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•  Teacher	
  reflec)on	
  is	
  important	
  for	
  teacher	
  growth	
  and	
  effec)veness.	
  	
  
•  Teacher	
  reflec)on	
  tends	
  to	
  involve	
  a	
  recurrent	
  pa:ern	
  of	
  iden)fying	
  

a	
  problem,	
  developing	
  an	
  ac)on	
  plan,	
  evalua)ng	
  the	
  effec)veness	
  of	
  
the	
  plan,	
  and	
  assessing	
  the	
  outcome	
  (Marcos,	
  Sanchez,	
  &	
  Tillema,	
  2009).	
  

•  Interven)on	
  components	
  closely	
  aligned	
  with	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  
ma:er	
  for	
  effec)ve	
  teacher	
  prac)ce	
  and	
  children’s	
  vocabulary	
  
development	
  (Mashburn,	
  Downer,	
  Hamre,	
  Jus)ce,	
  &	
  Pianta,	
  2010;	
  Pianta,	
  Mashburn,	
  

Downer,	
  Hamre,	
  &	
  Jus)ce,	
  2008).	
  	
  
•  Ques)ons	
  s)ll	
  remain	
  regarding	
  how	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  changes	
  

within	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  an	
  interven)on	
  and	
  how	
  it	
  relates	
  to	
  teacher	
  
effec)veness.	
  	
  

•  The	
  current	
  study	
  employs	
  an	
  in-­‐depth	
  analysis	
  of	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  
and	
  examines	
  associa)ons	
  between	
  levels	
  of	
  reflec)on	
  and	
  change	
  in	
  
prac)ce	
  and	
  child	
  engagement.	
  	
  

	
  

A	
  one-­‐way	
  repeated	
  measure	
  ANOVA	
  was	
  conducted.	
  Results	
  indicated	
  on	
  
average	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  effect	
  of	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  across	
  )me	
  1,	
  )me	
  2,	
  
and	
  )me	
  3	
  of	
  the	
  interven)on	
  (F(1.88,	
  251.23)	
  =.19,	
  p	
  =.81).	
  These	
  results	
  suggest	
  
that	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  is	
  stable	
  across	
  )me	
  points.	
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•  Teacher	
  reflec)on	
  did	
  not	
  change	
  significantly	
  across	
  the	
  interven)on.	
  	
  
•  Large	
  variability	
  in	
  teachers’	
  ability	
  to	
  engage	
  in	
  reflec)on	
  suggests	
  teachers	
  

may	
  be	
  having	
  very	
  different	
  experiences	
  engaging	
  in	
  the	
  interven)on.	
  
•  Future	
  analyses	
  involving	
  characteris)cs	
  of	
  teachers	
  associated	
  with	
  

reflec)vity,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  poten)al	
  modera)ng	
  effects	
  of	
  consultant	
  effec)veness	
  
would	
  prove	
  valuable.	
  	
  

•  Average	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  was	
  associated	
  with	
  improvements	
  in	
  teacher-­‐child	
  
instruc)onal	
  interac)ons	
  and	
  child	
  engagement	
  the	
  following	
  year.	
  

•  Reflec)on	
  may	
  be	
  important	
  for	
  improving	
  teacher	
  effec)veness.	
  
•  The	
  specific	
  mechanisms	
  by	
  which	
  reflec)on	
  leads	
  to	
  improved	
  prac)ce	
  s)ll	
  

need	
  “unpacking.”	
  
	
  

1.  Do	
  levels	
  of	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  change	
  over	
  )me	
  within	
  the	
  context	
  
of	
  a	
  coaching	
  interven)on?	
  

2.  Is	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  associated	
  with	
  change	
  in	
  teacher	
  prac)ce?	
  
	
  
3.  Is	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  associated	
  with	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  child	
  

engagement?	
  
	
  

! "#$ "%& ! "#
'#()*+ +,- +.++ /.01 +.23 -.42
'#()*/ +,, +.-4 /.53 +.25 -.40
'#()*4 +,/ +.-2 /.24 +.25 -.45

!"#$%&'(&)%*+,-./-0%&1/"/-*/-+*&23&!%"+4%,&5%3$%+/-26

Par)cipants	
  included	
  146	
  pre-­‐kindergarten	
  teachers	
  par)cipa)ng	
  in	
  the	
  
year-­‐long	
  consultancy	
  phase	
  of	
  a	
  large	
  professional	
  development	
  study	
  
and	
  327	
  children	
  within	
  their	
  classrooms	
  the	
  following	
  year.	
  The	
  large	
  
majority	
  of	
  teachers	
  were	
  female	
  (94%)	
  with	
  an	
  average	
  age	
  of	
  
approximately	
  43	
  years.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Three	
  cycles	
  were	
  coded	
  for	
  each	
  teacher.	
  	
  
The	
  first	
  cycle,	
  a	
  cycle	
  in	
  the	
  middle	
  of	
  the	
  process,	
  and	
  the	
  last	
  cycle.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  associa)on	
  between	
  average	
  teacher	
  reflec)on	
  and	
  change	
  in	
  teacher’s	
  CLASS	
  scores	
  from	
  pre-­‐	
  
to	
  post-­‐interven)on	
  and	
  with	
  children’s	
  classroom	
  engagement	
  the	
  following	
  school	
  year	
  were	
  
examined	
  using	
  linear	
  regression.	
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Teacher-­‐Child	
  Interac0ons	
  
•  The	
  Classroom	
  Assessment	
  Scoring	
  System	
  (CLASS)	
  
Peer	
  Engagement	
  
•  The	
  Individualized	
  Classroom	
  Assessment	
  Scoring	
  System	
  (inCLASS)	
  
	
  


