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AComparative Study on Teaching Reflections Between Pre-service Teachers and In-service Teachers

Wang Bimei', Hu Weiping **

(1. Key Laboratory of Modern Teaching Technology, Ministry of Education, xiaan 710062 ;

2. Center for Teacher Professional Ability Development of Shaanxi Normal University, xiaan 710062 ;

3. National Innovation Center for Assessment and Improvement of Basic Education Quality, Beijing,100875)

Abstract: Teachers’ teaching reflection is the process of teachers’ introspection on their teaching practice,

belongs to a higher-order thinking. The study compared teaching reflections of 116 pre-service science

teachers and 100 in-service science teachers by the method of Grounded Theory(GT). With the help of

Nvivo software and the chi-squared, reflection materials were analyzed. The results indicated (1) the pre-

service teachers pay more attention to their own survival conditions, students’ learning status, and the

validation of their theoretical knowledge learned in pre-service training; (2) the in-service teachers’

teaching reflection tend to focus on the development of the students’ ability , thinking, etc, as well as

their own professional development. (3) there is a significant difference in teaching reflections between

pre-service teachers and in-service teachers , which will affect the teaching practice.

Key words: pre-service teachers; in-service teachers; teaching reflection
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