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Today’s focus

Collaborative interdisciplinary research with the Alice Lee Centre for Nursing 

Studies, Teaching Enhancement Grant, CDTL

Title: Reflecting in Undergraduate Nursing: An Interdisciplinary Approach to 

Embedding Critical Reflection in Undergraduate Nursing Practice (2-3 year 

project) 

• Creating a rubric using linguistic (Systemic Functional Linguistics) and sociology 

of education (Legitimation Code Theory) frameworks for understanding the 

linguistic resources and knowledge practices that constitute effective critical 

reflection practices in the discipline of nursing. 
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Project plan 

Project Phase Activity

e.g.  Development of Evaluation 

Instrument

Activity period

e.g. 1 month

Month/Year

e.g. Sep 2018

Phase 1 – Pre-intervention

Student text analysis, semi-structured 

lecturer interviews & rubric 

development 

Collection of student assignments and 

semi-structured interviews with lecturers

3 months July -

September 

2018

Analysis of student assignments and 

rubric development, training of lecturers 

and feedback session on rubric

6 months September –

March 2019

Phase 2 – teaching intervention  Creation of online material for flipped 

classroom content

5 months March – August 

2019

Intervention stage – delivery of online 

materials 

18 months August 2019 –

December 

2020

Phase 3 – Post-intervention

Evaluation of project – student 

assignment analysis, analysis of 

semi-structured interviews with 

lecturers

Post-intervention data gathering  12 month December 

2019 - January 

2021

Post-intervention evaluation of data 9 months August  2020-

Mar 2021

Final changes to the lesson material 

based on post-intervention results  

6 months Jan -Jun 2021 
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Our questions 

1. What constitutes ‘deep reflection’ in clinical nursing practice? 

2. How can we make ‘deep reflection’ explicit and visible in 

creating effective pedagogic interventions? 

HECC19
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• Analysed 200 scripts (low, mid, high) with LCT Semantics and 
SFL (Genre and Appraisal)

• Analysed Tutors’ focus groups with Specialization

• Derived a new rubric to support the teaching of critical 
reflection to nursing students in Year 1

• Developing pedagogical materials 

• Analysing assignments to evaluate impact

Procedure

HECC19
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Nursing Reflection Writing 
Theoretical framework & Rubric

HECC19
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Description of Critical Reflection 

Assignment

HECC presentation 
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The theoretical framework used in 

Nursing reflective writing texts

Gibb’s reflective cycle (1988)

HECC presentation 
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RUBRIC FOR REFLECTION (40 MARKS)

PROCEDURE/ ACTIVITY PERFORMED: _____________________________________________                                      

Criteria Max Marks Marks

(1) Description of the encounter, experience or any problem that arise during the clinical visitation

(2) Feelings and Reflection: Identify your assumptions, values, beliefs, emotions, motives based 

on your experience 

(3) Evaluation of the performance and experience. Analysis of the deeper meanings from 

different perspective (including feedback from tutor/peer). Research using academic references or 

literatures (minimum 5). Synthesise and integrate the information to complement a broader 

discussion. 

(4) Conclude and integrate how the experience informs nursing practice. Plan of action for future 

encounters.

 Focuses on knowledge issues

 Links and comparisons between one’s performance and standard procedure

 Shows relevancy and sophisticated understanding

15 marks

(5) Knower’s perspective

 Displays independent learning

 Self- awareness with different perspectives 

 Use varied appropriate  examples

10 marks

(6) Analysis of knowledge issues

 Shows insight and depth of topic 

 Main points well-justified

 Arguments and counter-arguments are justified

10 marks

(7) Organisation of ideas

 Well-structured with key ideas explained

 Factual accuracy 

 Follows APA (6th ed.) referencing guidelines (5 references)

5 marks
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Issues with existing reflective writing 

texts

• Predominantly descriptive

• No attempt at ‘deep reflection’

• No connection of practice to theory

HECC19
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Rubric design 
Focus Group Discussion & Student assignments 

HECC19
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Phase 1: Analysis of student 

assignments and development of rubric 

• Theoretical frameworks: Systemic Functional Linguistics & 

Legitimation Code Theory 

• Results of the data analysis: Genre of critical reflection texts, 

evaluative meaning & semantic waves

HECC19
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Theoretical Framework 1: Systemic Functional 

Linguistics

• detailed descriptions of linguistic, or meaning-making, resources 
specific to various disciplinary discourse domains. 

• allows for a systematic description of language at multi levels, 
from broad context (genre), whole text systems and paragraphs 
(Discourse Semantics) to sentence level (Lexicogrammar). 

• allows for a systematic description of different patterns of 
language from whole texts to sentences and in various specific 
contexts. 

• Has been used in a wide range of higher educational SoTL
research (Dreyfus et al., 2016; Coffin & Donohue, 2014) as 
well as specific rubric development work (Jones, 2011; Szenes, 
2011; Dreyfus et al., 2016).

HECC19
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Genre approach 

Genre approach 

Systemic Functional Linguistics/ 

Legitimation Code Theory

Our analytical approach

• What is the social context?

• What kind of written 

communication/text is being 

produced?

• What is the subject 

matter(experiential) that is 

valued?

• How is the text (textual) 

organised?

• What kind of relationship 

(interpersonal) exists 

between reader and writer?

• What kind of language is 

used based on this text type 

and these relationships e.g., 

emotional/ transformative?
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Analysis 1: Genre

Aims: make visible the social purpose of the text and how this is achieved 

through the genre stages.

How: Comparing the stages in high/mid/low scoring assignments.

Social purpose/Goal of the Nursing Critical Reflection assignment: to 

cultivate and scaffold the life-long professional skill of CR.

Social purpose/Goal of CR: to be a confident and knowledgeable nursing 

professional, able to provide safety and excellent care and impact on her 

professional status.

Nursing CR: Reflection Genre family (Nesi & Gardner, 2012), composed 

of several elemental genres (personal recount, explanations, protocol, 

personal response…)
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Stages Purpose Key linguistic features

Introduction General orientation of the Placement. 

Orientation to the text (focus of the reflection)

Factual description 

(place/time/length)

Thesis statement type of sentence: 

use of will

Orientation Description of the setting: the ward, the patient, 

the precise procedure

Narrative/past simple & past 

continuous/circumstantial

Critical Incident Event that triggers the reflection Narrative/Past simple; evaluation

Excavation Unpacking/analysis of the event; Making the 

thinking process visible;

Genuine link/relevance of literature to explain/ 

hypothesize./rationalise

Shift to ‘defining’, thinking

Present simple

Reference to literature

Transformation Integrate how the experience informs nursing 

practice. Plan of action for future encounters.

Modality Should or Will to 

indicate recommended future 

action

(Coda) Emphasizing the role/importance of CR (non 

obligatory)

General statement: present 

simple, definition of the role of a 

nurse.

Stages found: Introduction ^ Orientation ^ Critical Incident ^ Excavation^ 

Transformation^ (Coda)

Analysis 1: Genre
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(1) Description of the encounter, experience or any problem that arise during the clinical visitation 

ORIENTATION + CRITICAL INCIDENT

(2) Feelings and Reflection: Identify your assumptions, values, beliefs, emotions, motives based on your 

experience  = EXCAVATION

(3) Evaluation of the performance and experience. Analysis of the deeper meanings from different 

perspective (including feedback from tutor/peer). Research using academic references or literatures 

(minimum =EXCAVATION

5). Synthesise and integrate the information to complement a broader discussion.  EXCAVATION

(4) Conclude and integrate how the experience informs nursing practice (CODA). Plan of action for future 

encounters. TRANSFORMATION

 Focuses on knowledge issues

 Links and comparisons between one’s performance and standard procedure

 Shows relevancy and sophisticated understanding

(5) Knower’s perspective

 Displays independent learning

 Self- awareness with different perspectives 

 Use varied appropriate  examples

(6) Analysis of knowledge issues

 Shows insight and depth of topic 

 Main points well-justified

 Arguments and counter-arguments are justified

(7) Organisation of ideas

 Well-structured with key ideas explained

 Factual accuracy 

 Follows APA (6th ed.) referencing guidelines (5 references)
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Stages Low High

Introduction • Can be too long • Concise

Orientation • Not present • Clear focus on one event/task 

reflected upon

Critical Incident • Too long, very 

descriptive/narrative

• Concise, related to excavation 

quickly

Excavation • Long, chronological description of 

actions/procedures

• Shallow depth analysis (connections 

to broader patterns)

• Little use of Module 

concepts/literature 

• Concise description

• Deep analysis, explanation, 

conjecture

• Consistent link with module 

concepts/literature/expert 

knowledge

• Link is genuine/precisely related to 

event

Transformation • Not present

• Very general (not precisely related 

to the event)

• Precise impact on future practice

• Usually concise (for Year 1?)

(Coda) • Not present Relates back to general nursing practice 

and benefit of CT

High vs low performance on generic features 
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Analysis 2: Appraisal

EMOTION 

(feelings) 

OPINION

(self and other 

behavior/good and 

bad experiences) 

(Martin & White, 2005) 
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Existing Rubric: Evaluative meaning

Criteria Maximum 

Marks

Marks 

Obtain

ed

(1) Description of the encounter, experience or any problem that arise during the clinical visitation

(2) Feelings and Reflection: Identify your assumptions, values, beliefs, emotions, motives based on 

your experience 

(3) Evaluation of the performance and experience. Analysis of the deeper meanings from different 

perspective (including feedback from tutor/peer). Research using academic references or literatures 

(minimum 5). Synthesise and integrate the information to complement a broader discussion. 

(4) Conclude and integrate how the experience informs nursing practice. Plan of action for future 

encounters.

 Focuses on knowledge issues

 Links and comparisons between one’s performance and standard procedure

 Shows relevancy and sophisticated understanding

15 marks

(5) Knower’s perspective

 Displays independent learning

 Self- awareness with different perspectives 

 Use varied appropriate  examples

10 marks

(6) Analysis of knowledge issues

 Shows insight and depth of topic 

 Main points well-justified

 Arguments and counter-arguments are justified

10 marks

(7) Organisation of ideas

 Well-structured with key ideas explained

 Factual accuracy 

 Follows APA (6th ed.) referencing guidelines (5 references)

5 marks
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Focus Group Data: Evaluative 

meaning
Dr Mark: You mentioned feelings was an important part of the model. Do you think feelings are 

important in the critical reflection?

• “Yes, it is very important. If students did not digest or release their feelings, they may be stuck at 

that stage. We have to talk about the physical and psychological balance. If we didn’t take care of 

the psychological part , it would not be balanced and this would impact his/her future. If you talk 

about simulation and they have strong feelings about it, it is important to talk about it before they 

discuss other aspects objectively. 

• “I think feelings can be good or bad. It can make your view of things very subjective. It depends, 

again, not everyone is the same. Generally, people would have different degrees of feelings. Let’s 

say we do a simulation and students are very affected by what happened then it would be difficult 

for them to objectively reflect on what has happened if it has affected them emotionally, very much. 

• There should be a good balance between the mind and heart part so students can adequately 

reflect and move from there to the next step. Too much feelings wouldn’t be good. Yes, it drives 

learning for some, but it hinders learning for others. We must have a good balance of that but it is 

difficult to control because it depends on individual personalities”. 
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Function of the Excavation stage

• Unpacking/analysis of the event; 

• Making the thinking process visible;

• Genuine link/relevance of literature to explain/ 

hypothesize./rationalise

HECC19
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Evaluative meaning in the low-scoring 

student text

1. Lack of self as emoter: In some low scoring texts (e.g. B1_107) there were few 

instances of inscribed emotions. 

2. General emotions: This can be contrasted with the general emotions evident in 

low scoring texts (e.g. B6_183 I felt really bad for her [the patient]’.

3. Excessive negative emotions: typically attributed to patients (e.g. B6_183: 

wailing unintelligibly) 

4. Emotions are not explained in the remaining text (as one of the tutor’s 

comments point out in B3_130: did you verify how he [the patient] feels when he 

expressed [these emotions]?). 

5. Student projects emotions onto patients: In B6_183 the student imagines how 

the patient feels (e.g. I felt so bad for the patient as I could only imagine how 

painful and unsettling it must be to live with such a huge wound).
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Excavation stage: Judgement and 

Affect in high-scoring student text

1. Positive judgement in relation to the student’s own behaviour 

I had managed to adhere closely to some parts of the guidelines of EPA 1-5; I 

also noticed and highlighted to Cl

2. The student’s behaviour (in following nursing procedure) is linked to positive 

emotional outcomes for the patient 

These included communications with Mdm X to provide her comfort and assurance; 

which Mdm X greatly appreciated

3. The student also highlights their negative capacity 

(e.g. I was unable to assess Mdm X's back) with their actions triggering negative 

emotional outcomes for the patient (e.g. I even caused slight discomfort to Mdm

X)

HECC19
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Theoretical Framework 2: Legitimation 

Code Theory 

•a framework for analysing principles of practice in educational 

fields to reveal the ‘rules of the game’. 

•seeks to make the codes visible so that they may be taught and 

learned and lead to academic achievement.
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Semantic gravity

‘The degree to which meaning relates to its context, whether that is social or symbolic. 

Semantic gravity may be relatively stronger (+) or weaker (–) along a continuum of 

strengths. The stronger the semantic gravity (SG+), the more closely meaning is related to 

its context; the weaker the gravity (SG–), the less dependent meaning is on its context’ 

Maton (2013, p. 65). 

• What is the subject matter (experiential) that is valued?

• How is the text (textual) organised?

Social realist approach to 

educational research: making 

knowledge practices visible

Analysis 3: semantic gravity
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• ‘Are there previous experiences which have triggered me to be 

so shy when I face similar episodes? These are things she should 

reflect on but she missed the opportunity to reflect’.

• Cumulative knowledge building is valued not segmented 

learning.
SG–

Semantic 

ranges

SG+

A2

A2

A1 A1

B B

Analysis 3: Focus Group Data
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Down or Up-escalators

SG– Semantic ranges

SG+

‘The low scoring paper is easy. It is just a description. There is no 

analysis. It just describes what happened on day 1 and then day 2. 

We would immediately mark that down’ (focus group data).

Analysis 3: semantic gravityAnalysis 3: Low-scoring papers
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Reflection 107: 41/60

Semantic profile: Low scoring text

General / specific orientation/ 

Critical incident

Evaluation
No excavation or transformation
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Analysis 3: Focus Group Data

‘In nursing, we have many layers…. It depends on the level of what you are 

reflecting upon’. 

•When you reflect, you cannot just reflect and look back. That is just more of 

remembering. But when you reflect, you put your thought processes into it. It has to 

have an outcome’.

•‘The knowledge will make them aware of what is right and what is wrong. 

Learning from Faculty input

•‘You want to manage the patient in terms of having the knowledge to 

manage, knowing the rationale for the different interventions, although some 

of the interventions are made by doctors, but still you understand what is 

going on’ Learning from nurse preceptor/experienced staff nurse/ clinical 

instructor

HECC19
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Reflection 133: 56/60

SG+

SG-

Semantic Profile: high-scoring text

General Orientation

Specific Orientation

Critical incident Excavation 

Transformation

Transformation/coda
Excavation 

Excavation 

Excavation 
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RUBRIC FOR REFLECTION (40 MARKS)

PROCEDURE/ ACTIVITY PERFORMED: _____________________________________________                                      

Criteria Maximum 

Marks

Marks 

Obtain

ed

(1) Description of the encounter, experience or any problem that arise during the clinical visitation

(2) Feelings and Reflection: Identify your assumptions, values, beliefs, emotions, motives based on 

your experience 

(3) Evaluation of the performance and experience. Analysis of the deeper meanings from different 

perspective (including feedback from tutor/peer). Research using academic references or literatures 

(minimum 5). Synthesise and integrate the information to complement a broader discussion. 

(4) Conclude and integrate how the experience informs nursing practice. Plan of action for future 

encounters.

 Focuses on knowledge issues

 Links and comparisons between one’s performance and standard procedure

 Shows relevancy and sophisticated understanding

15 marks

(5) Knower’s perspective

 Displays independent learning

 Self- awareness with different perspectives 

 Use varied appropriate  examples

10 marks

(6) Analysis of knowledge issues

 Shows insight and depth of topic 

 Main points well-justified

 Arguments and counter-arguments are justified

10 marks

(7) Organisation of ideas

 Well-structured with key ideas explained

 Factual accuracy 

 Follows APA (6th ed.) referencing guidelines (5 references)

5 marks

Original Rubric
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SFL/LCT Rubric
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Conclusion 

Complementary frameworks to analyse language and 

knowledge practices to explore what critical reflection entails in 

Nursing.

High/mid/low scoring texts were analysed and compared.

Focus groups with Nursing Lecturers where values were 

surfaced.

Rubric was designed.

Next step: pedagogical intervention, measuring impact.

HECC19
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