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What Was the Question?
Hall and Smith (2006) examined 
physical education teacher cogni-
tions as they relate to planning, in-
struction, and refl ection. They pro-
posed that these three components 
have typically been investigated 
separately, linearly, and in “con-
trolled” settings. As an alternative, 
they suggest that it may be benefi -
cial to treat them as highly interre-
lated parallel processes. They also 
attempted to identify differences in 
the ways in which novice and ex-
perienced teachers perform these 
tasks and how such information 
might affect the design of teacher 
education programs (TEPs).

What Was Done?
Using sources from 85 studies re-
lated to planning, instruction, and 
refl ection, the authors aggregated 
fi ndings to deconstruct the mean-
ing of each of these processes, 
show how they are interdepen-
dent, identify how novice and ex-
perienced teachers differ in these 
activities, and suggest strategies 
for using these constructs to de-

velop pedagogical capabilities in 
preservice teachers.

What Was Found?
Planning. The act of planning is 
what often guides lesson focus 
and content in order to meet 
course objectives and ultimately 
achieve student learning. How-
ever, much of the planning re-
search fails to examine it as a 
part of a wider process (i.e., plan-
ning, teaching, and refl ecting). 
It is noted that most novices are 
required to develop detailed writ-
ten lessons in TEPs, while many 
experienced teachers use note 
cards or mental snippets for their 
lesson plans. Yet, the planning lit-
erature seems to indicate that ex-
perienced teachers’ plans (written 
or unwritten) are more effi cient 
and relevant to the curriculum and 
to  student learning than those of 
novice teachers. 

Instruction. Experienced teach-
ers typically use a plan as a guide 
for completing their lesson objec-
tives, but they are quick to adapt 
a lesson to meet those objectives. 
In contrast, novices typically will 
stick to their plan, regardless of 
their students’ needs. According 
to the authors, a larger knowledge 
base appears to be the single 
most important factor in account-
ing for the instructional fl exibility 
of more-experienced instructors 
(i.e., they have a greater capability 
to adapt in real time). This sug-
gests that “TEPs should encour-
age decision-making based on 
the responses of the student as 
opposed to always ‘sticking to’ 
the plan” (p. 432). The authors 
also propose that a preservice 
teacher’s ability to make “in fl ight” 
decisions during a lesson would 
be enhanced by having more ped-
agogical-content knowledge (i.e., 
what to teach and how to teach it). 

Refl ection. Many TEPs require 
students to teach a lesson and 
then refl ect on the lesson’s imple-
mentation, focusing mainly on the 

preconceived plan. This approach, 
however, gives little or no con-
sideration to context or student 
learning. The authors found that 
little research has been completed 
on the types of teacher refl ection 
that occur throughout the lesson 
or on what is known as “refl ec-
tion-in-action.” 

What Does the Study Mean?
The authors suggest that future re-
search should attempt to examine 
planning, instruction, and refl ec-
tion processes from a holistic per-
spective (i.e., interdependent and 
parallel) and should be conducted 
in the natural teaching environ-
ment. They propose that it would 
be possible to provide an in-depth, 
holistic understanding of the plan-
ning, instruction, and refl ection 
process by employing a case study 
design and real-life contexts. Hall 
and Smith also recommend that 
TEPs abandon the linear approach 
to teaching, planning, and refl ec-
tion (i.e., produce a scripted lesson, 
deliver it, refl ect afterwards, and 
receive feedback from an instructor 
that might limit student refl ection). 
Instead, they suggest using a pro-
gression of teaching episodes that 
would consider more “what if” sit-
uations to help preservice students 
develop a greater awareness of 
contextual variables and strategies 
to deploy as lessons evolve. They 
also recommend that students be 
taught to refl ect during a lesson 
in addition to after its completion. 
Such refl ections should also be 
connected to decisions about sub-
sequent teaching.
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