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Approach for Weekly Session Entries: 

1. Process: any ideas about how the specific tools, processes, or concepts brought up in 
class current week are relevant to my project; observations about the research process 
more generally;  

2. Theory-vs.-Practice: Responses to assigned readings about points not addressed during 
class meetings (my perspective on controversial points; observations of how real life 
does or doesn’t match what is proposed in the readings);  

3. Content: the 1-3 highest-priority questions that I have about my own project (i.e., 
conceptual - What am I wondering about? What am I curious about? What challenges 
me?).  
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Session 2: February 14, 2019 
The most relevant activity to the action research process this week was working through 

the Action Research Design Guidesheet, based on the case study of whether the course 
(CRCRTH 693) should be shifted from a synchronous model to an asynchronous format. I hope 
to confirm my general plans for the action research project in the coming week(s), but at the 
core is that I would like to continue building on the CRCRTH course (Sustainability Science for 
Educators) that my partner Ali and I created last semester. Because of this, the particular case 
study is particularly meaningful because we considered things like which components should be 
conducted online as a group versus at a distance, the value of synchronous versus 
asynchronous (and if synchronous, should it necessarily model the traditional post-secondary 
model of a 2-3 hour session?), and so forth. The focus topic, although somewhat 
inconsequential because the purpose of this session was to become more familiar with the 
processes and design of action research, actually ended up being pertinent to what Ali and I 
hope to do as our own action research project. 

What I found most interesting in terms of the process was the fact that I had not before 
considered the far-reaching extensions of where a single research question might take us. 
Particularly when considering who our constituents and stakeholders are (Steps 9-12) as well as 
their potential interests in the research, it became apparent that there is likely a fine balance in 
action research in terms of considering all the possible actors that may be impacted, and 
addressing the proper audience(s) in designing an effective, scalable research project.  

In terms of theory versus practice, I like how MicNiff & Whitehead (2011) give tangible 
examples of what action research could look like in a variety of contexts, and say right at the 
outset that it “enables practitioners in every job and walk of life to investigate and evaluate their 
work.” I wonder - how can we foster this type of investigation across sectors and industries? 
How, for example, might we be able to coach someone familiar with a 360-review process and 
support them in exploring their own action research? What would action research look like as an 
interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary endeavour, trying to collaborate with varying language and 
understandings of each discipline? 

For my own content, the top question I have coming away from this session is: What 
aspect of our course design am I most interested in researching? Our guiding problem, when 
we set out to create the course, was that K-12 educators were ill-equipped to address 
sustainability science in the classroom and needed an intervention - our solution was the 
CRCRTH course we designed. After this case study, I see that we could evaluate the course as 
an intervention (e.g., single-day professional development, workshop series, or post-secondary 
courses are all possibilities), we could evaluate particular elements of the course (e.g., specific 
activities), or investigate whether this is a practical intervention for practicing K-12 educators. 
Finding the proper scope is something that I grappled with during this week’s case study, and 
continues to be something I am pondering on my own project as we move forward. 
 
Citation: McNiff, J., & Whitehead, J. (2011). All you need to know about action research. Sage 
Publications.  
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Session 3: February 21, 2019 
As I was unpacking definitions of action research for this session, and trying to better 

understand the process, one of the key concepts that I played with a lot is starting with why. 
Why does this idea matter to me? Why is it important both to my life but of those around me? 
Why will this research make a difference? Obviously this concept is not revelatory (I am 
reminded of Simon Sinek’s “Start with Why” TED Talk), and yet, when I framed my own 
brainstorming around this positioning statement, it added a lot of clarity. Last session, I was 
exploring what I could do with the sustainability science course I co-created, but upon asking 
myself why others should care (because it was easy for me to answer why I care), I realized I 
had made an assumption about demand for what I had created. I can see how this could be a 
stumbling block for many sorts of undertakings, and why the action research process is 
valuable. Even in working through the case study (of the synchronous versus asynchronous 
course), there is a fundamental assumption that choosing one course of action - the intervention 
- will result in the desired effect. Even prior to that, without gathering information, it would be 
easy to select an intervention that may not resonate with what people want (and/or have too 
many undesired and unintended consequences). As I move forward, I want to keep this 
important thought in mind throughout the action research process - why. Why do we care, and 
why is a certain course of action better than another? Without knowing the answers to that, it 
becomes difficult to convince stakeholders of the importance of an undertaking. 

In terms of theory versus practice, I noticed that so far we have not talked much in class 
about action research for personal professional development (the McNiff reading I did the 
summary on was very much focused on how, for example, a manager working in industry might 
undertake action research on their own managerial processes). I think that I am still unpacking 
and working to understand some of the grey areas in “what is action research” versus “what is 
not action research”. Some of the examples we have verbally discussed in class are abundantly 
clear to me how they qualify as action research, but in particular the concept of the reflective 
practitioner and how this can be translated into action research is something I am still thinking 
about. What key shifts or must-have elements are needed in order to move from merely 
observing and reflecting, and making adjustments to behaviour, versus actual action research? 

Finally, in terms of my own project, I have to say that after the readings this session I am 
re-considering everything. My practical question would be: What should I do this action research 
on? I am inspired by many things, but scaling a project that fits the AR rubric (in particular, 
finding something that I am passionate about but can tackle in the course of a couple months - 
but with space for possibly years more investigation - is a challenge). Starting from the 
sustainability science course, I am working backwards to think about why should teachers care 
about this (i.e., why would they even choose to learn this material?). This comes back to my 
opening thoughts around answering that all-important question. I think I will need to work 
backwards in design, identifying along the way where I have made assumptions, and scope my 
action research around one of those issues or components. 
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Session 4: February 28, 2019 
This week, I am struggling with the action research process. I understand that part of the 

process is uncertainty, and openness to emerging paths of inquiry (and in fact, am reminded of 
reading about that in the McNiff reading). However, I feel that perhaps my action research has 
not been well-enough defined, and as a result, I am more easily swayed or questioning my 
intervention when I start exploring other related concepts. In particular, the process of creating 
the KAQF was difficult as the action(s) I identified sometimes seemed connected to my 
intervention, and sometimes not - causing me to doubt what my original idea was. In the end, I 
actually created two KAQF charts (only one for submission) - the first where I was exploring the 
limits of the theme, without as much regard to what my proposed intervention was, and the 
second more focused on my project work. I am wondering if this is perhaps just indicative of the 
type of brainstorming or exploration that I might (or should?) have done more thoroughly a week 
or two ago, before identifying my action research course of action. 

I appreciated the Taylor & Szteiter (2012) reading, and agree with the sentiments therein 
around how the processes of freewriting, delivering presentations, and getting feedback help 
clarify the argument and contribute to research design (p. 159). In terms of practice, I think there 
is a huge assumption here made that the peer feedback received will be thoughtful and 
challenging enough in order to help refine the work. One struggle that I am currently having in 
the buddy process is that people are not equally invested in giving and receiving feedback. I 
believe that for action research to be most effective, the parties involved ideally are giving and 
taking energy in comparable amounts. It raises an interesting question that I am sure plagues 
most research projects, which is: what do you do when constituents, stakeholders, or even your 
research partners are not as involved or available as you want them to be? What happens when 
they are not participating in meaningful ways, or inconsistently? I have certainly encountered 
this in other research environments, yet in action research where the feedback is such a key 
component of the process, I am finding it very frustrating. For next session, I have decided to 
pre-formulate specific questions to ask about my project, and be more assertive about eliciting 
feedback in order to address this concern. 

I am pleased to be researching a topic that is both pertinent and interesting to me 
(teacher professional development), which may also ultimately inform the sustainability course 
I’ve created. In terms of my questions and priorities, I am wondering about whether it is feasible 
to create a model or framework that will be as flexible and adaptable as I might like - and/or how 
I can reconcile this with the competing idea I have, that the most effective PD is co-created in 
collaboration with the people receiving it, and customized for the local context. I don’t like the 
idea of one-size-fits all, for anything, and so I would certainly want to approach this with a mind 
to openness and flexibility to changing environments. I am keen by next week’s entry to have 
done more research and dug much deeper on the content side of things so that I can start to get 
some personal clarity about what my goal is, and ensure it will not conflict with other values that 
I hold to be true when it comes to professional development.  
Citation: Taylor, P. J., & Szteiter, J. (2012). Taking yourself seriously: processes of research 
and engagement. Pumping Station. 
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Session 5: March 7, 2019 
Going through the process of the Evaluation Clock during this week’s session, first with 

the case study provided and then for my own project, was one of the more helpful things in 
terms of illuminating process. At first, my group and I thought we were missing something - 
perhaps a challenge - because the Evaluation Clock seemed to so beautifully build from one 
step to the next, and with the case study it seemed fairly obvious to us what the responses 
“should” be. What this showed me is that with a well-designed action research project, it should 
be just as seamless to apply the Evaluation Clock to our own projects. Because mine is not 
quite as clearly mapped out in my head yet, I did find that diving into the Clock for my own 
project was not as simple as it was with the case study. However, as I continue to work in 
completing it, it is giving me better definition and helping me with outlining my own action 
research. In conjunction with the original Action Research Design Guidesheet, these two tools 
are helping me both to shape my project as well as find the vocabulary to clearly and concisely 
communicate my ideas to others. 

The 693 Overview reading (by Peter Taylor, 2001) that we were asked to read for this 
session was dense for me, and I had to re-read it several times. I am still not sure that I 
completely grasp all the parts of it. I sometimes wonder about whether it is reasonable to expect 
that someone working full-time in industry or education would have the time, capacity, or 
interest to take this kind of systematic approach to change - the way it is described here seems 
better suited to academia. I wonder what resources or readings are out there that could take 
“action research” and make it more accessible to the typical working professional, someone who 
is likely strapped for time yet interested in creating positive change. How could we present 
action research as something exciting? As something that seems essential? As something that 
should integrate into their lives on an ongoing basis? My feelings coming away from some of the 
assigned readings is that there is a gap needing to be bridged between this theoretical, more 
academic presentation and the reality of what I have seen working with educators, who like new 
ideas but typically don’t want the perception of adding to their workload or having to pile on “yet 
another thing” when they are already flooded tasks and resources. Presenting action research 
as not an add-on, but rather a way through which to approach things that someone is already 
doing and maybe make those things better, or a framework for existing work, is something I 
think would be useful (and would like to seek out, as I’m sure I am not the first to think of this).  

My biggest challenge (which I also spoke about in my buddy partner check-in this week) 
is to give the intervention of my project a name. The closest I have come to doing so was when I 
stumbled across a public Google Slides presentation this week by Dr. Torrey Trust from UMass 
Amherst, called “Leveling Up Online Course Design” where she specifically calls out the 
intervention I am proposing of putting participants in a more active teaching role (see slide 29, 
Put Your Students in Charge). I feel that once I give my intervention a name and better 
definition, more pieces of my action research will fall into place - it is something that I will be 
working on in the next few days, to prepare for my mid-semester presentation.  
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Reflections: Buddy-Partner Check-Ins 
How has my thinking developed as a result of the check-ins? 
 

Based on our readings, I had hoped that the buddy-partner check-in process would be 
giving me more “a-ha” moments and helping me in more tangible ways to shape the course of 
my inquiry, challenging me to ask deeper questions or somehow evolving my ways of thinking. I 
wrote earlier in this workbook about how I have not always felt that real life mirrors the 
theoretical in this regard, and at this midpoint milestone I am struggling with the idea that 
perhaps my thinking has not developed as much as I might like, or in the ways that I imagined it 
would. This is not to say that the buddy check-ins have not had influence on me, because they 
have; but the developments in thinking are likely smaller and more incremental as opposed to 
massive leaps and revelations. 

There are a few key things that I have learned through the buddy-partner check-ins that I 
will carry forward through this semester and beyond. The first is that I can not rely on a partner 
to be the one to always ask the important questions; it is equally important that I prepare for my 
sessions and come in with questions I would like answers to. Sitting back and expecting a 
buddy-partner to take on an active coaching role might sometimes work, but through my 
experience (albeit brief), I have grown more and been challenged more when I ask specific, 
pointed questions that guide the conversation down the difficult paths that I have been trying to 
navigate solo.  

Secondly, I have found it just as valuable to my own learning and thinking to be asking 
questions of my buddies. In supporting them in developing their action research projects, I have 
often found that the questions I ask of them are ones that I can in turn apply to myself, and their 
answers have given me pause for thought about how I may proceed in my own work. In several 
of the readings for this course we have explored reciprocal learning, and how effective buddy 
check-ins and advising should not be a hierarchy or lecturing, but rather a learning alongside-of. 
In this way, I feel that the check-ins have been extremely valuable. 

Finally, the buddy-partner check-ins have reinforced for me the importance of articulating 
our ideas without jargon, and how effective communication can help to draw in stakeholders. I 
have certainly dealt with this before, in science communication (engaging non-technical 
audiences in technical concepts), but have not had to think as much about how to engage 
non-educators in educational concepts, like teacher professional development. Even explaining 
my action research project ideas to my buddies, I am seeing that clear and engaging language 
is what will make them excited about my work, too. I have the obvious bias of being personally 
invested in my work, but stakeholders do not necessarily have this same emotional connection 
to outcomes - and my buddies are, in a way, like stakeholders. This realization is helping me to 
dispel some of the buzzwords and focus on core ideas that will resonate not just with fellow 
educators like myself, but the general public as well.  
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Research Organization Worksheet 
 

1. Maintaining your bibliographic sources/readings done and planned and relevance of 
each. 
 
Plus: I have been doing a fair amount of informal research into my topic (teacher professional 
development) and bookmarking and saving readings as I go, in particular different types and 
approaches as well as any supporting papers about why (theory/pedagogy) to support.  
 
Delta: I have not gone into the depth or intensity with the readings that I would like to be at by 
this mid-semester check-in. Because I was not consistently tracking during Weeks 1-4 the work 
that I was doing, I crammed in this past week to curate the readings I have been finding into a 
digital folder so that I could get organized. For the second part of this course, I need to maintain 
a central place for resources so that I do not have multiple bookmarks, folders, etc. for these 
readings. 
 

2. Communicating with current or potential constituents. 
 
Plus: Reaching out to Dr. Torrey Trust (UMass Amherst) - who has shared her work widely with 
the ISTE (International Society for Technology in Education) educator groups I am a part of - 
has been a great lead; one of her recent presentations specifically covered course redesign 
(including “putting students in charge”) and I am hopeful to conduct an interview with Dr. Trust 
about her framework. I also have a short list of other constituents (including four educators in 
varying geographic areas, working with different demographics) that I intend to communicate 
with this semester. 
 
Delta: There are constituent groups - namely, school board/district representatives, and other 
developers of professional development - that I have not yet reached out to or brainstormed 
with whom I could communicate. This remains to be addressed. 
 

3. Managing lists of tasks or to-do items. 
 
Plus: At the outset of this course, I created a spreadsheet to track my assignments, including 
due dates, feedback received, and hyperlinks to the appropriate documents. This tool has been 
my biggest asset in terms of managing the things I have to do. 
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Delta: I have not created a similar spreadsheet or organizer for the sub-items that would likely 
be beneficial to keep my action research project on task (e.g., conducting interviews, drafting 
evaluation, etc.). As a result, many of these tasks have become de-prioritized as they are not 
being tracked in the same way as formal assignments.  
 

4. Keeping notes (good ideas, reflections, summaries or citations from readings, 
questions or thoughts related to course activities or buddy-partner discussions, etc.). 
 
Plus: Each week, I create a Google Doc for notes connected to readings, the preparation 
activities, and then class itself. Many weeks, this has become a collaborative document with 
other students (and/or parts of it shared during collaborative work periods). This has helped 
both to ensure that as many ideas as possible are captured, helps with archiving and preserving 
concepts from class, and has facilitated more collaborative work. 
 
Delta: I have not been compiling notes/summaries from many of the readings - but rather have 
been highlighting and using digital post-it notes on PDFs. This strategy is sometimes helpful 
(and I adopted it for efficiency/speed), but for my action research project I need to start bringing 
this into a central document so that I don’t need to re-open every reading in order to find my 
notes. 
 

5. Personal Time management. 
 
Plus: To date, I have submitted every written assignment and participation item on time. I have 
accomplished this by setting aside time most evenings to work in smaller chunks on the course. 
 
Delta: This semester, I would like to be more mindful of how I am managing my time while I am 
intending to work. That is - I have found I am increasingly distracted when I sit down to do 
coursework, and as a result I don’t think I am as efficient as I could be, and the entire session 
takes longer. It would be better to be sitting and attempting to work for a shorter period of time, 
but be focused for the full duration of that time, than to sit for many hours and be unfocused for 
large chunks during the middle. 
 

6. Computer or paper file/document management. 
 
Plus: Leveraging Google Drive as my primary document management system has been helpful. 
It means that I do not have to worry about version control or losing docs (Google automatically 
saves my work); I am easily able to share my docs with others (either for full edits, commenting, 
or viewing); and it means I can submit easily. 
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Delta: I’ve been happy with my system so far, but for posterity I need to re-label and re-organize 
some of the files I have created so that I can more easily retrieve materials (particularly when I 
am crafting my Reflective Practitioner Portfolio) - e.g., all of the readings are currently in one 
folder without consistent naming conventions or organization. 
 

7. Using technology, organizers, or other types of resources/tools for managing your 
project. 
 
Plus: As per item (6), I have been using the Google Suite of products extensively throughout 
this semester (e.g., Google Docs and Slides for creating assignments and presentations; 
Google Hangout or Meet for connections with others in the class; Google Keep for short-term 
to-do lists). This has certainly helped me to stay organized and I have even been approached 
by other students in the class for advice about the tools I am using.  
 
Delta: It hasn’t been an issue yet (as I have not conducted any of my interviews), but I need to 
devise a good technology-based system for capturing data from interviews - likely a good app 
for audio recording (or a video recording if using an online platform like Zoom or GoTo Meeting), 
and a planned-ahead system for transcribing the interview so that I am not overwhelmed with 
the volume of information I am collecting. 
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Case Study “Clipping” 
Citation: Conboy, M. (2019, February 11). Banff wildlife corridors lead the way for research 
around the world. Retrieved February 27, 2019 from 
https://www.thecragandcanyon.ca/news/local-news/banff-wildlife-corridors-lead-the-way-for-rese
arch-around-the-world.  
 

Banff, Alberta (Canada) is known worldwide for being a destination for beautiful 
mountains, clear lakes, and wildlife. Unfortunately, as tourism in the area has boomed, the 
competition between humans and animals for space in the national park has become a concern. 
As a solution, wildlife corridors were first introduced in 1993 as a way to create a protected route 
that animals could travel, through natural areas constructed over highways and railways. The 
establishment of the corridors in and of themselves represent action research; in Conboy’s 
article (published this month), she points out how the evaluation and implementation of wildlife 
corridors in Banff has continued to this day, and also has informed global wildlife and land 
management efforts. In this way, Banff’s wildlife corridors are a fascinating case study of action 
research that has extended not just years, but decades long. 

Conboy explains that the design adopted by Banff, coupled with over 17 years of data 
from monitoring the corridors, has been adapted for other contexts including various areas in 
North America, Asia, Central and South America. Part of the success of Banff’s wildlife corridors 
comes from the fact that these are restricted areas that humans are either restricted or 
completely prohibited from using. Prior to the corridors, the identified problems ranged from 
collisions between animals and highway vehicles or trains to disturbed habitats used for 
animals’ feeding or mating. Wildlife corridors as an intervention has managed to maintain much 
of the national park for human recreational and commercial use, while protecting the needs of 
animals throughout the park.  

The article also points out some of the 
unintended consequences of implementing the wildlife 
corridors (an important element of action research); for 
example, some sensitive species or breeding females 
can be reluctant to use the wildlife corridor. Video 
captures this behaviour and helps to continuously 
evaluate whether the wildlife corridor is ultimately good 
(i.e., solving the concerns being addressed) or if the 
proposed intervention needs adjustment - another 
consideration when undertaking action research. The 
article states, “crossing structures and wildlife corridors 
are intended to enhance population connectivity.” As a 
solution, this has been effective and evidence for that 
can be seen in the modeling occurring in other 
countries around the world. 

Image source: https://conservationcorridor.org/2012/10/banff-national-park/ 
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Session 7: March 28, 2019 
  
Handout 1 & 2 Notes (Personal reflections follow this section): 
  
1) Consider what you will be comparing in your action research. What are the opportunities to 
make comparisons along the two dimensions mentioned below? (You may have identified this 
previously for your project; clarify your direction again in this regard, and consider what it would 
mean to your project to use the alternative form of comparison, even.) 

a) Now-Later: comparing a situation now, before the action takes place, to the situation 
later, after the action has been completed (this implies you need to Evaluate the current 
situation now/soon, so that you can have a baseline for comparison before you change 
anything with your action). 
b) Test-Control: comparing the situation later from two points of view: take the action by 
applying it in a specific way to one part of your situation (or one group) and applying it in 
a different way (including doing nothing at all) with another part of the situation (or 
group). The comparison becomes one involving these two different applications. 
[Examples would be a new curriculum applied to one section of a class but not a 
different section of the same class, or an action taken to change a personal situation 
(like applying a new practice to one part of your life but not another)]. 
  

NOTES: 
●      Both methods are feasible with my case 
●      Now-Later: If I delayed the start of the intervention (i.e., stick with facilitator-driven 

model for a period of time) - I could craft a survey for participants that could be 
applied with both the facilitator and participant-driven models. 

●      Test-Control: the test-control method is likely more efficient for me - e.g., I could run 
workshops even at the same event, but with the two different styles. Or I could apply 
that format to only some of my sessions. Another way to try and have some 
feedback from same participants experiencing both would be in a multi-day format 
(which I may get this summer) - Day 1 could be the old model, Day 2 could be the 
intervention. Survey both days and collect feedback. 

  
2) Think about confounding variables: Imagine that you start with your current Situation, and 
you go through with your Action. The outcome may or may not match your intended Target. In 
either case, the Situation has likely changed. Address the question, “What other factors could 
have been involved to make that change come about?” Another way to ask is, “What else was 
going on, out of my direct control, that had some influence on the Situation during the period 
when I was Implementing the intervention of my action research?” 

Implication: “How confident am I that my action was both necessary and sufficient to 
create the change that I intended?” 
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NOTES: 
●      Needs multiple iterations or trials - in order to be necessary/sufficient I would need to 

demonstrate this over time. 
●      There is so much is dependent on the group - e.g., who is in the room? What are 

their moods/personalities/backgrounds? What is the physical space like (e.g., is the 
room space big enough? The right temperature? etc.) What other sessions have they 
had to participate in that day? What is the topic of investigation, is it inspiring to the 
group? Etc. 

●      Even the best model of teacher PD is not always perfect or engaging. There are 
some “bad” teacher PD sessions even with the best of intentions and effective 
facilitation. 

  
3) When carrying out your plan in order to Implement your action and try to reach a change, 
where might bias play a role? In action research, you are not expected to be an unbiased 
observer to the research, since it necessarily involves you and requires bringing your 
perspective in to the process.  But in terms of evaluating the change, how might you approach 
things so that there is some objectivity in observing what worked/didn’t work? – so that you are 
not merely seeing the aspects of the change that you wanted to see? (This might mean using 
multiple methods to Evaluate, or seeking input from people who have different motives than you 
around the desired outcome, for example.) 
  
NOTES: 

●      Need evaluation (surveys, interviews) - get external perspective from participants. 
●      I could also have another facilitator adopt this style to test it - in this way it’s not just 

my feedback or perspective on how well this is working. 
●      Incorporation of a third-party observer - outsider - to take notes (or maybe a team 

member that could also provide feedback/support) 
  
  

This session, I enjoyed the practice of think-pair-share in my groups, as I found the reflective 
periods led to increased thoughtfulness, both for our own work as well as for providing feedback 
for others. One of the interesting tasks that my group undertook was finding element(s) of 
commonality between our three action research projects. What we found was that although at 
first glance we seemed to have wildly divergent projects (meaning it might be “harder” to provide 
guidance and advice to each other), that at their roots all of our projects dealt with our 
professional practice – providing the highest standard of care and attention in our respective 
professional domains – and that all of our projects focus on helping or supporting another group 
of individuals. In my case, this group is teachers; in my group, Ted was dealing with nursing 
students while Danielle was addressing patients seeking medical support. Finding this 
commonality was one way I realized that individuals or groups could draw in more constituents 
or stakeholders. It can be hard (if not impossible) to get excited about an initiative that one does 
not feel personally connected to or invested in. Being at arm’s length and not seeing oneself or 
one’s interests reflected in something means that it will be harder to generate positive energy 
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and momentum. However, after verbalizing the ways in which our three projects had overlap, I 
found our mini-community of three felt strengthened and we regarded each others’ work with 
renewed interest, perhaps imagining ourselves as the professional in their shoes striving to do 
the best possible work in their field, just as we do in our own. 
 In terms of theory versus practice, I found it interesting in my reading for the jigsaw 
reading (I completed the Rokovich (2000) article) to consider all the additional variables that 
made it possible for this pilot to experience the successes that it did. I found as I was reading it 
that several times I found myself thinking, “lucky!” – lucky to have the right people in place 
where they were, lucky that circumstances were such that there was receptiveness to the new 
methods being implemented, and so forth. Of course the SJUSD project experienced setbacks 
and challenges, which they acknowledge. But it did make me reflect a lot on how, likely in most 
research, there will inevitably be some of the intangible or the serendipitous. I think that this is 
accurately reflected in some of our work (e.g., in the notes above from the class activity, I noted 
that there are so many factors why a professional development session may be successful or 
not, entirely unrelated to the intervention being studied – people are only human! We have bad 
days, personal problems, the participants come in with their own baggage, the room 
environment may not be ideal, etc.). I’m reminded of one professional development session I led 
last summer in a brand-new school that unfortunately had not yet installed the air conditioning. 
The teachers had enrolled for five full days, 8:30am-4:00pm, of training – and my workshop was 
on the second-last day, at the end of the afternoon. Further, it was an elementary school 
classroom with undersized desks and chairs, and 30 adult teachers occupying those seats. 
Needless to say, such an environment would not be ideal for conducting action research to 
determine whether a new PD model might be a success! 
 For my own project, I am still thinking about the “now-or-later” versus the “test-control” 
approach – in my notes I point out that I am capable of doing either – and it becomes a question 
of what is perhaps more efficient, or more impactful, or what may yield the best results. It is 
something that I will continue to think about in terms of what is feasible in my own teaching 
practice and whether the best possible approach also aligns with what is logistically possible for 
me to implement. 
  
Citation: Rokovich, M. A., M. Stevens and J. Stallman (2000). "Implementing change at 
SJUSD: An unfinished case study." Presented to the International Association of Facilitators, 
Toronto, April 27 2000. 
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Session 8: April 4, 2019 
This session I wasn’t physically present for due to work travel, so I missed the jigsaw 

activity. However, the small group roles is something that I can actually see being useful in a 
variety of contexts - I like that each individual has responsibility and input within a structured 
framework; this really provides ownership over material. I think it would be interesting to bring 
this type of activity into my proposed teacher PD model (especially if I was working with the 
same group over a longer period) - in order to draw out each individual voice and contributions. 

I really liked the article by Elbow & Belanoff with the eleven types of responses one can 
seek on work (whether work-in-progress, or completed work). In terms of theory, I can see how 
this type of delineation is helpful for drawing out the type of feedback one is seeking, and 
possibly prompt a peer when they are struggling with how best to analyze a work or provide 
constructive feedback. However, in practice I had questions about the boundaries between 
these eleven types. I wondered: to what extent is there (and/or should there be) overlap and 
simultaneous delivery of multiple types of responses? What value is there in focusing 
specifically on one type of response, versus merging two or more together? Outside of an 
academic environment such as the one we are in, how can we “coach” our colleagues in 
professional working environments to give us this type of structured feedback? I think that many 
of us are familiar with the idea of a copy edit versus an editorial approach, but breaking things 
down the way that Elbow & Belanoff do obviously provides greater detail and complexity. I found 
myself wondering what types of individuals, as listeners expected to give feedback, would prefer 
being told which type to give versus those who would prefer just to approach it organically and 
say whatever moves them. I know for myself, I frequently find myself checking spelling and 
grammar as I also assess ideas, and many times I have a running script like a movie in my head 
that plays out imaginary scenarios of what the writer or speaker is describing. I think it will be a 
challenge with this week’s peer work not to deviate from my assigned response type! 

For my own project, I’m curious about the Penuel et al. (2011) article and how I may 
connect this to my own work. Design thinking is something that I am passionate about in my 
work and I hadn’t before considered how the iterative design process is something that could 
also be applied to action research. The article doesn’t talk about that key component of starting 
with empathy, but to me that’s an obvious important commonality with action research. I’d like to 
re-read this article and other connected articles to see if there is something in my project that 
could tie in design thinking principles more explicitly; perhaps there is design thinking 
vocabulary that I can use to present my action research (in its creation, implementation, and 
evaluation) – as this is also vocabulary that may resonate with the constituents and 
stakeholders I work with. 
  
Citations: 
Elbow, P. & Belanoff, P. (n.d.). SUMMARY OF KINDS OF RESPONSES. A Community of 
Writers: A Workshop Course in Writing McGraw Hill. 
Penuel, W.R., Fishman, B.J., Cheng, B.H., & Sabelli, N. (2011). Organizing research and 
development at the intersection of learning, implementation, and design. Educational 
Researcher 40(7), pp. 331-337. 
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Session 9: April 11, 2019 
I liked this week’s Reflection Framework on Action Research and Learning, and found 

that it helped me to better define my own purpose in terms of what learning(s) I hope to 
accomplish by undertaking action research. It was interesting to me, as an educator, to see the 
types of learning delineated in this way - to have them articulated as line items like this. While it 
was helpful to give definition and focus, in practice I wonder how clear (or not) the boundaries 
are between types of learning, and how much fluidity there is between types. I also think in 
practice, that we start on paths towards all these types of learning - but may not necessarily 
follow them through to “completion” or in depth. It made me wonder, does identifying which 
type(s) of learning we want to pursue help us as researchers to get better results? Does 
focusing our energy in this way support stronger research design, because we can articulate 
what we hope to do? In terms of pedagogy, it would make sense to me to clearly define learning 
outcomes like this, because this is how most strong classroom activities start. 

Because these types of learning seem to be fairly personal (in terms of personal goals 
and/or learning outcomes), I did not find the in-class session discussions or buddy check-in as 
helpful or revealing as I might have liked. We shared what we were each looking for (i.e., our 
top three learnings, and the tangible observable things that someone could see if we achieved 
that) - but it was challenging to comment on each others’ choices, other than to be supportive. It 
seemed like everyone had managed to pick specific behaviour(s) or observable measures for 
their learning, so it was more of a sharing circle than anything. It made me wonder how we can 
best support each other in action research in this very specific domain; when learning is 
personal, how can we coach or guide as peers who are not responsible for evaluating that 
learning? For most of us, we are still on our learning journeys, so it is difficult to ask for feedback 
about what others are seeing (i.e., those observable outcomes). 

In terms of my own content, I found myself thinking a lot about how I might foster trust in 
professional development - as I think that trust is critical to achieving the sharing and 
co-teaching that I am after. I participated in a professional retreat this week that brought 
together educators, industry, and non-profit and it was remarkable how quickly we all started to 
share very personal stories and trust each other. I asked one of the fellow participants why she 
thought we were, as a group, able to so quickly move into this safe space of sharing that would 
foster not just professional (content, knowledge) sharing but also personal stories. She said that 
the facilitator and the first few people participating were key in terms of “setting the stage” and 
demonstrating through their own words and actions what was appropriate - i.e., that it was safe 
and acceptable to be vulnerable and open. This made me think that in my own model, I will 
need to ensure that the facilitator is equipped to lead by example, to communicate group norms, 
and also it may be valuable to ensure that there are a few “leaders” in the room who are 
perhaps more naturally comfortable with sharing and can also support in leading by example. It 
left me wondering: how can you (the facilitator) easily identify who those leaders might be? How 
can you ensure group success when so many other variables are at play? I would also like to 
incorporate the sharing circle into my model, because it was through sharing circle that our 
group came to tell so many stories.  
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Session 10: April 18, 2019 
This week, my presentation (work-in-progress) week, was by far the most helpful for me 

in terms of understanding what it might mean to influence others with my work. I think the 
process of completing the plus-delta form for each participant, where we were first asked at 
what point we were most likely to support the project, and then asked at what point we were 
least likely to support (or most in doubt), was useful for me to demonstrate what “constituency 
building” and/or stakeholder engagement may look like across a broad spectrum of action 
research projects. Previously, I had perhaps imagined action research project “pitches” to be 
either akin to a funding proposal or a sales pitch. However, the presentations were not quite 
either - rather, they were more typically framed as “calls to action” or appeals for partnership, or 
ways to support. It made me think that perhaps, even though I felt I had articulated a target 
audience for my presentation, I may need to do this even more clearly so that there is a direct 
path of “what next?” for the listener or reader of my work. I liked being able to reflect on how I 
was “grabbed” by content (or not), and how well each presenter was able to sustain my interest 
and engagement in the work. For example, one presentation included the concept of a “diaper 
drive” to purchase diapers for families in need. I wrote down that that was the point that I was 
least likely to support the initiative, both for environmental reasons and also because I believe 
that cloth diapers are a more sustainable, lower-cost option for families. This is probably not the 
mass/popular opinion, and I recognize there are other challenges that come up when choosing 
cloth over disposable diapers, yet, if this was being scaled-up, I would anticipate that this would 
come up again. I think that every action research project must have such pain points and 
push-back, whether commonly held responses or from unique individuals, that would need to be 
addressed. 

I struggled this week with my own content and actually did not feel confident when doing 
my presentation, likely for personal reasons unrelated to the project or class, and yet it impacted 
me here. Even as I was speaking, I was doubting whether this was truly “innovative” or “a 
change”, much less a desired change, and I found myself wondering, why should these people 
care? Why does this matter? It was strange to have something like an existential crisis about my 
work in the midst of presenting it, but probably this is not something that unusual. My solution at 
the time (and I haven’t developed a better one in the days since) was to just ignore those 
feelings and go back to the notes I had written, with citations and evidence backing up my 
ideas, and so forth. However, it is something I am still thinking about, and how to combat those 
insecurities when they arise in a professional context. Part of action research being successful 
seems to hinge on some kind of inherent self-confidence and belief in the value of what one is 
doing; after all, how can you influence others to adopt your ideas, ways of being or doing, and/or 
behaviours if you are not fully invested yourself? It reminds me of how entrepreneurs are called 
on to put themselves “out there”, subject to critique in order to make sure they are in the path for 
any opportunity. It seems hard to be an introverted and possibly insecure action researcher, 
when you are expected to be persuasive and captivating. I would like to think that the solution 
isn’t just “fake it til you make it”, but in this week’s session, that is the best description of what I 
felt.  
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Session 11: April 25, 2019 
This was a “week off” for me, having already presented my work last week and not 

required to attend the live session. As such, my work was definitely focused on bringing my final 
paper to a more complete state, based on feedback received and my continued reflections on 
the action research project.  

One of the things I find interesting about the action research process is the emphasis on 
permitting space for external feedback and critical review throughout each phase. In contrast, I 
think about some of the science research work I have been a part of, during which there is 
feedback perhaps within one’s own team, but less so garnering third-party thoughts (particularly 
when they are from individuals or groups who do not work in the same space). However, by 
getting peer feedback on this action research - especially from non-educators, who will not be 
overly versed in my field - I can see how this will make a stronger, more understandable project. 
Still, it is hard not to feel impatient when I think I have landed on something “gold”, only to have 
holes poked in it and need to go back, iterate, and make it stronger again. In many ways it 
reminds me of engineering design and prototyping, where it’s best not to be married to one’s 
ideas as they frequently fail during testing; not only that, when we are too attached to our ideas 
or solutions, we have blind spots and may miss important possibilities that would benefit from 
incorporation. As we get closer to the end of the semester, I am being challenged to remain 
open-minded and receptive to all the feedback I receive, even if I initially disagree or if it seems 
tedious to go back again. I know that this is part of the process, and I know it will help me to 
ultimately have a stronger product.  

 In terms of my own content, I am struggling with finding ways to meet the needs of 
teachers that may refuse to explore some of the tech-based methods being proposed to foster a 
professional learning network (PLN). The reality is that a PLN is made stronger with diversity 
and a variety of skillsets within the group; when a PLN is only comprised of those individuals 
who may be physically situated in the same school or district, it is potentially limiting (depending 
on the size of the district, the administration, and so forth). I know I have greatly benefitted from 
shifting from a local to a more global mindset and seeking input in my own PLN from educators 
in other contexts. How might these teachers glean the same results and benefits with a 
non-tech PLN? I am also trying to anticipate other barriers or challenges, other than resistance 
to tech, that may arise in creating PLNs. This may become important information to gather and 
unpack during evaluation, so as to inform future sessions, and possibly also expand upon my 
ideas of what is a “good” PLN or what are the ways in which a teacher can foster their own PLN.  
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Session 12: May 2, 2019 
One comment that I received on my final draft paper was that my “evaluation” and 

“iteration” sections were not distinguishable from each other; that effectively, I was defining 
iteration as interpreting evaluation findings and incorporating suggestions into my work. This is 
making me think more about the iterative process and at what point do minor shifts or 
adjustments based on feedback turn into a new cycle of action research. Late last week, my 
buddy partner Ali and I were talking about the possibility of piloting each others’ work in our own 
contexts. Because we are both working in STEM education, and with a focus on teacher training 
and professional development, it would seem to follow that we could attempt the intervention 
that the other is proposing and provide feedback. Is this an iterative cycle, or just another trial? If 
an action researcher is running essentially the same work, just with a different group of 
individuals, is this a new cycle or just more data collection? I’m realizing that this is a process 
area that I still need some clarity in, and will need to unravel or distinguish between these terms 
for my own action research. 

My focus from here forward is bringing my draft paper to completion - and yet, I also 
realize that this is really just a snapshot in time, of where my action research is at right now and 
that it is subject to shift and change as learnings are uncovered. I am not sure what content 
questions I have at this point. Two weeks ago, in my presentation week, I wrote about being 
unsure of myself and my content. Now, I think that I am feeling more assured of the approaches 
I have taken, yet I still think I have work to do. In my report, I am being asked to provide more 
specific examples, and part of why this is proving to be a struggle is because for some of my 
suggestions or proposals, I haven’t actually tried it in person - the research supports it, but I am 
unsure what it may look like in practice. I can see that in the sessions I have facilitated to date, I 
have incorporated a lot of opportunities for participant interaction, and I’m likely not a 
“facilitator-driven” type of person, which has made me question whether this entire intervention 
was even a valid project. I think it is, because this action research is intentional, structured, and 
employs new strategies as fundamental elements that I have not used before. However, it is 
certainly not going to be some dramatic switch from full-on lecturing to hands-on play, which 
might have been easier to write about, but that kind of polarity isn’t my before-after reality.  

As I work towards the end of the semester, I am wondering if maybe there aren’t yet 
smaller parts of my action research that warrant exploration. Having found full research papers 
exploring the sharing circles and PLNs that are part of my framework makes me feel like 
perhaps I’ve bitten off more than I can chew; that is, if the overall intervention is successful, is it 
because of one of the parts? Or the parts working together? With a multivariate system, how do 
we determine how each component works on its own as well as within the overall system? 
While I don’t intend to shift my action research paper, these are important and helpful 
considerations as I move forward as an action researcher, and questions I would certainly 
consider in redesigning my work. Perhaps “iterations” of this work might involve mini-cycles of 
action research in which I implement only one component of the framework at a time, in order to 
determine how each part functions independently before combining them together. 
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Reflections: Buddy-Partner Check-Ins 
How has my thinking developed as a result of the check-ins? 
 

The buddy check-ins in the second part of the course were of a different nature for me 
than in the first, because I have a friendship with my buddy (Ali) in addition to the academic 
connection as 693 buddies. I feel like it may not be the revelation I am “supposed” to have, but 
my biggest takeaway from the process - to add to what I reflected on in the first part of this 
course (see page 7) - is the immense value that moral support can add to an action research 
project. At times my thinking around my own work was fuzzy, demoralized, even negative. 
Having a buddy check-in to provide some perspective and help me to see that my mindset was 
temporary and that they were there to support me was invaluable. It made me wish that 
everyone could have a buddy check-in that would be not just academically helpful, but also 
personally helpful. I am sure that this type of support does not always occur within the same 
person; however, for me to have this support in Ali meant that I got both feedback and guidance 
on my project work as well as that sense of her understanding where I was at emotionally. 
Action research as a course and a process has been challenging (in positive ways!) - when we 
are looking inward, demanding change of ourselves, that can be difficult. Especially in the 
second part of this semester, as I became preoccupied with trying to complete a final paper 
among other obligations, I felt like having a team (whether it was one person or several) must 
be an essential ingredient for an action research project to be successful. Even having engaged 
constituents must help, because there will certainly be days (or weeks, or months) that are more 
difficult than others - and one wouldn’t want to just lose the momentum or drive of a project 
because the PI is struggling. I was really grateful for the buddy check-ins especially for this 
reason.  

My thinking also developed in terms of my content on this project. In the first part of the 
semester, my buddies were non-educators, and I wrote in my earlier reflections about what I 
learned about eliminating jargon from my work and clearly communicating my ideas to 
audiences who are not entrenched in my work. Now, I was partnered with someone who could 
“talk my language” and this taught me the value of building constituencies with peers. By 
working with someone from within my discipline, Ali was able to challenge me on certain logistic 
things (e.g., to whom am I speaking - teachers or administrators? Will this work within a 
conference session or are longer periods of time needed? How is sustained engagement both 
funded and paid for? Etc…). These types of questions were helpful for me particularly as I 
brought the elements of my project together. The check-ins helped me with the assignments - 
bringing them into an education context and having a peer that could support me in doing so - 
and especially now that we are talking about running iterative cycles of each others’ work in our 
own environments, made me realize how far one might be able to take action research with 
strong partnerships in place.  
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Process Review 
Identify 4-6 examples of key moments/shifts/confusions/insights/challenges from throughout the 
length of the entire course term, related to your personal development. For each example, write 
one paragraph where you describe what was happening, and explain how your thinking 
developed as a result (you might reference a specific assignment, an event/observation from 
class, an encounter with an outside person or situation…). 
 

1. The nature of AR - personal versus collaborative  
When I first began this course, I really struggled with the nature of “personal” AR and 

trying to move away from a more collaborative approach to this work. By nature, I like 
co-developing and co-creating projects, and I was keen to undertake AR completely in 
partnership. It took me a while, and was probably a gradual shift over the first 2-3 weeks 
(through readings and course work) that I realized that even if ultimately AR becomes 
collaboratively (it obviously can not happen in isolation), that there needs to be independent 
idea formation and reflection occurring. It was confusing for me in the beginning to understand 
how AR could have broad impact, and yet not be classified as a group project. However, 
particularly through some of the earlier readings (I think especially of the McNiff here), I was 
able to see how personal reflection is a key component of AR and how I needed to undertake 
that journey independently before involving others in my process. 

 
2. Connecting with UMass Amherst professor: Torrey Trust 

One key connection I made was with UMass Amherst professor, Torrey Trust. This was 
a critical support for me in terms of helping to define what elements might be important for me to 
integrate into a more participant-driven framework of professional development. In particular, 
Torrey pointed out the value of developing online professional learning networks (PLNs) - which 
leads into my next key moment in this process review - and she was able to share her findings 
from her ongoing research and work in this area. Making this personal connection helped me to 
see the immense value in having strong constituents who believe in your work and are invested 
in achieving similar outcomes; it also is helpful in terms of identifying potential resources and 
other lines of support. Because of Torrey, I am now attending a PD session in June 2019 that 
will show me an example of participant-driven PD in action that I may be able to learn from and 
incorporate into my own framework. Had it not been for this connection, I may not have learned 
this - it showed me that some of the knowledge in AR is gained explicitly (e.g., through interview 
questions, such as the ones I had prepared for that call), but equally valuable are those informal 
moments where you can learn through collaboration and conversation with like-minded peers 
and partners. 
 

3. Making connections on Twitter for PLN  
Following my conversation with Torey, I decided to mimic the process that I would 

possibly be asking of participants in my PD sessions, and became more active in creating an 
online PLN (professional learning network) via Twitter. The intention behind this action was to 
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practice what I would be incorporating into my framework; however, I achieved not only this but 
also a great appreciation for how constituents or stakeholders may come in less-expected 
places, like social media. I became quickly aware of the “six degrees of separation” and also 
how many of my Twitter contacts were connected with each other and already in conversation - 
perhaps in any given industry, it’s not really that big a world (at least, that seems to be the case 
with K-12 education here in Canada). My thinking shifted more towards one of professional 
networking, where any conversation is an opportunity and realized that my AR could benefit 
from being open to those unexpected connections. I saw this in action also with Vera Goodman 
(see next paragraph), when she “threw it to the room” - just putting her AR out into the world 
and asking, “who is interested in this?” With Twitter, it is easy for me to see how just being 
connected and open about talking and sharing can lead to unexpected introductions. So far I 
have not been able to leverage my PLN for this AR project, but I have been leveraging it for 
other elements of my work, which I think will ultimately lead to supporting this AR.  

 
4. Hearing Vera Goodman and realizing what AR looks like in practice  

It wasn’t until relatively late in the semester that I had an “a-ha” moment of seeing action 
research presented in real-world practice, but without the words “action research” attached. 
Obviously I had seen case studies through completing the mid-term clipping, or reading other 
case studies in class, but somehow none of them had seemed to be personal in terms of seeing 
an individual in practice undertake the various phases of action research. I heard someone 
named Vera Goodman speak at a conference, and it was as if she was enrolled in this class - 
the things she is doing so closely parallels our weekly sessions. It was fascinating to hear her 
clearly articulate the precipitating problem (illiteracy), describe the interviews and research she 
did to better understand the issue as well as what interventions had previously been 
undertaken, have her delve into her proposed model/intervention, and talk about the initial pilots 
and evaluation she has underway. Currently she is attempting to collect more data for her study 
(identifying more constituents and stakeholders, as she needs more funding), and then she also 
wants future cycles of AR that will involve broader audiences than the K-12 youth she is 
currently working with. This example of hearing someone describe their AR in practice was so 
helpful for me in terms of seeing real-world applicability for the theoretical steps we are 
undertaking in class, to see someone so passionate about her work, and imagining myself in a 
similar position to present my AR in a conference-type environment someday. 
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Case Study “Clipping” 
Citation: Castleden, H. (2019, April 23). Indigenous-led clean energy projects could power 
reconciliation. Retrieved May 5, 2019 from 
http://theconversation.com/indigenous-led-clean-energy-projects-could-power-reconciliation-111
903.  
 

“A SHARED Future” is a participatory action research group with the aim of bringing 
together Western (a.k.a. Settler) and Indigenous perspectives for decision-making related to the 
energy sector. The problem identified by this group is that in the case of Canadian energy 
projects, decisions are frequently made by non-Indigenous individuals and groups that do not 
meaningfully involve Indigenous groups, even when they directly impact them. As the author 
states, in many cases, “Indigenous knowledge-holders are ignored, dismissed and even 
undermined by governments in the development of national policies.” A SHARED Future (a 
government-funded action research project) aims to involve both Western and Indigenous 
perspectives in decision making, from conception through to implementation, and study what 
kind of an impact this approach has when compared to the historical approach of superficial 
engagement or minimal (even non-existent) collaboration.  

The ultimate goal or shift of undertaking this work is to further reconciliation, which is a 
national imperative across all industries, disciplines, and walks of life (see Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission of Canada: Calls to Action). The group in this article is particularly 
focused on clean energy and how reconciliation might be achieved through better processes in 
energy projects. This is a very relevant case study, in that Indigenous groups are frequently 
impacted by the infrastructure demands of energy projects throughout North America; pipelines 
infringe on traditional territories, camps for workers frequently are on reserve land, and 
Indigenous voices are not necessarily involved “from conception to implementation”, as A 
SHARED Future envisions.  

The group has started by building constituents from various tribes as well as 
non-Indigenous groups across Canada, and has completed a first phase of participation and 
observation in federal dialogues. Now, the group intends to interview a diverse cross-section of 
individuals to better understand challenges being faced as well as what successes have been 
achieved related to clean energy projects. Ultimately, A SHARED Future aims to bring this type 
of feedback to the federal level so as influence processes moving forward.  
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