 1993, as cited in Downes 

et al., 2001, p. 21; Johnson et al., 2011).  This was an important motivator for participants in our 

project.  Additionally, we built teachers’ momentum and resilience by partnering with other 

organisations to facilitate regular, scheduled times for networking within a community of 

learners and facilitators/coaches to work in classrooms.  We supported and strengthened 

teachers’ internal/personal motivators including their own agentive behaviours by implementing 

action research and action learning processes.  These conditions increased the likelihood of 

sustaining change through Model II behaviours and double-loop learning.  I now discuss 

elements that were important for establishing and sustaining our collaborative work in the 

community of learners. 

Networking within the community of learners.  We assisted participants to generate 

knowledge, develop practices, and enact action learning by creating opportunities for them to 

network with others in our community of learners.  Community members guided, reassured, 

affirmed, confirmed, empathised, and provided feedback when and where necessary to support 

participant teachers to closely monitor practices, embed changes, and stay resilient when 

collisions surfaced.  Quality relationships among participants (leaders, teachers, and 

researchers) developed because of such supportive actions.  This influenced the success of 

individual teachers to achieve their goals in the project.  This was evident for Daniel, who, with 
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the support of others, was able to sustain his change processes.  He moved on to exhibit double-

loop learning related to implementing a combination of explicit teaching and play-based 

learning approaches.  

In essence, the community of learners we formed for the project was a community of 

learners only by name at the beginning of the project.  We “grew it” over time to become a true 

professional learning community, as evidenced in the way participants networked and came to 

know and trust each other as they faced collisions and struggled through episodes of hovering 

and oscillating.  My results showed that three essential ingredients contributed to the growth of 

this community of learners.  First, offering a blend of opportunities for group members to come 

together professionally and socially was conducive for building positive, trusting relationships; 

rapport; and resilience amongst participants.  Second, creating opportunities for facilitated open, 

honest discussion; sharing; and reflection among participants built respect.  Teachers in our 

group, whether early or experienced, knew that their contributions, perspectives, and 

experiences were valued.  This was crucial for ensuring participants’ confidence to continue in 

the project.  Third, when participants took on different roles and responsibilities for managing 

generated collective and individual knowledge, their sense of professionalism grew.  Leaders 

will need to account for these elements when building their own professional learning 

communities within organisations.  As was the case in this project, systems or school leaders 

need to fund time to release teachers to meet collaboratively for planning and reflecting on their 

actions and observations of classroom practice.  Competent, trusted, and adequately trained 

critical friends/facilitators will need to be engaged.  Particularly, those who are versed in the 

nuances of change management and able to act effectively as change agents will be required.  

They will need to lead professional discussion and critical reflection within collaborative 

groups.   

Facilitator relationship and support.  In my study, facilitators/coaches extended the 

work of the community of learners beyond scheduled meetings, taking shared knowledge 

generated by the group back to be enacted in classroom practice.  Facilitators, working 

alongside teachers in classrooms, offered a blend of co-participatory teaching partnerships that 

were effective.  When they collaboratively modelled practices, collected evidence, reflected on 

students’ outcomes, and designed resources for and with teachers, professional learning 

occurred.  This created a bridge and connectedness between the encultured, communal 

reflection-on-action and shared understandings that were generated in our community of 

learners and the individual, idiosyncratic reflection-in-action and learning that was generated in 

classrooms.  

My study demonstrated that facilitators generated resilience in teachers in a number of 

ways.  They (a) maintained caring, positive relationships with them; (b) modelled and 

maintained good communication skills, particularly by listening carefully to what teachers had 

to say about their practices; and (c) offered advice and provided set reflection times for teachers 
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to think deeply about complicated aspects of their practice.  Their actions bolstered teachers’ 

resilience, allowing them to continue when they met collisions and supporting them to oscillate 

back to collusion.  Systems will need to support school leaders to fund opportunities for 

engaging well-trained facilitators/coaches to work collaboratively with teachers in classrooms.  

This would allow ongoing planning and close monitoring (observing and critical reflection) to 

improve teaching practices and students’ outcomes to be enacted.     

Notably, in our project a “ripple effect” of multiple levels of community building 

eventually occurred (O’Rourke, 2003; Savoie-Zac & Descamps-Bednarz, 2007).  In our case, 

other teachers in schools within and outside the realm of our actual project also decided to 

contribute to it.  This was evident when Janice shared her modified teaching practices with other 

Year 4 teachers at her school.  It also occurred when five teachers from our community of 

learners presented their professional learning journeys and outcomes with other teachers from 

across schools in the district.  Leaders will need to build in opportunities to share, recognise, 

reward, and celebrate the accomplishments and outcomes of participants within professional 

learning projects in and across schools.    

We enacted structured, planned actions to support teacher participants in our project.  

Our efforts energised oscillating.  This was particularly important in Cycle 2 when teachers’ 

depth of reflection became greater.  The community buffered teachers.  It supported them to 

remain resilient and committed to achieving their action learning goals and generative 

knowledge growth until the conclusion of our project.   

Action research and action learning.  In this project, action research and action 

learning were powerful cognitive and metacognitive drivers for teachers’ professional learning 

and development.  Teachers were provided with explicit knowledge of action learning processes 

and structures for enacting it.  Their professional learning was participatory and teachers had 

responsibility for their own sense making of meaningful, complex realities within individual 

situations, fulfilling the realisation of research-based professional learning practices (Guskey, 

2003).  Teachers’ resilience and professionalism was developed with opportunities for them to 

take control of their learning.  As my data showed, teachers’ actions became more 

metacognitive, goal oriented, and self-directed through implementing action learning processes.  

They demonstrated resilience by making realistic personal goals and moving toward them by 

putting plans, decisive actions, and critical reflective practice into place.  This often occurred 

with the support of others, including in-class facilitators.  This was evident when Daniel’s 

actions to investigate visual literacy through integrating the ICT-based concept mapping 

Inspiration program became more reflective and evidence-based.  He learnt to closely monitor 

and assess teaching and learning by implementing self-reflection, checklists, discussions, 

surveys, observations, standardised reading tests, and running records with his students.  He 

knew his students’ outcomes were improving because he could “see” what they were thinking 
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and how they transferred this new knowledge to other learning contexts through the practices he 

implemented.  

Through action learning, teachers gained personal agency, confidence, motivation, and 

efficacy to problem solve.  They persisted to find solutions to their problems by enacting 

changes to their practice.  This produced positive effects and improved needs-based outcomes 

for both students and teachers.  Leaders will need to ensure facilitators/coaches and teachers in 

schools are explicitly trained in how to implement effective action research and action learning 

to bring about organisational change. 

Reflective practice was integral to teachers’ and the project’s success.  When teachers 

engaged in a blend of reflection-on-action (e.g., within the community of learners) and 

reflection-in-action (e.g., in classrooms/schools and reflective journals) they critically reflected 

at deeper levels.  They closely monitored practices and thought beyond the descriptive of what 

had occurred, to critically evaluate why critical incidents had happened and how they needed to 

change their practices.  This adapting of practices resulted in episodes of single-loop and 

double-loop learning, as described by Argyris and Schön (1974), for particular teachers at 

various times, throughout the project.  It was resilience that allowed them to say “This is right” 

or “This will do” until they had further evidence to suggest how they might modify their 

practices.  In the project, teachers came to know that focusing observation and reflection before 

action to identify what was working and not working ensured that practices were evidenced-

based.  In turn, they used this evidence to inform future planning and actions, sharing and 

evaluating these actions collaboratively with other community members.  Actions allowed 

taken-for-granted knowledge to be rethought and new knowledge and understandings to be 

collectively created.  Communal learning occurred. 

Through the project, teachers like Janice and Daniel realised they often did not have the 

required knowledge about teaching reading with traditional, print-based or oral texts, let alone 

with ICT multimediated, digital texts.  As they hovered and oscillated between collision and 

collusion, they deconstructed their prior knowledge and generated new knowledge about how to 

teach reading using digital texts.  This was motivational for them.  It was an understanding of 

action learning processes that helped build their resilience to cope with the conundrums they 

faced when their espoused theories and theories-in-use or enacted practices did not align.  Our 

teachers challenged taken-for-granted assumptions (tacit knowledge) they held about their 

practice and gained generative knowledge that was grounded in their own everyday workplace 

experiences.  For example, this was evident when Daniel came to value students’ greater 

understanding and varied use of symbolism and visual images for imparting messages in digital 

and print texts.  Daniel knew his students’ learning outcomes were improving when they could 

represent their deep thinking and causal connections through words and visual images.  He 

changed his practices to include more opportunities for students to demonstrate their learning 

during class activities, illustrating change from single-loop to double-loop learning.   
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It will be the responsibility of systems to ensure school leaders know the benefits of 

implementing action research and action learning as a professional development model for 

sustaining evidence-based change in schools.  Leaders will need to then follow through with 

action.  While the literature clearly identifies that action research (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; 

Savoie-Zajc & Descamps-Bednarz, 2007; Zuber-Skerritt, 1989), collaborative learning in 

professional learning communities (Fichtman Dara & Yendal, 2003; Fletcher & Hill, 2004; Hill, 

et al., 2005; Kuntz et al., 2013; Shaw 1998; Stein et al., 1999), reflective practice (Becta, 2001; 

Brookfield, 1995; Schön, 1983, 1991; Smyth, 1989), and in-class mentoring and coaching 

(Boud, 1987, 2008; Cardno & Marat, 2008; IAF, 1999; Ingvarsen et al., 2005; Resnick, 2010) 

constitute effective professional learning and development for teachers, only those teachers in 

the district who participated in the project appeared to have had exposure to these forms of 

professional development.  This finding supports literature reporting that teachers rarely engage 

in action research and action learning for professional development purposes (CUREE, 2009).  

This will need to change to encourage Model II, sustainable forms of professional learning in 

schools.  

Action Research Cycle 3 and Beyond: Sustainability Issues 

I have depicted the typical linear model of the action research cycle again in Figure 31.  

Cycle 3 proceeded as per Cycle 2–the support structures in place remained consistent and 

teachers continued to enact plan, act, observe, reflect, and revised plan processes.  They 

modified only the goals and actions they implemented to explore their pedagogical challenges, 

based on prior learning in Cycle 2.  They continued to collide, collude, recommit, hover, 

oscillate, and remain resilient in efforts to improve their practices throughout this cycle, 

applying generated knowledge from previous cycles.  Then the project came to an end.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                  

 

 

 

Figure 31.  Action research Cycle 3: Sustainability issues.  

Cycle 3 should have continued with a revised plan to continue professional learning and 

improve practices.  This did not happen.  The project was discontinued because of 

uncontrollable system structures and resources.  Education Queensland withdrew funding to 

support the Learning and Development Centres (Literacy) initiative and most Learning and 

Development Centres (Literacy) were disbanded.  They also provided no plan to continue 
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funding the project.  Consequently, there was not time for participants to meet as a community 

of learners or for facilitators to work collaboratively with teachers in classrooms.  Expert 

knowledge that had been generated in the community of learners was dispersed.  Project 

teachers were left to integrate changed practices in schools and classrooms on their own 

devices, without the support of collaborative partnerships or structures such as networking with 

a community or encouragement for embedding action research cycles.  Despite the project’s 

closure before objectives were fully achieved, I saw evidence of single-loop learning that may 

have dissipated or yet have had its realisation as double-loop learning in future practices of the 

learner-teachers.  For instance, it was evident with Janice who believed she still required 

assistance to provide quality teaching and assessing activities and to manage her reading groups.  

Daniel also was still questioning the benefits of using ICT resources as opposed to pencil-paper 

ones and how he could assess ICT and visual comprehension effectively.  For double-loop 

learning to have occurred, structures for communal learning and individual facilitating/coaching 

in classrooms would have needed to continue.  This was not the case. 

Education Queensland’s decision to close Learning and Development Centres 

(Literacy) raises concerns about the sustainability of policies, initiatives, and resources 

developed and implemented within systems to facilitate professional learning and development.  

Literature has questioned the effectiveness of Education Queensland ICT policies and initiatives 

on the practices of schools and classrooms (Galligan, Buchanan, & Muller, 1999) and the 

impact of Education Queensland ICT and literacy policy on students’ ICT literacy performance 

(Hill, 2003; Masters, 2009).  This study also identified supportive evidence of questionable ICT 

and literacy outcomes.  It was evident in the results of survey teachers, 49% of whom doubted 

that their prior professional development had contributed to change in ICT teaching practices in 

their classrooms.  It was visible also in the high percentage of survey teachers who were unsure 

if students’ literacy learning outcomes improved in ICT environments (37%) or if students 

could read closely for information when reading computer-based texts (41%).  The impact of 

costly system policies, initiatives, or resources to influence teachers’ professional development 

and actual teaching practice in classrooms begs closer monitoring and evaluation.  This is 

particularly pertinent within the Education Queensland system, where frequent policy change 

appears to coincide with a 3-year agenda for federal and state government leadership.    

My research asserts that collaborative networks and support systems, namely Learning 

and Development Centres (Literacy), influenced teacher knowledge and practice.  However, 

support systems must be sustained and managed if they are to be successful.  They must employ 

a long-term approach to changing and sustaining teachers’ engagement with professional 

learning for improved teaching practices.  My research strongly suggests that a theory for 

developing a culture of professional learning and research for teachers is needed to reform 

professional development policy and practice.  Such an approach would see focus placed on 

implementing self-sustaining Model II characteristics for embedding professional learning in 
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the work of teachers in schools.  Recognising the value and importance of teachers’ experiences 

in classrooms and their professionalism would be central to my theory.  This would provide 

opportunities for a “bottom-up” approach to professional learning and development, ensuring 

teachers are supported to closely monitor and reflect deeply on everyday teaching and learning 

practices occurring in classrooms.  Teachers would be foregrounded as agents of change and 

“masters of their own domain.”  I believe action research and action learning provides the 

framework for this to occur. 

Another outcome of my study was the demonstration of the need to view action 

research and action learning as processes that require prolonged and ongoing periods of time.  

This was necessary in order to facilitate practitioners’ development and change for practical or 

emancipatory action research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986).  Teachers in the project undertook action 

research that was predominantly practical action research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986).  It was 

confined to the boundaries of a community of learners, with some evidence of transferal to other 

teachers in schools in the district.  Further research is required to investigate the time it takes for 

teachers to fully enact learning and change in classroom practices.  I suggest other studies also 

would be beneficial.  Such studies could investigate (a) how action research and action learning 

can support systems and schools through a sustained process of transforming consciousness and 

integrating change to an organisation’s existing boundaries, and (b) conditions for emancipatory 

action research.  Systems and school leaders need to provide structures to support and manage a 

culture of ongoing professional learning for teachers to generate new knowledge within schools 

(House of Representatives Standing Committee on Education and Vocational Training, 2007).  

Such reform would see systems creating an effective on-the-job professional learning and 

development model.  This would be one where teachers are supported to view action research, 

action learning, and critical reflective practice as integral components for informing everyday 

teaching practice in classrooms.  This may require restructuring of what a teacher’s typical 

teaching day, week, or year looks like, repositioning teacher professional learning as an 

essential component of practices in schools and classrooms.  Systems will need to support 

school leaders to embrace such a radical change to the way teachers go about their professional 

work and learning in schools.  

Limitations of the Study 

My research was conducted as three context-dependent case studies.  This enabled me 

to document thorough, descriptive accounts of the ICT or multiliterate reading practices of 

practitioners within a specific education district.  The action research project focused 

specifically on those who engaged in one professional development approach to improve their 

practices.  Although my survey findings were based on the responses and subsequent 

involvement of only four primary school principals, these data provided crucial insights into 

how leaders integrated ICT in schools.  Additionally, the 55 teacher survey responses provided 
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information regarding specific issues and concerns.  Further research will be required to 

substantiate and extend the findings of my study.  

Particularly, it would be useful to extend the period through which change cycles in 

action research projects might be documented to account for espoused shifts in practice.  This 

could be accompanied by observational accounts (e.g., by peers, students, or dispassionate third 

parties) to verify the relation between practitioners’ espousals and their actions.  Such research 

would require prior commitment of those involved and of the educational system within which 

they do their work to resource the study through to completion.  Extension studies might set out 

to include measurements of the educational and systemic effectiveness of various change stages.  

This would help to determine whether there are key points in continuous change that might 

serve to guide the professional learning of others and the outcomes that a funding system might 

expect.  Such research could consider direction, duration, and student-centred effects when 

innovations are compellingly integrated by teachers into their pedagogy.  

Notably, my research brings into question the value of survey methods as a valid data 

gathering instrument for investigating the practices of leaders in schools.  Alternatively, 

conducting focus groups with school leaders, coupled with action research in school contexts, 

may offer more thorough, relevant, and robust accounts of ICT integration and change processes 

and cycles in varied contexts.  Importantly, my research has led to the construction of two 

engagement and commitment behaviours that served the processes of my research well.  They 

may themselves be of broader use should they stand the test of focused research of their utility.  

While I don’t seek to generalise the findings of my research to other contexts, I believe its 

insights may transfer to and shed light on complexities faced by practitioners in the future.  

Particularly, my findings may assist those attempting to integrate innovative practices in similar 

contexts or projects that recognise the situations as being common.  Of course my findings and 

theoretical constructs would need to be tested in other systems and schools to ensure results are 

consistently effective in alternate situations.  

Conclusion 

The systems and people represented in my study manifested worldwide education 

reform in a small way.  They reformed–but to an extent somewhat less than all of us had hoped.  

We achieved successes through outcomes in our professional development project.  For 

example, Janice’s shifts to more closely monitor and critically reflect on students’ outcomes 

were successful.  Her improved teaching practice for integrating ICT into her reading program 

from previous cycles was an achievement.  She searched for answers to her pedagogical 

challenges by reflecting deeply on critical incidents to show instances of moving from single-

loop to double-loop learning.  Through her actions, she uncovered tacit knowledge and 

generated new knowledge to develop her practices in ways that were relevant and meaningful 

for her.  Even the reflections of her students made her think.  When one commented, “How do 

we know what we want to know if we don’t know what there is to know,” Janice thought about 
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the wisdom in this statement and reflected on her own quest for knowledge as an adult learner.  

She continued to be mindful of this throughout our project.   

Further, teachers within our community of learners showed resilience and 

professionalism to demonstrate a 9-month commitment to achieving their professional learning 

goals.  It was the quality relationships that developed in the community of learners that 

sustained their motivation to continue despite the collisions and collusions that arose.  

Community members built trusting relationships and it was this that allowed them to be open 

and honest in their collaborative interactions.  Teachers willingly sought guidance and took 

advice from critical friends and facilitators to solve the problems they experienced in their 

practice.  This is illustrative of the project’s success, regardless of whether instances of single-

loop or double-loop learning occurred for the teachers in our group.  Their persistence 

culminated in a willingness to develop collegial partnerships and share professional learning 

with others in the district, despite the failing support of the system for this specific initiative.  

These accomplishments should not be lost in the debris of an incomplete project as the 

supporting system shifted its resourcing priorities elsewhere.  There were disappointments to–

such as the disruptions to high-quality teaching practice that occurred because of poor ICT 

infrastructure in classrooms and the lack of leader/principal interest, support, and involvement 

in our project.  However, for some teachers, outcomes of improved knowledge and skills in 

relation to multiliterate reading practices inclusion were enhanced despite the project’s 

unanticipated and premature finish.  For these teachers, and those whom they teach, our project 

had an important outcome.   

The logistics of examining the process through which our project unfolded centred on 

an action research and action learning approach.  This provided identifiable descriptions of steps 

that were successes or failures and parts of the cycle which attempted to capitalise or 

compensate for them.  My research has highlighted two things in particular.  My observations of 

participants in the throes of decision-making led to the conceptualisations of hovering and 

oscillating that have broadened Fletcher’s (2004, 2008) explanatory model.  This amendment 

allows for closer observing and describing of practitioners’ commitment and engagement to 

personal learning, change processes, and generation of communal understandings and collective 

and individual learning, in single-loop or double-loop learning ways, as described by Argyris 

and Schön (1974). 

My research contributes to a body of work that advocates in-school professional 

learning programs to support teachers becoming informed and adept as researchers of their own 

practice (Hill & Crevola, 1998; Kervin, 2007; O’Rourke, 2001, 2003) and practitioners of their 

own research.  It does so through providing survey evidence showing that only a few teachers 

(7%) and no principals from the district had been involved in action research professional 

development projects to support the use of ICT in primary schools.  This was so despite the 

success of this type of professional development in our project.  It was also illustrated by Janice 
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who took to mind the epistemological data provided by her student.  My research guides 

systems to focus on how they might better scaffold what school leaders do when acting in 

change initiatives as part of a culture of teacher professional learning and research for enhancing 

outcomes in schools.  I provided understandings of how and why it will be important for schools 

to consider (a) collaborative partnerships between stakeholders; (b) the leadership role of 

principals to not just espouse, but also enact, strategic plans; and (c) providing support 

structures for teachers to engage in action research and action learning as professional learning.  

Particularly, my research afforded ideas for practitioners who are going to (a) grow a 

community of learners; (b) develop networks and relationships for sharing ideas and practices; 

and (c) engage in deep, critical reflection and generate knowledge through collaborative 

professional dialogue.  It provided detailed accounts of how action research, action learning, and 

supportive facilitation/coaching played out in schools and classrooms.  Importantly, my 

theorisation on providing support structures for leaders and change agents to enact, manage, and 

sustain practitioners’ generation of knowledge and changes to practices within organisations 

now may guide them to consider participants’ likely variable agency.  They may need to 

consider the realisation that participants will at best only ever collude, at worst collide, but more 

than likely hover or remain in a perpetual state of oscillating between colluding and colliding, 

while remaining resilient to achieving their professional learning goals.   

Coda – Where to From Here? 

Since my study was conducted, other Education Queensland policies, initiatives, and 

resources have been released to drive education reform for improving ICT and literacy practices 

in schools.  The Smart Classrooms Professional Development Framework (Education 

Queensland, 2005 - 2013) is the policy currently informing ICT practice.  This framework 

replaced ICTs for Learning (2004-2005) (Education Queensland, 2004a).  It moved to a model 

for change that relies on the interests and motivations of teachers as a collective within a 

particular school, and as individuals, to identify a need to improve ICT pedagogy.  Additionally, 

Education Queensland’s futures-oriented policy, focusing on multiliteracies and implementing a 

New Basics framework to guide curriculum in Queensland schools, has been amended to reflect 

the priorities of more recent initiatives and reforms (see Chapter 2, p. 24).  

In 2006, coinciding with the closure of Learning and Development Centres (Literacy), 

Education Queensland implemented a new model for literacy professional development (see 

Literacy–the Key to Learning: Framework for Action 2006-2009, Education Queensland, 2006).  

This model saw the employment of literacy managers throughout Queensland’s education 

regions to deliver the content of the Literate Futures: Professional Development–The Teaching 

of Reading for a Multiliterate World (P-7, 7-12) CD-ROM package (Anstey, 2004).  In this 

model, all Prep-Year 9 primary and secondary teachers, teacher aides, curriculum leaders, and 

self-selected principals participated in a one-off, 5-day literacy training program.  The 

evaluators of this professional development program found that teacher knowledge and practice 
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had been influenced in many areas, however, “instances of no change or no impact” were also 

evident (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 14).  They suggested leadership was necessary to ensure 

continued impact and consistent application across schools.  They stated,    

 

While many teachers and principals who attended the professional development viewed 

the training positively, further time was required to evidence change with ongoing 

support from leadership and continued support or development to connect learnings to 

classroom practices critical for assuring continued transference of learnings into 

practice.  (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 14)  

 

They recommended that, among other actions, transference of learning in professional 

development initiatives could be supported through school-specific action research projects and 

those that “do not assume a one-size-fits-all approach in the professional learning program” (see 

Johnson et al., 2011, p. 15).  These findings and recommendations bode well for enacting the 

theory I proposed in this study to develop a culture of professional learning and research within 

school communities to enhance teachers’ professional learning and practice.    

Further, some Education Queensland regions and schools have introduced new 

positions to progress the effective implementation of curriculum and literacy policy in schools.  

These roles have varied across regions and can include (a) Heads of Curriculum who were 

formally employed in some primary schools from 2006/2007, (b) literacy coaches who were 

employed to work in some schools as a part of the Literacy and Numeracy National Partnership 

initiative (2009-2012), (c) Principal Project Officers (English) who were employed to lead the 

effective teaching of English and literacy in schools in some regions in 2010, and (d) Principal 

Education Advisors (Australian Curriculum) who were employed to provide schools in some 

regions with targeted professional development, resources and advice to support the 

implementation of the Prep-10 Australian Curriculum in 2011.  I support Johnson et al.’s (2011) 

notion that a consistent approach for ensuring support for teachers to integrate effective literacy 

pedagogy in classrooms is needed across regions and schools.   

To confound the issue, Education Queensland’s schools and teachers have faced major 

policy and curriculum reform over the past few years (see the Queensland Curriculum, 

Assessment, and Reporting [QCAR] framework, Education Queensland, 2007; the National 

Assessment Program–Literacy and Numeracy [NAPLAN] tests, ACARA, 2011; Australian 

Curriculum, Assessment, and Reporting Authority [ACARA] framework, 2012; Curriculum 

into the Classroom [C2C], Education Queensland, 2013).  Nonetheless, my study has shown 

that systems need to be cautious about constant changes to curriculum agendas and policy on 

teachers’ generation of knowledge, confidence, and motivation for transforming teaching 

practices.  For instance, Daniel raised concerns about committing to our project because it was 

focused on yet another new initiative–one that he would be required to meld with the newly 
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introduced New Basics curriculum that was mandated at his school.  He already viewed this 

initiative to be overcrowding the curriculum and this caused him to be cautious.  Another 

outcome of my research is the demonstration of the need to investigate issues that result when 

education systems employ an ad hoc approach to implementing multiple policies, initiatives, 

and resources in schools to transform teaching practice and improve results.  The professional 

development approach used in my study stands in stark contrast to the less systematic 

approaches that have occurred from time to time in education sectors.  

There is enough evidence to support a radical reform of teacher professional 

development in the Education Queensland sector.  First, my findings support reform that 

prioritises teachers working in communities of learners in schools and becoming researchers of 

their own everyday teaching practice in classrooms.  In such contexts, teachers would consider, 

implement, and monitor their inclinations to develop professionally and efforts made to 

transform their practices.  Second, the recently introduced Continuing Professional 

Development (CPD) Framework (Queensland College of Teachers [QCT], 2010) mandates full-

time teachers in Education Queensland schools must undertake 30 hours of professional 

development per year as a requirement of teacher registration.  This reform provides an impetus 

for schools to look differently at how professional development is being conducted in their 

workplaces.  It creates an opportunity for schools to move to a model that views professional 

learning as a valued component of teachers’ work in classrooms during regular teaching 

experiences.  Third, the Curriculum into the Classroom (C2C) units of work were introduced 

into Queensland schools for English, Mathematics, and Science in 2012 and for History in 2013 

(Education Queensland, 2013).  These were Education Queensland’s response to the national 

ACARA framework that was introduced in 2010 (ACARA, 2012).  The implementation of this 

new Queensland reform provides a relevant vehicle for education systems to mandate schools’ 

reflection, planning, action, and observation as they maintain progressive positions on 

improving teachers’ professional learning in a school-based context.  

Professional development reform will require Education Queensland to build effective, 

collaborative partnerships with organisations such as the Queensland College of Teachers 

(QCT), Queensland Studies Authority (QSA), universities, curriculum and policy leaders in 

different regions throughout the state, and leaders and teachers in schools.  This will ensure 

shared perspectives on matters of reform and shared understandings about appropriate and 

effective policies, initiatives, and resources for schools.  Education Queensland will need to 

review role descriptions and responsibilities of current personnel charged with the duty of 

leading education and curriculum change in regions and schools.  This will entail redefining 

guidelines and structures to allow personnel to lead reform by building a culture of teacher 

professional learning and research within school contexts. 

 

 



 

242 

 

 

 

 



243 

References 

 

Aguyo, S. (2010). The real cost of computers in schools. In Getao & Werner (Eds.), Power up with 

information technology. Nairobi, Kenya: Archry Technology Management Ltd. 

Albion, P. R. (2000). Interactive multimedia problem-based learning for enhancing pre-service 

teachers' self-efficacy beliefs about teaching with computers: Design, development and 

evaluation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Southern Queensland, 

Toowoomba.    

Alexander, P. A., Schallert, D. L., & Hare, V. C. (1991). Coming to terms: How researchers in 

learning and literacy talk about knowledge. Review of Educational Research, 61, 315–343.  

Almerich, G., Suarez-Rodriguez, J. M., Belloch, C., & Bo, R. M. (2011). Training needs of teachers 

in ICT: Training profiles and elements of complexity. RELIEVE, 17(2), 1-24. Retrieved from 

http:www.uv.es/RELIEVE/v17n2/RELIEVEv17n2_5eng.htm 

Altrichter, H., Kemmis, S., McTaggart, R., & Zuber-Skerritt, O. (2002). The concept of action 

research. The Learning Organisation, 9(3), 125-131.  

Anderson, L. (1997). Argyris and Schön's theory on congruence and learning.  Retrieved February 22, 

2004, from http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arp/argyris.html 

Anderson, R., & Dexter, S. (2010). School technology leadership: An empirical investigation of 

prevalence and effect. Educational Administration Quarterly, 41(1).  

Anstey, M. (2002). Literate futures: Reading. Brisbane: State of Queensland (Department of 

Education). 

Anstey, M. (2004). Literate futures: Professional development - The teaching of reading for a 

multiliterate world (P-7, 7-12). Brisbane: The State of Queensland (Department of Education 

and the Arts). 

Anstey, M., & Bull, G. (2004). The literacy labyrinth (2nd ed.). Frenchs Forest NSW: Pearson 

Education Australia. 

Argyris, C. (1974). Behind the front page. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Argyris, C. (1976). Theories of action that inhibit individual learning. American Psychologist, 31(9), 

638-654.  

Argyris, C. (1980). Inner contradictions of rigorous research. New York: Academic Press. 

Argyris, C. (1987). Reasoning, action strategies, and defensive routines: The case of OD practitioners. 

In R. A. Woodman & A. A. Pasmore (Eds.), Research in organizational change and 

development. (Vol. 1, pp. 89-128). Greenwich: JAI Press. 

Argyris, C., Putnam, R., & McLain Smith, D. (1985). Action science. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Argyris, C., Putnam, R., & McLain Smith, S. (1985). Action science: Concepts, methods and skills for 

research and intervention. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



 

244 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1974). Theory in practice: Increasing professional effectiveness. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Atkins, S., & Murphy, K. (1993). Reflection: A review of the literature. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 

18, 1188-1192.  

Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). (2011). National Assessment 

Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN).  Retrieved April 10, 2013, from 

http://www.nap.edu.au/naplan/naplan.html 

Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). (2012). The Shape of the 

Australian Curriculum Version 4.0.  Retrieved April 10, 2013, from 

http://www.acara.edu.au/curriculum/curriculum_design_and_development.html 

 Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). (2013). The Australian 

curriculum english. Version 4.1. Retrieved February 01, 2013, from 

http://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au/ 

Australian Government Department of Education Science and Training. (2005). Teaching reading 

report and recommendations: National inquiry into the teaching of literacy. ACT: 

Commonwealth of Australia. 

Baldwin, M. (2001). Working together, learning together: Cooperative inquiry in the development of 

complex practice by teams of social workers. In P. Reason & H. Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook 

of action research: Participative inquiry and practice (pp. 287–293). London: Sage. 

Banaji, S., Cranmer, S., & Perrotta, C. (2010). Expert perspectives on creativity and innovation in 

European schools and teacher training: Enabling factors and barriers to creativity and 

innovation in compulsory education in Europe, based on interviews with educational 

stakeholders. Luxembourg: JRC European Commission Institute for prospective technological 

studies (ipts). 

Barber, M., & Mourshed, M. (2007). How the world's best-performing schools come out on top.  

Retrieved 19 October 2009, from 

http://www.mckinsey.com/locations/UK_Ireland/~/media/Reports/UKI/Education_report.ash

x 

Bartlett, B., & Piggot-Irvine, E. (2008). Introduction: What is evaluation of action research? In E. 

Piggot-Irvine & B. Bartlett (Eds.), Evaluating action research (pp. 9-52). Wellington: New 

Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCER) Press. 

Bauer, J., & Kenton, J. (2005). Toward Technology Integration in the Schools: Why it isn’t 

Happening. Journal of Technology and Teacher Education, 13(4), 519-546.  

Bawden, R. J., & Macadam, R. D. (1990). Towards a university for people-centered development. 

Australian Journal of Adult and Community Education, 30(3), 138-144.  

Bean, W. (2004). Teacher learning and the role of school culture. Literacy Learning: The Middle 

Years, 12(2), 61-68.  



245 

Becker, H. J. (1994). How exemplary computer-using teachers differ from other teachers: 

Implications for realising the potential of computers in schools. Journal of Research on 

Computing in Education, 26(3), 291-321.  

Becker, H. J. (2000). Findings from the teaching, learning, and computing survey: Is Larry Cuban 

right?  Retrieved 14 April, 2005, from http://www.crito.uci.edu/tlc 

Beilin, R., & Boxelaar, L. (2001). Rethinking action research: Theory and extension practice. Paper 

presented at the APEN 2001 Conference, Toowoomba.  

Betz, M. (2011). Information technology and school: The principal’s role. Educational Technology & 

Society, 3(4), 4.  

Bevins, S., Jordan, J., & Perry, E. (2011). Reflecting on professional development. Educational 

Action Research, 19(3), 399-411.  

Billet, S. (2001). Co-participation: Affordance and engagement at work. New Directions for Adult and 

Continuing Education, 92, 63-72.  

Billet, S. (2003). Guiding vocational learning. In J. Stevenson (Ed.), Developing vocational expertise: 

Principles and issues in vocational education. (Vol. 226-246). Crows Nest, Australia: Allen 

& Unwin. 

Bingimlas, K. (2009). Barriers to the successful integration of ICT in teaching and learning 

environments: A review of the literature. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science & 

Technology Education, 5(3), 235-245.  

Blackler, F. (1995). Knowledge, knowledge work and organisations – an overview and interpretation. 

Organisation Studies, 16(6), 1021–1046.  

Block, J. H., & Hazelip, K. (1995). Teachers’ beliefs and belief systems. In L. W. Anderson (Ed.), 

International encyclopedia of teaching and teacher education (2nd ed.) (pp. 25–28). New 

York: Pergammon. 

Boud, D., Keogh, R., & Walker, D. (1985). Promoting reflection in learning: A model. In D. Boud, R. 

Keogh & D. Walker (Eds.), Reflection: Turning experience into learning (pp. 18-40). London: 

Kogan-Page. 

Boud, D. G. (1987). A facilitator's view of adult learning. In D. Boud & V. Griffin (Eds.), 

Appreciating adults learning: From the learner's perspective (pp. 222-228, 233-236). London: 

Kogan Page. 

British Educational Communications and Technology Agency (Becta). (2001). ImpaCT2.  Retrieved 

July 21, 2003, from http://www.becta.org.uk 

British Educational Communications and Technology Agency (Becta). (2004a). Enabling teachers to 

make successful use of ICT.  Retrieved September 02, 2004, from http://www.becta.org.uk 

British Educational Communications and Technology Agency (Becta). (2004b). A review of the 

research literature on barriers to the uptake of ICT by teachers.  Retrieved September, 02, 

2004, from http://www.becta.org.uk 



 

246 

British Educational Communications and Technology Agency (Becta). (2008). Harnessing technology: 

Next generation learning 2008–14: Department for Universities, Innovation and Skills. 

British Educational Communications and Technology Agency (Becta). (2009). The impact of digital 

technology: A review of the evidence of the impact of digital technologies on formal 

education. Coventry U.K.: Becta. 

Brookfield, S. D. (1986). Understanding and facilitating adult learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass  

Brookfield, S. D. (1995). Becoming a critically reflective teacher. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Bruner, J. (1990). Acts of meaning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Bunning, C. R. (1991). Turning experience into learning: The strategic challenge for individuals and 

organisations. Training and Development Journal in Australia., 18(4), 5-9.  

Butler, J. (1994). From action to thought: The fulfilment of human potential. In J. Edwards (Ed.), 

Thinking: International interdisciplinary perspectives (pp. 16-22). Highett, Victoria: Hawker 

Brownlow Education. 

Butler, S. (2004). How can teacher reflective practice and change around teaching reading in a 

multiliterate world be best facilitated at both the facilitator and classroom teacher level?  

Master of Education, Griffith University, Brisbane.    

Byrom, E., & Bingham, M. (2001). Factors influencing the effective use of technology for teaching 

and learning: Lessons learnt from the SEIR*TEC intensive site schools (2nd Ed.). Greensboro, 

NC: University of North Carolina. 

Calderhead. (1996). Teachers’ beliefs and knowledge. In D. C. Berliner & R. C. Calfee (Eds.), 

Handbook of educational psychology. New York: Simon & Schuster Macmillan. 

Callow, J. (2006). Images, politics and multiliteracies: Using a visual metalanguage. Australian 

Journal of Language & Literacy, 29(1), 7–23.  

Cardiff, S. (2012). Critical and creative reflective inquiry: Surfacing narratives to enable learning and 

inform action. Educational Action Research, 20(4), 605-622.  

Cardno, C. (2003). Action research: A developmental approach. Wellington: New Zealand Council 

for Educational Research. 

Cardno, C., & Marat, D. (2008). High hopes and harsh realities: Practitioners' reflections on 

conducting action research beyond a formal study context. In E. Piggot-Irvine & B. Bartlett 

(Eds.), Introduction: What is evaluation of action research? (pp. 215-228). Wellington: New 

Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCER) Press. 

Carr, W., & Kemmis, S. (1983). Becoming critical: Knowing through action research. Victoria: 

Deakin University Press. 

Carr, W., & Kemmis, S. (1986). Becoming critical: Education, knowledge and action research. 

Geelong: Deakin University Press. 

Centre for the Use of Research & Evidence in Education (CUREE). (2005). Mentoring and Coaching 

CPD Capacity Building Project: National Framework for Mentoring and Coaching.  Retrieved 



247 

October 16, 2010, from http://www.curee-paccts.com/resources/publications/national-

framework-mentoring-and-coaching 

Chang, I., Chin, J., & Hsu, C. (2012). Teachers’ perceptions of the dimensions and implementation of 

technology leadership of principals in Taiwanese elementary schools. Educational 

Technology & Society, 7(3).  

Clayton, J. (2010). The provision of professional development in ICT: A New Zealand perspective. 

Paper presented at the International Conference of the Association of Learning Technology 

(ALT-C) 2010, University of Nottingham. 

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. (1990). Research on teaching and teacher research: The issues that 

divide. Educational Researcher, 19(2), 2-11.  

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. (1993). Inside/outside: Teacher research and knowledge. New York: 

Teachers College Press. 

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. (2001). Beyond certainty: Taking an inquiry stance on practice. In A. 

Lieberman & L. Miller (Eds.), Teachers caught in the action: Professional development that 

matters (pp. 45-58). New York: Teachers College Press. 

Coiro, J. (2003). Reading comprehension on the Internet: Expanding our understanding of reading 

comprehension to encompass new literacies. The Reading Teacher, 56, 458–464.  

Coiro, J. (2011). Talking about reading as thinking: Modeling the hidden complexities of online 

reading comprehension Theory Into Practice, 50(2), 107-115.  

Commonwealth of Australia. (2000). Teachers for the 21st century: Making a difference. Canberra: 

Commonwealth of Australia. 

Condie, R., & Munro, B. (2007). The impact of ICT in schools – a landscape review. Coventry: Becta. 

Conlon, T., & Simpson, M. (2003). Silicon Valley versus Silicon Glen: The impact of computers upon 

teaching and learning: A comparative study. British Journal of Educational Technology & 

Society, 34(2), 137 -150.  

Conners, B. (1991). Teacher development and the teacher. In P. Hughes (Ed.), Teachers' professional 

lives (pp. 53-81). Hawthorn: Australian Council for Educational Research. 

Cook, T., & Reichardt, C. (1979). Qualitative and quantitative methods in evaluation research. 

California: Sage. 

Cope, B., & Kalantzis, M. (2000). Multiliteracies: The beginning of an idea. In B. Cope & M. 

Kalantzis (Eds.), Multiliteracies: Literacy learning and the design of social futures (pp. 3-8). 

London: Routledge. 

Cornbleth, C. (1990). Curriculum in context. Basingstoke: Falmer Press. 

Cox, M., Preston, C., & Cox, K. (1999). What motivates teachers to use ICT? Paper presented at the 

British Educational Research Association Annual Conference, Sussex. 

http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/documents/00001329.htm 



 

248 

Cranton, P. (1994). Understanding and promoting transformative learning. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass. 

Cross, K. P. (1992). Adults as learners: Increasing participation and facilitating learning. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cuban, L. (2001). Oversold and underused: Computers in the classroom. Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press. 

Daly, C., Pachler, N., & Palletier, C. (2009). Continuing professional development in ICT for teachers: 

A literature review. London: Becta. 

Dana, N. F., & Yendol-Hoppey, D. (2008). The reflective educator’s guide to professional 

development: Coaching inquiry-oriented learning communities. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 

Press. 

Dana, N. F., & Yendol-Hoppey, D. (2009). The reflective educator’s guide to classroom research: 

Learning to teach and teaching to learn through practitioner inquiry (2nd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

Dana, N. F., & Yendol-Silva, D. (2003). The reflective educator's guide to classroom research: 

Learning to teach and teaching to learn through practitioner inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Corwin Press. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (1993). Reframing the school reform agenda: Developing capacity for school 

transformation. Phi Delta Kappan(June), 753-761.  

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy 

evidence. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 8(1), 1-49.  

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). Recruiting and retaining teachers: Turning around the race to the 

bottom in high-need schools. Journal of Curriculum and Instruction, 4(1), 16-32. doi: 

doi:10.3776/joci.2010.v4n1p16-32 

Darling-Hammond, L., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1995). Policies that support professional development 

in an era of reform.  Retrieved June 20, 2005, from 

http://www.middleweb.com/PDPolicy.html 

Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., & Warshaw, P. R. (1989). User acceptance of computer technology : a 

comparison of two theoretical models. Management Science, 35, 982-1003.  

Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (1994). Handbook of qualitative research. London: Sage Publications Inc. 

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1998). Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials. London: 

Sage. 

Department of Education and Science (DES). (1997). Schools IT 2000: A policy framework for the 

new millennium. Dublin: DES. 

DEST. (2002b). Raising the standards: A proposal for the development of an ICT competency 

framework for teachers.  Retrieved September 04, 2003, from 

http://infocat.dest.gov.au/IE/ViewEntry.asp?ID=2310 



249 

Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and education. New York: The Free Press. 

Dewey, J. (1933). How we think: A restatement of the relation of reflective thinking to the educative 

process. Boston: Heath & Co. 

DfEE. (2000). Hay McBer report.  Retrieved August 24, 2003, from 

http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/haymcber 

Dick, B. (1997a). Action learning and action research.  Retrieved April 06, 2013, from 

http://www.uq.net.au/action_research/arp/actlearn.html 

Dick, B. (1997b). Approaching an action research thesis: An overview.  Retrieved October 31, 2005, 

from http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arp/phd.html 

Dick, B. (1997c). Rigour and relevance in action research.  Retrieved October 31, 2005, from 

http://www.uq.net.au/action_research/arp/rigour.html 

Dick, B. (2000). Cycles within cycles.  Retrieved February 09, 2007, from 

http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gem/ar/arp/cycles.html 

Dick, B. (2002a). Action research: Action and research.  Retrieved February 10, 2013, from 

http://www.uq.net.au/action_research/arp/aandr.html 

Dick, B. (2002b). Beliefs without reason.  Retrieved October 31, 2005, from 

http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arp/bwr.html 

Dick, B. (2002c). Postgraduate programs using action research. The Learning Organisation, 9(4), 

159-170.  

Dick, B. (2007). Action research as an enhancement of natural problem solving. International Journal 

of Action Research, 3(1/2), 149-167.  

Dick, B., & Dalmau, T. (2000). Argyris and Schön: Some elements of their models.  Retrieved July 

10, 2013, from http://www.uq.net.au/action_research/as/argyris2.html 

Doecke, B., Parr, D., & North, S. (2008). National mapping of teacher professional learning project. 

Canberra: Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST). 

Down, C. M. (2003). Learning in a knowledge economy: What strategies are required? Brisbane, 

Queensland: Australian Academic Press. 

 Downes, T., Fluck, A., Gibbons, P., Leonard, R., Matthews, C., Oliver, R., Vickers, M., & Williams, 

M. (2001). Making better connections: Models of teacher professional development for the 

integration of information and communication technology into classroom practice. Canberra: 

Department of Education, Science and Training. 

Durrant, C., & Green, B. (2000). Literacy and new technologies in school education. The Australian 

Journal of Language and Literacy, 23(2), 89-108.  

Eagleton, M. (2001). Factors that influence internet inquiry strategies: Case studies of middle school 

students with and without learning disabilities. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 

National Reading Conference, San Antonio, TX.  

http://www.uq.net.au/action_research/arp/actlearn.html


 

250 

Education Department of Western Australia. (1994). First steps reading developmental continuum. 

Perth: Education Department of Western Australia. 

Education Queensland. (1999a). Queensland state education - 2010. Brisbane: The State of 

Queensland (Department of Education). 

Education Queensland. (1999b). Minimum standards for teachers - Learning technology: The State of 

Queensland (Department of Education). 

Education Queensland. (2000a). Literate futures: Report of the literacy review for Queensland state 

schools. Brisbane: State of Queensland (Department of Education). 

Education Queensland. (2000b). New basics project: New basics - curriculum organisers. Brisbane: 

New Basics Branch. 

Education Queensland. (2002a). Queensland the smart state: Education and training reforms for the 

future.  Retrieved September 02, 2003, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/etrf/whitepaper/index.html 

Education Queensland. (2002b). The learning place.  Retrieved December 12, 2009, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/learningplace/html/aboutus.html 

Education Queensland. (2002c). Information and communications technology (ICT) continua.  

Retrieved December 12, 2009, from http://education.qld.gov.au/smartclassrooms/pdf/whole-

document.pdf 

Education Queensland. (2002d). Literate Futures: Whole-school literacy planning guidelines. 

Brisbane: State of Queensland (Department of Education). 

Education Queensland. (2003a). ICTs for Learning: Years P-3, 4-9, and 10-12 practical ideas for 

teachers. Brisbane: The State of Queensland (Department of Education). 

Education Queensland. (2004a). Information and communication technologies (ICTs) for learning: 

School information kit 2004-2005. Brisbane: The State of Queensland (Department of 

Education and the Arts). 

Education Queensland. (2004b). ICTs for learning practical ideas for teachers: Girls and ICTs, 

indigenous education and ICTs, and students with disabilities and ICTs. Brisbane: The State 

of Queensland (Department of Education and the Arts). 

Education Queensland. (2005). Smart classrooms: A strategy for 2005-2007: The State of Queensland 

(Department of Education and the Arts). 

Education Queensland. (2006). Literacy - The key to learning: Framework for action 2006-2008.  

Retrieved December 14, 2009, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/curriculum/area/literacy/index.html 

Education Queensland. (2007). Smart classrooms professional development framework: Information 

sheet.  Retrieved November 08, 2008, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/smartclassrooms/pdf/infosheet-pdframework.pdf. 



251 

Education Queensland. (2008). Scope and sequence Years 1-9: Information and communication 

technologies (ICT).  Retrieved December 12, 2009, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/curriculum/scope.html 

Education Queensland. (2009). Smart classrooms professional development framework. Brisbane: 

The State of Queensland (Department of Education and Training). 

Education Queensland. (2011). An insight into C2C: English. Teaching Learning Connect(24), 1-7.  

Education Queensland. (2012). Smart classrooms: Digital pedagogy.  Retrieved April 16, 2013, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/smartclassrooms/developing-professionals/elearning-

frameworks/index.html 

education.au limited. (1996). EdNA online.  Retrieved September 02, 2004, from 

http://www.edna.edu.au 

Eraut, M. (1995). Schön Shock: A case for refraining reflection-in-action? Teachers and Teaching: 

Theory and Practice, 1(1), 9-22.  

Ertmer, P. A., & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T. (2010). Teacher technology change: How knowledge, 

confidence, beliefs and culture intersect. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 

42(3), 255-284.  

Ethell, R. G. (1997). Reconciling propositional and procedural knowledge: Beginning teachers 

knowledge in action. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Griffith University, Brisbane.    

Ethell, R. G., & McMeniman, M. M. (2000). Unlocking the knowledge in action of an expert 

practitioner. Journal of Teaching and Teacher Education, 51(2), 87-101.  

European Experts’ Network for Educational Technology (EENeT). (1998). ICT in education policy 

(1). Coventry: Becta. 

Farnham-Diggory, S. (1994). Paradigms of knowledge and instruction. Review of Educational 

Research, 64(3), 463-477.  

Firestone, W. (1987). Meaning in method: The rhetoric of quantitative and qualitative research. 

Educational Researcher(Oct), 16-21.  

Flanagan, J. C. (1954). The critical incident technique. Psychological Bulletin, 51(July), 327-357.  

Fletcher, M. (2002). Reciprocity in professional partnerships: Outcomes for everyone. Paper 

presented at the Envisioning practice - Implementing change 10th Annual International 

Conference on Post-Compulsory Education and Training, Brisbane. 

Fletcher, M. (2003). Reflections on reciprocity in professional development: Learning partners as 

professional learning teams. Paper presented at the ALARPM World Congress, Pretoria, 

South Africa. 

Fletcher, M. (2005). Action learning/action research: A teacher-centred approach for self-improving 

schools. Literacy Learning: The Middle Years, 13(2), 16-24.  

Fletcher, M. (2008). Using an action theory for change framework to manage and evaluate action 

learning in a professional learning community. In E. Piggot-Irvine & B. Bartlett (Eds.), 



 

252 

Evaluating action research. Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational Research 

(NZCER) Press. 

Fletcher, M., & Hill, V. (2004, December 03-05). Partnerships in action: Self-directed community 

learning. Paper presented at the 2nd Annual International Conference on Cognition, 

Language and Special Education Research 'Educating: Weaving research into practice', 

Crowne Plaza Hotel, Surfers Paradise, Gold Coast, Queensland. 

Fletcher, M., Zuber-Skerritt, O., Bartlett, B., Albertyn, R., & Kearney, J. (2010). Meta-action research 

on a leadership development program: A process model for life-long learning. Systematic 

Practice and Action Research, 23(6). doi: 10.1007/s11213-010-9173-5 

Fletcher, M., Zuber-Skerritt, O., Piggot-Irvine, E., & Bartlett, B. (2008). Qualitative research methods 

for evaluating action research. In E. Piggot-Irvine & B. Bartlett (Eds.), Evaluating action 

research (pp. 53-89). Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCER) 

Press. 

Fullan, M. (1982). The meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Fullan, M. (1992). Successful school improvement. Buckingham: Open University Press. 

Fullan, M. (1993). Change forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. London: The Farmer 

Press. 

Fullan, M. (2001). Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Fullan, M. (2003). Change forces with a vengeance. New York: Routledge Falmer. 

Fullan, M., & Stiegelbauer, S. (1991). The new meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers 

College Press. 

Funnell, B., Bryer, F., Grimbeek, P., & Davies, M. (2004). Demographic profiling for educational 

researchers: Using SPSS optimal scaling to identify distinct groups of participants. Paper 

presented at the Educating: Weaving Research into Practice, 2nd Annual International 

Conference on Cognition, Language, and Special Education Research, Crowne Plaza Surfers 

Paradise, Australia. 

Galligan, J., Buchanan, P., & Muller, M. (1999). Application of new technologies to enhance learning 

outcomes for students. Brisbane Education Queensland. 

Gardner, H. (2009). Multiple approaches to understanding. In K. Illeris (Ed.), Contemporary theories 

of learning: Learning theorists…in their own words. (pp. 106-115). New York: Routledge. 

Gay, L. (1996). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and application (5th ed.). New 

Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc. 

Gay, L. (2000). Educational Research: Competencies for analysis and application (6th ed.). New 

Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc. 

Gee, P. (2000). New people in new worlds: Networks, the new capitalism. In B. Cope & M. Kalantzis 

(Eds.), Multiliteracies: Literacy learning and the designs of social futures (pp. 43-68). South 

Yarra: MacMillian. 



253 

Gibson, I., W. (2002). Leadership, technology, and education: Achieving a balance in new school 

leader thinking and behavior in preparation for twenty-first century global learning 

environments. Journal of Information Technology for Teacher Education, 11(3), 315-334.  

Goodman, N. (1984). Of mind and other matters. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Gray, L., Thomas, N., & Lewis, L. (2010). Teachers’ use of educational technology in U.S. public 

schools: 2009 (NCES 2010-040). Washington DC: National Center for Education Statistics, 

Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 

Greenwood, C. (1991). Longitudinal analysis of time, engagement, and achievement of at risk versus 

non risk students. Exceptional Children, 57(6), 521-535.  

Grono, W. (2010). ICT leadership in school education. Paper presented at the Australian Catholic 

University Conference Sydney, Australia.  

Gu, Q., & Day, C. (2007). Teachers’ resilience: a necessary condition for effectiveness. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 23, 1302-1316.  

Guba, E., & Lincoln, Y. (1981). Effective evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Guba, E., & Lincoln, Y. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In E. Guba & Y. 

Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp.?). London: Sage. 

Guhlin, M. (1996). Stage a well designed saturday session and they will come! Technology 

Connection, 3(3), 13-14.  

Gurr, D. (2010). The impact of information communication technology on the work of school 

principals. Learning & Managing, 6(1), 63-67.  

Guskey, T. (2003). Professional development that works: What makes professional development 

effective? Phi Delta Kappan, 84(10), 748-751.  

Habermas, J. (1971). Knowledge and human interests. Boston: Beacon Press. 

Hagood, M. (2000). New times, new millennium, new literacies. Reading Research and Instruction, 

39(4), 311-328.  

Hammersley, M., & Atkinson, P. (1995). Ethnography: Principles and practice (2nd ed.). London: 

Routledge. 

Hargreaves, A. (2003). Teaching in the knowledge society: Education in the age of insecurity. New 

York: Teachers College Press. 

Hartnett, J. (2012). Reducing discrepancies between teachers’ espoused theories and theories-in-use: 

An action research model of reflective professional development. Educational Action 

Research, 20(3), 367-384.  

Harvey, J., & Purnell, S. (1995). Technology and teacher professional development. Santa Monica, 

CA: Office of Educational Technology, US Department of Education. 

Hatton, N., & Smith, D. (1995). Reflection in teacher education: Towards definition and 

implementation.  Retrieved October 08, 2004, from 

http://www2.edfac.usyd.edu.au/LocalResource/Study1/hattonart.html 



 

254 

Hayes, D. (2007). ICT and learning: Lessons from Australian classrooms. Computers & Education, 

49(2), 385-395. doi: DOI:10.1016/j.compedu.2005.09.003  

Healy, A. (2000a). Teaching reading and writing in a multiliteracies context. Brisbane: Flaxton. 

Healy, A. (2000b). Visual literacy: Reading and the contemporary text environment. In R. Campbell 

& D. Green (Eds.), Literacies and learners: Current perspectives (pp. 155-172). Sydney: 

Allen & Unwin. 

Healy, A. (2003). Multiliteracies: Teachers and students at work in new ways with literacy. In D. 

Green & R. Campbell (Eds.), Literacies and learners: Current perspectives. Frenchs Forest: 

Pearson Education Australia. 

Heath, R. L. (1997). Strategic issues management: Organizations and public policy challenges. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Hew, K. F., & Brush, T. (2007). Integrating technology into K-12 teaching and learning: Current 

knowledge gaps and recommendations for future research. Educational Technology Research 

Development, 55(3), 227-243.  

Hicks, T. (2006). Expanding the conversation: A commentary toward revision of Swenson, Rozema, 

Young, McGrail, and Whitin. Contemporary Issues in Technology and Teacher Education, 

6(1). Retrieved from http://www.citejournal.org/vol6/iss1/languagearts/article3.cfm 

Hill, P. W., & Crevola, C. A. (1998). Characteristics of an effective literacy strategy. UNICORN, 

24(2), 74-85.  

Hill, V. (2002). A case study investigating the effects of a multimedia software program, 

"WiggleWorks, the Scholastic Beginning Literacy System," on the reading behaviours of an 

emergent reader. An honours research dissertation. Faculty of Education Griffith University. 

Mt Gravatt.  

Hill, V., Butler, S., Fletcher, M., & Nolan, V. (2005, May 30-June 01). Reflections of pedagogy and 

relationships within a professional learning community. Paper presented at the Redesigning 

pedagogy: Research, policy, practice, National Institute of Education, Nanyang Technological 

University, Singapore. 

Hill, V., & Fletcher, M. (2003, December). ICT: Implications and concerns for teachers. Paper 

presented at the 1st Annual Conference on Cognition, Language and Special Education 

(International), Crowne Plaza Hotel, Surfers Paradise, Gold Coast, Queensland. 

Hixon, E., & Buckenmeyer, J. (2009). Revisiting technology integration in schools: Implications for 

professional development. Computers in the Schools, 26(2), 130–146.  

Hole, S., & McEntee, G. H. (1999). Reflection is at the heart of practice. Educational Leadership, 

56(8), 34-37.  

Holland, P. E. (2001). Professional development in technology: Catalyst for school reform. Journal of 

Technology and Teacher Education, 9(2), 245–267.  

Holly, M. L. (1984). Keeping a personal-professional journal. Victoria: Deakin University Press. 



255 

Horton, M., & Friere, P. (1990). We make the road by walking. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

House of Representatives Standing Committee on Education and Vocational Training. (2007). Top of 

the class: Report on the inquiry into teacher education. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia. 

Hubbard, R., & Power, B. M. (1993). The art of classroom inquiry. Portsmouth NH: Heinemann. 

Ingvarsen, L., & MacKenzie, D. (1988). Factors affecting the impact of teacher inservice courses for 

teachers: Implications for policy. Teaching and Teacher Education, 4(2), 139-155.  

Ingvarsen, L., Mierers, M., & Beavis, A. (2005). Factors affecting the impact of professional 

development programs on teachers’ knowledge, practice, student outcomes and efficacy. 

Education Policy Analysis, 13(10), 1-26.  

International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA). (2006). SITES 2006: 

Second information technology in education study. Retrieved March 10, 2013, from 

http://www.iea.nl/sites_2006.html 

International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). (2000). National educational technology 

standards for teachers.  Retrieved August 23, 2003, from 

http://cnets.iste.org/teachers/t_stands.html 

International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). (2008). Introduction to professional 

development strategies in educational technology. In A. Borthwick & M. Pierson (Eds.), 

Transforming classroom practice: Professional development strategies in educational 

technology (pp. 1-23). Chicago: International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). 

International Visual Literacy Association. (1998). What is visual literacy?  Retrieved April 20, 2004, 

from http://www.ivla.org/news/gallery/vlc/index.htm 

Jamieson-Proctor, R., Finger, G., & Watson, G. (2003). Information and communication technologies 

(ICTs) curriculum integration performance measurement instrument: Learning, teaching and 

the curriculum.  Retrieved September 04, 2003, from 

http://education.qld.gov.au/itt/learning/html/systemic.html 

Jamieson-Proctor, R., Watson, G., Finger, G., Grimbeek, P., & Burnett, P. (2006). Measuring the use 

of information and communication technologies (ICTs) in the classroom. Computers in the 

Schools, 24(1), 167-184.  

Johnson, B. (1993). Teacher as researcher. Washington, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse. 

Johnson, G., Wyatt-Smith, C., Colbert, P., & Klieve, H. (2011). Evaluation of the Literacy – Key to 

Learning: Framework for Action 2006-2009. Mt Gravatt: Griffith University. 

Kagan, D. M. (1990). Ways of evaluating teacher cognition: Inferences concerning the Goldilocks 

principle. Review of Educational Research, 60, 419-469.  

Kagan, D.M. (1992). Implications of research on teacher beliefs. Educational Psychologist, 27(1), 65–

90.  



 

256 

Kalantzis, M., & Cope, B. (2000). Changing the role of schools. In B. Cope & M. Kalantzis (Eds.), 

Multiliteracies: Litercay learning and the design of social futures (pp. 121-148). London: 

Macmillan. 

Kalantzis, M., Cope, B., & Fehring, H. (2002). Multiliteracies: Teaching and learning in the new 

communications environment. PEN (133).  

 Kane, R., Sandretto, S., & Heath, C. (2002). Telling half the story: A critical review of research on 

the teaching beliefs and practices of university academics. Review of Educational Research, 

72(2), 177-228.  

Kearns, P., & Grant, J. (2002). The enabling pillars. Learning, technology, community, partnership.  

Retrieved July 05, 2005, from http://ictpolicy.edna.edu.au 

Kearsley, G. (1994a). Social development theory (L. Vygotsky).  Retrieved August 20, 2004, from 

http://tip.psychology.org/vygotsky.html 

Kearsley, G. (1994b). Constructivist theory (Jerome Bruner).  Retrieved August 20, 2004, from 

http://tip.psychology.org/bruner.html 

Kelly, J., Singh, K., & Schrape, J. (2011). Wins and hurdles: The ups and downs in providing 

professional development in elearning. In G. Williams, P. Statham, N. Brown & B. Cleland 

(Eds.), Changing demands, changing directions. (pp. 677-687). Proceedings ascilite Hobart, 

Australia. 

Kemmis, S., & McTaggart, R. (1988). The action research planner (3rd ed.). Melbourne. 

Kervin, L. (2007). Supporting elementary teachers at the 'chalk face': A model for in-school 

professional development. International Electronic Journal for Leadership in Learning., 

11(10), 1-14.  

Killion, J., & Harrison, C. (2006). ROLE: Classroom supporter PURPOSE: To increase the quality 

and effectiveness of classroom instruction. T3 Teachers Teaching Teachers, 1(8), 1-3. 

Retrieved from http://www.ku-crl.org/pathways/program/IC_Article.pdf 

Kincheloe, J. L. (2003). Teachers as researchers: Qualitative inquiry as a path to empowerment. 

London: Routledge Falmer. 

King, M. B., & Newmann, F. M. (2000). Will teacher learning advance school goals? Phi Delta 

Kappan, 81(8), 576–580.  

Kist, W. (2005). New literacies in action: Teaching and learning in multiple media. New York: 

Teachers College Press. 

Kitson, L., Fletcher, M., & Kearney, J. (2007). Continuity and change in literacy practices: A move 

towards multiliteracies. Journal of Classroom Interaction, 41(2), 29-41.  

Knapp, C., E. (1992). Lasting lessons: A teacher's guide to reflecting on experience. Charleston, WV: 

Clearinghouse on Rural Education and Small Schools. 



257 

Knapp, M. S. (2003). Professional development as a policy pathway. In R. E. Floden (Ed.), Review of 

research in education (pp. 109-158). Washington DC: American Educational Research 

Association. 

Knowles, M. S. (1984). Andragogy in action. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Knox, A. B. (1977). Adult development and learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kolb, D. (1984). Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and development. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Korte, W. B., & Husing, T. (2007). Benchmarking access and use of ICT in European schools 2006: 

Results from head teacher and a classroom teacher surveys in 27 European countries. 

eLearning Papers, 2(1).  

Koutselini, M. (2008). Participatory teacher development at schools. Action Research, 6(1), 29–48.  

Kruse, S., Seashore Louis, K., & Bryk, A. (1996). Building professional community in schools.  

Retrieved August 26, 2004, from 

http://www.learner.org/channel/workshops/principals/materials/readings.html 

Kuntz, A., Presnall, M., Priola, M., Tilford, A., & Ward, R. (2013). Creative pedagogies and 

collaboration: An action research project. Educational Action Research, 21(1), 42-58.  

Lambert, J., & Gong, Y. (2010). 21st century paradigms for pre-service teacher technology 

preparation. Computers in the Schools, 27(1), 54-70.  

Lave, J. (1993). The practice of learning. In S. Chaiklin & J. Lave (Eds.), Understanding practice: 

Perspectives on activity and context. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press. 

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Law, N. (2008). Teacher learning beyond knowledge for pedagogical innovations with ICT. In J. 

Voogt & G. Knezek (Eds.), International handbook of information technology in primary and 

secondary education. (pp. 425–434). New York: Springer. 

Legislative Assembly Parliament of Western Australia. (2012). The role of ICT in Western Australian 

education: Living and working in a digital world. Perth: Parliament of Western Australia. 

Leinhardt, G. (1988). Situated knowledge and expertise in teaching. In J. Calderhead (Ed.), Teachers' 

professional Iearning. (pp. 146-168). London Falmer Press. 

Leu, D., J. (2003). Literacy and technology: Deictic consequences for literacy education in an 

information age.  Retrieved April 02, 2004, from 

http://www.sp.uconn.edu/~djleu/Handbook.html 

Leu, D., J, & Kinzer, C., K. (2000). The convergence of literacy instruction with networked 

technologies for information and communication. Reading Research Quarterly, 35(1), 108-

127.  

Levin, J., R, & O'Donnell, A., M. (1999). What to do about educational research's credibility gaps? 

Issues in Education, 5(2), 177-229.  



 

258 

Levin, T., & Wadmany, R. (2008). Teacher’s views on factors affecting effective integration 

technology in the classroom: Developmental scenery. Journal of Technology and Teacher 

Education 16, 233–263.  

Lewin. (1946). Action research and minority problems. Journal of Social Issues, 2, 34-46.  

Lewin, K. (1948). Resolving social conflict: Selected papers on group dynamics. New York: Harper 

Brothers. 

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (2000). Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions, and emerging 

confluences. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed.) 

(pp. 163–188). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Lipson, M. Y., Mosenthal, J. H., Mekkelsen, J., & Russ, B. (2004). Building knowledge and 

fashioning success one school at a time. The Reading Teacher, 57, 534-542.  

Livingstone, S. (2012). Critical reflections on the benefits of ICT in education. Oxford Review of 

Education, 38(1), 9-24. doi: 10.1080/03054985.2011.577938  

Louden, W., Rohl, M., Barratt-Pugh, C., Brown, C., Cairney, T., Elderfield, J., House, H., Meiers, M., 

Rivalland, J., & Rowe, K. (2005). In teachers’ hands: Effective literacy teaching practices in the early 

years of schooling. A Special Edition of the Australian Journal of Language and Literacy, 28(3), 169-

253.  

Mansfield, C., Beltman, S., Price, A., & McConney, A. (2012). “Don’t sweat the small stuff:” 

Understanding teacher resilience at the chalkface. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28, 357-

367.  

Martinovic, D., Wiebe, N., Ratkovic, S., Willard-Holt, C., Spencer, T., & Cantalini-Williams, M. 

(2012). ‘Doing research was inspiring’: building a research community with teachers. 

Educational Action Research, 20(3), 385-406.  

Marzano, R., Brandt, R., Hughes, C., Jones, B., Presseisen, B., Rankin, S., & Suhor, C. (1988). 

Dimensions of thinking: A framework for curriculum and instruction. Alexandria, VA: The 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

Masters, G. (2009). A shared challenge: Improving literacy, numeracy and science learning in 

Queensland primary schools. Camberwell Victoria: Australian Council for Educational 

Research. 

Mayer, D., & Lloyd, M. (2011). Professional learning: An introduction to the research literature. 

Melbourne: Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL). 

Maykut, P., & Morehouse, R. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An overview. Beginning qualitative 

research: A philosophic and practical guide (pp. 25–40). London: Falmer Press. 

McKenzie, J. (2003). Focus on the locus. The Educational Technology Journal, 12(9).  

McLaughlin, M., & Zarrow, W. (2001). Teachers engaged in evidence-based reform: Trajectories of 

teachers' inquiry, analysis, and action. In A. Lieberman & L. Miller (Eds.), Teachers caught 



259 

in the action: Professional development that matters (pp. 79-101). New York: Teachers 

College Press. 

McNiff, J. (1988). Action research - principles and practice. London: Macmillan. 

McNiff, J. (1990). Writing and the creation of educational knowledge. In P. Lomax (Ed.), Managing 

staff in schools: An action research approach. BERA dialogues. (Vol. 3). Clevedon, England: 

Multilingual Matters. 

Mena Marcos, J. J., Sanchez Miguel, E. S., & Tillema, H. (2009). Teacher reflection on action: What 

is said (in research) and what is done (in teaching). Reflective Practice, 10(2), 191-204.  

Meredyth, D., Russell, N., Blackwood, L., Thomas, J., & Wise, P. (1999). Real time: Computers, 

change and schooling - National sample study of the information technology skills of 

Australian school students. Canberra: Commonwealth Department of Education, Training and 

Youth Affairs and Australian Key Centre for Cultural and Media Policy Griffith University. 

Meyer, A., & Rose, D. (1998/99). Learning to read in the computer age. CAST.  Retrieved September 

13, 1999, from http://www.cast.org/LearningToRead 

Meyer, C. B. (2001). A case in case study methodology. Field Methods, 13, 329-352.  

Meyers, C., & Jones, T. B. (1993). Promoting active learning: Strategies for the college classroom. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Meynell, F. (2005). A second-order approach to evaluating and facilitating organisational change. 

Action Research, 3(2), 211-231. doi: 10.1177/1476750305052146 

Mezirow, J. (1985). A critical theory of self-directed learning. In S. Brookfield (Ed.), Self-directed 

learning: From theory to practice new directions for continuing education No. 25. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Mezirow, J. (1991). Transformative dimensions of adult learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Miles, M., & Huberman, A. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. Thousand 

Oaks, California: Sage Publications Inc. 

Milton-Brkich, K. L., Shumbera, K., & Beran, B. (2010). How to create your own professional 

development experience. Science and Children, 47-51.  

Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA). (2000). ICT 

in schools taskforce.  Retrieved September 26, 2003, from 

http://icttaskforce.edna.edu.au/ict/index.html 

Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA). (2008). 

Learning in an online world: Learning spaces framework. Carlton South, Victoria: 

Curriculum Corporation. 

Ministry of Education Singapore. (1997). Masterplan for IT in education (1997—2002). New 

Frontiers in Education with Information Technology Conference.  Retrieved May 07, 2013, 

from http://www.moe.gov.sg/media/speeches/1997/280497.htm 



 

260 

Ministry of Education Singapore. (2002). Masterplan for ICT in education (2003—2008). ITOPIA 

2002 Conference.  Retrieved May 07, 2013, from 

http://www.moe.gov.sg/media/speeches/2002/sp24072002.htm 

Ministry of Education Singapore. (2008). Masterplan for ICT in education (2009-2014). International 

Conference on Teaching and Learning with Technology (iCTLT) Retrieved May 07, 2013, 

from http://www.moe.gov.sg/media/speeches/2008/08/05/opening-address-by-dr-ng-eng-h-

1.php 

Mishra, P., & Koehler, M. (2004). Technological pedagogical content knowledge: A new framework 

for teacher knowledge. Retrieved February 23, 2006, from 

http://punya.educ.msu.edu/PunyaWeb/publications/inpress/MishraKoehler_TPCK.pdf 

National Foundation for the Improvement of Education. (1996). Teachers take charge of their learning: 

Transforming professional development for student success.  Retrieved July, 10 2004, from 

http://www.nfie.org/ful 

National Partnership for Excellence and Accountability in Teaching (NPEAT). (1999). Characteristics 

of effective professional development.  Retrieved September 02, 2004, from 

http://npeat.org/dialogue.htm 

National Staff Development Committee. (1995). Action learning in vocational education and training 

(Volume 1: Theoretical background). Chadstone VIC: National Staff Development 

Committee, Commonwealth of Australia. 

Nespor, J. (1987). The role of beliefs in the practice of teaching. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 19(4), 

317-328.  

Neville, M. (2005). Innovation in Queensland education. In M. Kalantzis & B. Cope (Eds.), Learning 

by design. (pp. 231–256). Altona: Common Ground. 

New London Group. (1996). A pedagogy of multiliteracies: Designing social futures. Harvard 

Educational Review, 66(1), 60-91.  

New South Wales Department of Education and Training. (1999). Technology in learning and 

teaching. Sydney: Department of Education and Training, Training and Development 

Directorate. 

Ng, P. T., & Tan, C. (2009). Community of practice for teachers: Sensemaking or critical reflective 

learning? Reflective Practice, 10, 37-44.  

Noad, B. (2005). Learning to be teachers of visual literacy and teachers of multiliteracies. Paper 

presented at the 33rd Annual ATEA Conference, Surfers Paradise, Australia.  

O’Rourke, M. (2001). Engaging students through ICT: A multiliteracies approach. Teacher Learning 

Network Journal: Change, Growth, Innovation, 8(3), 12-13.  

O’Rourke, M. (2003). Technology and educational change: Making the links. Retrieved from 

http://eprints.vu.edu.au/237/ 



261 

Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted). (2001). ICT in schools: 

The impact of government initiatives.  Retrieved October 02, 2003, from 

http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/publications/docs/1043.pdf. 

Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted). (2002). ICT in schools: 

Effect of government initiatives.  Retrieved October 02, 2003, from 

http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/publications/docs/19.pdf. 

Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted). (2005). Embedding ICT in 

schools: A dual evaluation exercise. England: Crown. 

Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted). (2009). The importance of 

ICT: Information and communication technology in primary and secondary schools 

2005/2008. England: Crown. 

Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted). (2011). ICT in schools 

2008–11: An evaluation of information and communication technology education in schools 

in England 2008–11. Manchester: Piccadilly Gate. 

Oldfield, A. (2010). A summary of teacher attitudes to ICT use in schools.  Retrieved March 05, 2013, 

from 

http://itec.eun.org/web/guest/home?p_p_id=3&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=maximized&p_p

_mode=view&_3_struts_action=%2Fsearch%2Fsearch 

O'Mahony, C. (2003). Getting the information and communications technology formula right: Access 

+ ability = confident use. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 12(2), 295-311.  

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (1998). Staying ahead: Inservice 

training and teacher professional development.  Retrieved August 16, 2003, from 

http://oecdpublications.gfi-nb.com/cgi-bin/OECDBookShop.storefront/ 

Pajares, M. F. (1992). Teachers' beliefs and educational research: Cleaning up a messy construct. 

Review of Educational Research, 62(3), 307-332.  

Paris, S. G., Lipson, D. R., & Wixson, K. K. (1983). Becoming a strategic reader. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 8, 293-316.  

Parkin, C., Parkin, C., & Pool, B. (2002). PROBE reading assessment. New Zealand: TriUNE 

Initiatives NZ Ltd. 

Parr, J. (2003). A review of the literature on computer-assisted learning, particularly integrated 

learning systems, and outcomes with respect to literacy and numeracy.  Retrieved September 

09, 2003, from 

http://www.minedu.govt.nz/index.cfm?layout=document&documentid=5499&CFID=155054. 

Parr, J. M., Timperley, H., Reddish, P., Jesson, R., & Adams, R. (2007). Literacy professional 

development: Identifying effective teaching and professional development practices for 

enhanced student learning. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Education, Research 

Division. 



 

262 

Patton, M. (1982). Qualitative evaluation methods. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE. 

Persky, S. E. (1990). What contributes to teacher development in technology. Educational Technology, 

30(4), 34-38.  

Petherick, G., & Smith, B. (1996). Planning and teaching in an unjust world: A case study of the 

complexities of developing critical reflective practices in a primary school. Curriculum 

Perspectives, 16(3). Retrieved from http://www.acsa.edu.au/pages/page108.asp 

Phelps, R., & Graham, A. (2010). Exploring the complementarities between complexity and action 

research: The story of technology together. Cambridge Journal of Education, 40(2), 183-197.  

Pierson, M. E. (2001). Technology integration practice as a function of pedagogical expertise. Journal 

of Research on Computing in Education, 33(4), 413-430.  

Piggot-Irvine, E. (2001). Appraisal: Reducing control, enhancing effectiveness. Unpublished PhD 

thesis. Massey University. Palmerston North.  

Piggot-Irvine, E., & Bartlett, B. (2008). Glossary of terms. In E. Piggot-Irvine & B. Bartlett (Eds.), 

Evaluating action research (pp. 229-239). Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational 

Research (NZCER) Press. 

Pike, K. (1954). Language in relation to a unified theory of the structure of human behavior (prelim. 

ed.). Glendale CA: Summer Institute of Linguistics. 

Plummer, F. (2004). Professional community as a context for managing curriculum reform. Literacy 

Learning: The Middle Years, 12(2), 28-35.  

Polanyi, M. (1958). Personal knowledge: Towards a post-critical philosophy. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Polanyi, M. (1966). The tacit dimension. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 

Pratt, D. D. (1992). Conceptions of teaching. Adult Education Quarterly, 4(1), 203-220.  

Prestridge, S. (2007). Engaging with the transforming possibilities of ICT: A discussion paper. 

Australian Educational Computing, 22(2), 3-9.  

Price, A., & Mansfield, C. (2010). Keeping cool: Building resilience in initial teacher education 

curriculum. Paper presented at the Australian Association for Research in Education 

International Education Research Conference Melbourne, VIC.  

Putnam, R. T., & Borko, H. (1997). Teacher learning: Implications of new views of cognition. In B. 

Biddle, T. Good & I. Goodson (Eds.), International handbook of teachers and teaching (2nd 

ed.) (pp. 1223-1296). Dordretcht, the Netherlands: Kluwer. 

Queensland College of Teachers (QCT). (2010). Policy: Continuing professional development 

framework. Toowong, Queensland: Queensland College of Teachers. 

Queensland Studies Authority (QSA). (2007). Queensland curriculum, assessment and reporting 

framework: Developing essential learnings in Queensland background paper.  Retrieved July 

17, 2008, from http://www.qsa.qld.edu.au/downloads/p_10/qcar_el_developing_qld.pdf 



263 

Reading, C., & Doyle, H. (2013). Teacher educators as learners: Enabling learning while developing 

innovative practice in ICT-rich education. Australian Educational Computing 27(3), 109-116.  

Reichardt, C., & Cook, T. (1979). Beyond qualitative versus quantitative method. In T. Cook & C. 

Reichardt (Eds.), Qualitative and quantitative methods in evaluation research (pp. 7-32). 

California: Sage. 

 Reinking, D. (1992). Differences between electronic and printed texts: An agenda for research. 

Journal of Educational Multimedia and Hypermedia, 1(1), 11-24.  

Resnick, L. (2010). Nested learning systems for the thinking curriculum. Educational Researcher, 

39(3), 183–197. doi: 10.3102/0013189X10364671 

Resnick, L., & Klopfer, L. (1989). Toward the thinking curriculum: Current cognitive research. USA: 

ASCD. 

Revans, R. (1971). Developing effective managers. New York: Praeger Publishers. Revans, R. (1991). 

Action learning: Its origins and nature. In M. Pedler (Ed.), Action learning in practice (pp. 3-

16). Aldershot: Gower Press. 

Rizvi, F. (2006). Imagination and the globalisation of educational policy research. Globalisation, 

Societies and Education, 4(2), 193-205.  

Rogers, E. M. (1983). Diffusion of innovations (3rd ed.). New York: Collier-Macmillan. 

Ruddock, J. (1988). The ownership of change as a basis for teachers’ professional learning. In J. 

Calderhead (Ed.), Teachers’ professional learning (pp. 146-169). London: The Falmer Press. 

Russell, M., Bebell, D., O’Dwyer, L., & O’Connor, K. (2003). Examining teacher technology use: 

Implications for preservice and inservice teacher preparation. Journal of Teacher Education 

54, 279–310.  

Santos, A., & Pedro, N. (2012, July 5-7). The relationship between teachers' training, personal sense 

of efficacy and ICT integration: Analysing its strength and stability. Paper presented at the 

International Conference on Information Communication Technologies in Education (ICICTE) 

2012 Rhodes, Greece  

Savoie-Zajc, L., & Descamps-Bednarz, N. (2007). Action research and collaborative research: Their 

specific contributions to professional development. Educational Action Research, 15(4), 577-

596. doi: 10.1080/09650790701664013 

Schibeci, R., MacCallum, J., Cumming-Potvin, W., Durrant, C., Kissane, B., & Miller, E. (2008). 

Teachers' journeys towards critical use of ICT. Learning Media and Technology, 33(4), 313-

327.  

Schiller, J. (2002). Interventions by school leaders in effective implementation of information and 

communications technology: Perceptions of Australian principals. Journal of Information 

Technology for Teacher Education, 11(3), 289-301.  

Schiller, J. (2003). Working with ICT: Perceptions of Australian principals. Journal of Educational 

Administration, 41(2), 171 - 185.  



 

264 

Schoeny, Z., G. (2002). Leadership of information technology in education. Journal of Information 

Technology for Teacher Education, 11(3), 245-251.  

Scholastic. (1994). WiggleWorks, the scholastic beginning literacy system: Software user's guide. 

New York: Scholastic Inc. 

Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. U.S.A.: Basic 

Books Inc. 

Schön, D. A. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner: Toward a new design for teaching and 

learning in the professions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Schön, D. A. (1988). Educating the reflective practitioner. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Schön, D. A. (1991). The reflective practitioner. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Ltd. 

Schulman, L. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the new reform. Harvard Educational 

Review, 57(1), 1-22.  

Schwandt, T. (1994). Constructivist, interpretivist approaches to human inquiry. In N. Denzin & Y. 

Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 118-137). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Scrimshaw, P. (2004). Enabelling teachers to make successful use of ICT.  Retrieved June 10, 2007, 

from http://becta.org.uk. 

Sefton-Green, J. (2002/3). It doesn't have to be this way: Literacy and curriculum change down under. 

The English and Media Magazine.  Retrieved May 03, 2004, from 

http://www.englishandmedia.co.uk 

Selwyn, N. (2002). Telling tales on technology: Qualitative studies of technology and education. 

Hampshire: Ashgate Publishing Limited. 

Senge, P. (1990). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning organization. In O. Steven 

(Ed.), Classic readings in organizational behavior (pp. 506-512). Belmont: Wadsworth. 

Shane, P. M., & Wojnowski, B. S. (2005). Technology integration enhancing science: Things take 

time. Science Educator, 14(1), 49-55.  

Shaw, P. (1998). Purpose and process in effective learning communities. Paper presented at the 

Australian Association for Research in Education, Adelaide. 

Shulman, L. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the new reform. Harvard Educational 

Review, 57(1), 1-22.  

Singh, K., Schrape, J., & Kelly, J. (2012). Emerging strategies for a sustainable approach to 

professional development. In M. Brown, M. Hartnett & T. Stewart (Eds.), Future challenges, 

sustainable futures (pp. 833-842). Wellington: Proceedings Ascilite. 

Smith, M. K. (2003, 2009). Jean Lave, Etienne Wenger and Communities of practice: The 

encyclopedia of informal education.  Retrieved August 18, 2010, from 

http://www.infed.org/biblio/communities_of_practice.htm. 

Smith, D. E. (1990). The conceptual practices of power. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 



265 

Smyth, J. (1984). Teacher-as-collaborators in clinical supervision: Cooperative learning about 

teaching. Teacher Education, 24, 60-68.  

Smyth, J. (1989). Developing and sustaining critical reflection in teacher education. Journal of 

Teacher Education, March-April, 2-9.  

Snyder, I. (1997). Beyond the hype: Reassessing hypertext. In I. Snyder (Ed.), From page to screen: 

Taking literacy into the electronic era. Sydney: Allen & Unwin. 

Somekh, B. (2006). Action research: A methodology for change and development. Maidenhead: Open 

University Press. 

Somekh, B. (2008). Factors affecting teachers’ pedagogical adoption of ICT. In J. Voogt & G. Knezek 

(Eds.), International handbook of information technology in primary and secondary 

education. (pp. 449–460). New York Springer. 

Somekh, B., & Zeichner, K. (2009). Action research for educational reform: Remodelling action 

research theories and practices in local contexts. Educational Action Research, 17(1), 5-21. 

doi: 10.1080/09650790802667402 

Somekh, B., Underwood, J., Convery, A., Dillion, G., Harber Stuart, T., Jarvis, J., Lewin, C., Mavers, 

D., Saxon, D., Twining, P., & Woodrow, D. (2006). Evaluation of the DfES ICT Test Bed 

Project Annual Report. Coventry: British Educational Communications and Technology 

Agency (BECTA). 

South Australia Department of Education and Children's Services (SA DECS). (1996). Creating the 

information society: A plan for information technology 1996-2001. Adelaide: SA DECS. 

Stake, R. E. (1988). Case study methods in educational research: Seeking sweet water. In R. M. 

Jaeger (Ed.), Complementary methods for research in education (pp. 253-276). Washington 

DC: American Educational Research Association. 

Stein, M., Smith, M., & Silver, E. (1999). The development of professional developers: Learning to 

assist teachers in new settings in new ways. Harvard Educational Review, 69(3), 237-269.  

Stenhouse, L. (1985). Reporting research to teachers: The appeal to professional judgement. In J. 

Ruddock & D. Hopkins (Eds.), Research as a basis for teaching (pp. 40-41). Oxford: 

Heinemann. 

Stringer, E. T. (1999). Action research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Stuart, L. H., Mills, A. M., & Remus, U. (2009). School leaders, ICT competence and championing 

innovations. Computers & Education, 53, 733-741.  

Sugar, W., Crawley, F., & Fine, B. (2004). Examining teachers' decisions to adopt new technology. 

Educational Technology and Society, 7(4), 201-213. Retrieved from 

http://www.ifets.info/others/download_pdf.php?j_id=25&a_id=509  

Sutherland-Smith, W. (2002). Weaving the literacy web: Changes in reading from page to screen. The 

Reading Teacher, 55(7), 662-669.  



 

266 

Sutton, B. (1994). Literacy texts in electronic formats: New approaches to reading and publishing. 

Educational Technology(September), 26-36.  

 Sweeney, B. (2012). Management and leadership in schools. Educational Leadership Journal, 56, 

48-60.  

Swenson, J., Young, C. A., McGrail, E., Rozema, R., & Whitin, P. (2006). Extending the conversation: 

New technologies, new literacies, and english education. English Education, 38(4), 351.  

Swepson, P. (1995). Action research: Understanding its philosophy can improve your practice.  

Retrieved October 30, 2005, from http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arp/philos.html 

Tasker, M., Westberg, L., & Seymour, R. (2010). Action research in social entrepreneurship: A 

framework for involvement. International Journal of Action Research, 6(2-3), 223-255. doi: 

10.1688/1861-9916-IJAR-2010-02-03 

Taylor, R. (1980). The computer in the school: Tutor, tool, or tutee. New York: London College Press. 

Tesch, R. (1990). Qualitative research: Analysis types and software tools. London: Falmer Press. 

Timperley, H. S. (2005). Instructional leadership challenges: The case of using student achievement 

information for instructional improvement. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(1), 3-22.  

Tondeur, J., Valcke, M., & van Braak, J. (2008). A multidimensional approach to determinants of 

computer use in primary education: Teacher and school characteristics. Journal of Computer 

Assisted Learning, 24(6), 494-506.  

Tondeur, J., van Braak, J., & Valcke, M. (2007). Curricula and the use of ICT in education: Two 

worlds apart? British Journal of Educational Technology 38(6), 962–976. doi: 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-8535.2006.00680.x 

Tripp, D. (1987). Teachers' journals and collaborative research. In J. Smyth (Ed.), Educating teachers: 

Changing the nature of professional knowledge. London: The Falmer Press. 

Tripp, D. (1993). Critical incidents in teaching: Developing professional judgement. London: 

Routledge. 

Unsworth, L. (2002). Changing dimensions of school literacies. The Australian Journal of Language 

and Literacy, 25(1), 62-77.  

Valcke, M., Rots, I., Verbeke, M., & van Braak, J. (2007). ICT teacher training: Evaluation of the 

curriculum and training approach in Flanders. Teaching and Teacher Education: An 

International Journal of Research and Studies, 23, 795–808.  

 Voogt, J. M. (2010). A blended in-service arrangement for supporting science teachers in technology 

integration. Journal of Technology in Teacher Education, 18(1), 83-109.  

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Wadsworth, Y. (1998). What is participatory action research? November. Retrieved March 25, 2004, 

from http://elmo.scu.edu.au/schools/sawd/ari/ari-wadsworth.html  

Watkins, K., & Marsick, V. (1993). Sculpting the learning organisation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



267 

Way, J., & Webb, C. (2007). A framework for analysing ICT adoption in Australian primary schools. 

Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 23(4), 559-582. Retrieved from 

http://www.ascilite.org.au/ajet/ajet23/way.html  

Westchester Institute for Human Services Research. (2012). The balanced view: Professional 

development.  Retrieved March 30, 2013, from 

http://www.sharingsuccess.org/code/bv/pd.html 

Wittrock, M. C. (1974). Learning as a generative process. Educational Psychologist, 11, 87-95.  

Wolcott, H. F. (1990). On seeking- and rejecting- validity in qualitative research. In E. W. Eisner & A. 

Peskin (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry in education: The continuing debate. (pp. 121-152). New 

York: Teachers College Press. 

Woods, P. (1993). Critical events in education. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 14(4), 355-

371.  

Yin, R. K. (1994). Case study research: Design and methods (2nd Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications Inc. 

Zammit, K., & Downes, T. (2002). New learning environments and the multiliterate individual: A 

framework for educators. Australian Journal of Language and Literacy, 25(2), 25-36.  

Zhao, Y., Pugh, K., Sheldon, S., & Byers, J., L. (2002). Conditions for classroom technology 

innovations. Teachers College Record, 104(3), 482 - 515.  

Zuber-Skerritt, O. (1989). Action research as a model of professional development at the tertiary level. 

Australia: Griffith University. 

Zuber-Skerritt, O. (2001). Action learning and action research: Paradigm, praxis and programs. In S. 

Sankara, B. Dick & R. Passfield (Eds.), Effective change management through action 

research and action learning: Concepts, perspectives, processes and applications (pp. 1-20). 

Lismore: Southern Cross University Press. 

Zuber-Skerritt, O. (2002). A model for designing action learning and action research programs. The 

Learning Organisation, 9(4), 143-149.  

Zuber-Skerritt, O. (2005). A model of values and actions for personal knowledge management. 

Journal of Workplace Learning, 17(1/2), 49-64.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

268 

Appendices  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



269 

Appendix A  

Principals' and Teachers' ICT Integration Surveys  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

270 

Appendix B 

“What is Reading” Concept Maps 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



271 

Appendix C 

“What is Reading” Photographic Display 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

272 

Appendix D 

Teachers' Reflective Journals (RJ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



273 

Appendix E 

Sarah the Learning and Development Centre (Literacy) Coordinator's/Facilitator's Reflective Journal 

(RJ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

274 

Appendix F 

Vikki's Reflective Journal (RJ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



275 

Appendix G 

Transcripts of Project Meetings (PM) and Project Presentations (PP) and Project Presentation 

Slideshows (PPS) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

276 

Appendix H 

Teaching Qualifications and Experiences (TQE) Questionnaires 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



277 

Appendix I 

Multiliteracy Pedagogical Reflective Tool (MPRT) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

278 

Appendix J 

Survey 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



279 

Appendix K 

PROBE Reading Assessment Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

280 

Appendix L 

Evaluation of Learning (EOL) Surveys 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



281 

Appendix M 

New Basics Unit Planning Framework and Documents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

282 

Appendix N 

Teachers' Reflective Protocols 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



283 

Appendix O 

Students' Work Samples 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

284 

Appendix P 

Project Brochures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



285 

Appendix Q  

Project and Initial Meetings Information  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

286 

Appendix R 

Pilot Study Concept Maps and Unstructured Interviews 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



287 

Appendix S 

Project Teachers' Schools, Year Levels, and Action Learning Topics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

288 

Appendix T 

Project Meeting Focus, Schedule, and Participant Record 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



289 

Appendix U 

Principals' and Teachers' Draft ICT Integration Surveys 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

290 

Appendix V 

Summary of Critical Incidents-Collisions and Collusions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



291 

Appendix W 

Data Displays of the Emerging Theories 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

292 

Appendix X 

Summaries of Teachers' Pre- and Post-Project Knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



293 

Appendix Y 

Study Application and Approval Forms 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

294 

Appendix Z 

Project and Study Information Sheets and Consent Letters 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


