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support teachers to effectively implement play pedagogies and ensure the implementation of intentional 

teaching methods through both child and adult-guided play experiences.  
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outlined, with a summary of specific PLD components identified by the teachers as having contributed to 

the way in which they made changes to their practice as a result of the PLD.   

 Chapter Five discusses the results and synthesises these findings with the extant literature.  The 

chapter is organised around the research questions that the study sought to answer.   

Chapter Six concludes the thesis by reflecting on the delimitations, strengths, and limitations of 

the methodology adopted for this study, and how the study informed the researcher journey.  Implications 

for practice, policy, and further research are included, along with concluding comments. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter has highlighted the challenges teachers face should they wish to implement play 

pedagogies with fidelity into the primary school classroom. It has highlighted the need for New Zealand 

based research on the impact evidence based PLD interventions, that include coaching components, 

may have on the quality of teaching through play practices. Additionally, Chapter One has outlined the 

current New Zealand education context within which the research was undertaken, and the relevance 

this research may have in addressing the growing interest in teaching practices that have sociocultural 

theoretical underpinnings. Key terminology has been defined and the thesis structure outlined. In the next 

chapter, literature supporting the implementation of play pedagogies in the primary school education 

context, along with key research in the field of teacher PLD, are reviewed in detail.    
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undertaken in Ireland (Murphy, 2006; Walsh et al., 2011), Scotland, (Martlew et al., 2011), Ontario (Pyle 

& Danniels, 2017), and New Zealand (Milne & McLaughlin, 2018), the authors identify the need for 

increased training and professional support, learning, and development for teachers engaged in the 

implementation of play pedagogies. Improving the quality of teaching through play is unlikely to occur 

without appropriate PLD focused on increasing teacher knowledge and fidelity of practice (Bennett, 

Wood, & Rogers, 1997; Pyle & Danniels, 2017).   

Teaching Through Play Summary 

This section of the review has examined the extensive literature on teaching through play and 

the complex role the adult has in supporting learning through play in the school context. Extending on the 

constructivist theoretical base is the notion of intentional teaching; teaching that supports the planned 

and thoughtful incorporation of a balance of adult- and child-guided learning experiences for students in 

a play setting (Epstein, 2014; Milne & McLaughlin, 2018; Weisberg et al., 2015). Intentional teaching 

integrates teaching strategies that avoid extremes of the play continuum, by challenging teachers to 

deliberately plan for and respond to learning in play, while maintaining a learning environment that has a 

high degree of student choice and autonomy (Epstein, 2014; McLaughlin & Cherrington, 2018; Pianta, 

2003). However, the implementation of intentional teaching in a primary-school classroom is not without 

its challenges. Shifting from predominantly teacher-led instructional practices to incorporating more child-

guided learning experiences challenges teachers to examine their own beliefs and knowledge about play, 

constructivism, and child-centeredness (Murphy, 2006).  Furthermore, applying these belief structures 

and knowledge to their daily classroom practice, often in the context of constraining factors such as the 

physical environment or policy requirements, adds an additional layer of challenges for teachers (Bennett 

et al., 1997).  In addressing these challenges and the wider complexity of implementing play pedagogy 

itself, the literature is clear: Teachers require ongoing practical and theoretical support, in the form of 

professional learning and development, if the desired outcomes of teaching and learning through play 
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assessment to focus on teaching; and the sustainability of continued or improved student outcomes as 

the PLD supports were withdrawn.   

In a metasynthesis review of 550 studies, Dunst et al. (2015) sought to identify core features of 

PD associated with change or improvement in teacher and student outcomes. Dunst et al. reviewed 

research syntheses of in-service PD, systemically analysing the types of PD engaged in by teachers, to 

identify if the core features were related to positive teacher and student outcomes, and describing 15 

research syntheses in detail. Drawing on professional development design frameworks proposed by 

Desimone (2009) and Guskey (2002), Dunst et al. acknowledged the expectation that improvement in 

teacher knowledge, skills, and practices can, in turn, be related to improved student outcomes. Similar 

characteristics to those identified by Timperley et al. (2007) as core to effective teacher PLD are identified 

by Dunst and colleagues.   

Hamre et al. (2017), in their article Enhancing the Impact of Professional Development in the 

Context of Preschool Expansion, discuss recent research on effective training and support methods for 

preschool teachers, making connections between this research and the way in which it informs classroom 

practice. While focused on preschool (early years settings in the United States serving 3- and 4-year 

olds), the authors draw on broader early childhood education (ECE) and primary level education research 

identifying the use of specific, focused, and clearly articulated evidence-based teaching practices as the 

most central element of effective PD. Hamre et al. outline a link between effective policies, effective ECE 

programmes, and effective professional development. They note that, while it may seem obvious that PD 

should be evidence-based and should focus on the use of evidence-based teaching practices, the limited 

data available suggests that much PD offered to teachers is not evidence-based. Hamre et al. identify 

characteristics of effective PD, again reiterating many of the same key attributes identified by Timperley 

et al. (2007) and Dunst et al. (2015).   

While not a metasynthesis of PLD literature, the cross-study review conducted by Weiland et al. 

(2018) was included in Table 2.1 due to its focus on identifying common elements of effective PLD within 
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frequent support, and focused content, supports similar effective PLD components identified in wider 

literature. 

Core features of PLD. The following section outlines the core features identified in the studies 

included in Table 2.1. The studies listed in this table were analysed with the purpose of identifying core 

and structural PLD features consistent across the research. Initially this analysis consisted of identifying 

consistent features of PLD identified within the metasyntheses or large-scale literature reviews (i.e. Dunst 

et al., 2015; Hamre et al., 2017; Snyder et al., 2012; Timperley et al., 2007). In these studies, key 

components and features of effective PLD were succinctly identified and discussed consistently across 

the literature. A subsequent review of the smaller or subject-specific studies (i.e., Bishop & Berryman, 

2010; Reinke et al., 2012) was then undertaken to determine the presence or absence of these features. 

Once identified within the studies listed in Table 2.1, the features were categorised into structural 

components of PLD and components focused on teacher behaviour and practice changes (i.e. core 

components). This delineation reflected similar categorisation of key PLD features within the larger 

studies (i.e., Dunst et al., 2015; Timperley et al., 2007; Weiland et al., 2018).     
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Table 2.1 

Components of Effective PLD Across the Literature 

Key PLD Components Snyder 
et al., 

(2012)1 

Bishop & 
Berryman, 

(2010)2 

Timperley 
et al., 

(2007)3 

Dunst  
et al., 

(2015)4 

Reinke  
et al., 

(2012)5 

Hamre  
et al.,  

(2017)6 

Weiland  
et al., 

(2018)7 

Core Features        
Supported by an external expert/trainer or coach X X X X X X X 
Explicit content that integrates theory and practice  X X X X X X X 
Multiple opportunities to actively learn and apply knowledge to 
relevant contexts X X X X X X X 

Includes observation, coaching, or performance feedback X X X X X X X 
Use of student assessment data to inform practice and monitor 
impact on student outcomes  X X   X X 

Structural Features        
Intensity, duration and frequency of PLD matched to desired 
outcome  X X X X X X X 

Participation in a professional community of learners  X X X X X X 
Organisational supports e.g. active and visionary leader  X X   X X 

Table Note. 1Snyder, P., Hemmeter, M.L., Artman-Meeker, K., Kinder, K., Pasia, C., & McLaughlin, T. (2012). Characterizing key features of the early childhood professional 
development literature.  Infants & Young Children, 25(3), 188-212.  2Bishop, R., & Berryman, M. (2010).  Te Kotahitanga: culturally responsive professional development for 
teachers. Teacher Development, 14(2), 173-187.  3Timperley, H., Wilson, A., Barrar, H., & Fung, I. (2007). Teacher professional learning and development: Best evidence 
synthesis iteration (BES). Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Education.  4Dunst, C.J., Bruder, M.B., & Hamby, D.W. (2015). Metasynthesis of in-service professional 
development research: Features associated with positive educator and student outcomes. Educational Research and Reviews, 10(12), 1731-1744.  5Reinke, W.M., Stormont, 
M., Webster-Stratton, C., Newcomer, L.L., & Herman, K.C. (2012). The incredible years teacher classroom management program: Using coaching to support generalisation to 
real-world classroom settings.  Psychology in the Schools, 49(5), 416-428.  6Hamre, B.K., Partee, A., & Mulcahy, C. (2017). Enhancing the impact of professional development 
in the context of preschool expansion. AERA Open, 3(4), 1-16.  7Weiland, C., McCormick, M., Mattera, S., Maier, M., & Morris, P. (2018).  Preschool curricula and professional 
development features for getting to high-quality implementation at scale: A comparative review across five trials.  AERA Open, 4(1), 1-16.   
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 In the literature examining on-site PLD provision, effective school leadership was clear as a 

contributing factor to the positive outcome of the PLD programme. This leadership included ensuring the 

appropriate supports were put in place, such that teachers were provided with opportunities to learn, time 

to process new information, and ongoing access to relevant expertise. School leaders actively 

communicated and led a collective vision for the outcome of the PLD, making clear the links between the 

PLD goals, student outcomes, and the wider-school goals. The process of identifying and communicating 

a vision to those engaged in the PLD is associated with better outcomes for students (Timperley et al., 

2007).   

 Across the literature, an examination of the time teachers spent engaging in PLD is a key inquiry 

point. In their metasyntheses of PLD literature, Timperley et al. (2007) and Dunst et al. (2015) infer a link 

between extended support over time and positive outcomes for teachers and students. However, exactly 

for how long teachers should be engaged in PLD is not easily defined (Hamre et al., 2017). In many 

studies, the number of in-service training hours associated with positive effects ranged between 15 and 

80+ hours (Dunst & Trivette, 2012; Isner et al., 2011; Joyce & Showers, 2002). In a more recent study, 

this period was indicated as between 6 and 450 hours, with the rate of intensity correlating with increased 

positive outcomes for those involved (Markussen-Brown et al., 2017). The wide variation in time spent 

engaged in PLD and its impact on teacher practice can be explained by understanding the desired 

outcome the PLD approach or content may have (Dunst et al., 2015; Hamre et al., 2017; Timperley et.al., 

2007). When curriculum content is narrowed, or discrete teaching practices are targeted, a shorter 

intensity, frequency, and duration of PLD has been shown to be enough to raise student achievement 

(Caulfield-Sloan & Ruzicka, 2005; Rowe, Pollard, & Rowe, 2005).   

In general, however, the way in which time was spent, rather than the amount of time spent in 

and of itself, correlated with positive outcomes for teachers and students (Timperley et al., 2007).   

Extended periods of time, coupled with frequent contact, supported the iterative nature of learning, 

particularly when PLD challenged core values, beliefs, and understanding of new practices. Where 
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The Interventionist  

I held a dual role in this study as both researcher and interventionist/coach. As interventionist and 

coach, I presented the workshops and completed the coaching sessions. As researcher, I conducted all data 

collection, pre-, during and post-intervention. At the time of the study, I was a New Zealand registered teacher, 

and in addition, hold a Bachelor of Education (Teaching Primary) and a Master of Education, with over 18 years 

experience working in the primary education sector as a classroom teacher, specialist teacher, and behaviour 

advisor. In my previous role as a Resource Teacher of Learning and Behaviour, I had trained and become 

accredited in delivering professional development workshops, supporting teachers to implement effective 

teaching practices within their classroom settings. In my current practice, I provide workshops and in-school 

consultancy support to primary teachers implementing teaching through play practices in their classrooms 

around New Zealand.    

The potential subjective position I held as both interventionist and researcher, as well as my current 

employment with a PLD provider focused on delivering teaching through play PLD in New Zealand, was 

considered during the research design process. My knowledge and experience was weighed against this 

subjective position and deemed to be beneficial to the components of the research conducted (Abbot & 

Bordens 2011; Dane, 1990). In addition, interobserver agreement procedures for data collection and ongoing 

reflective discussions with supervisors were used to verifiy data collected and susbsequent findings and 

supported my research practices to balance and operate within the bounds of the dual roles I held during the 

study. These procedures are discussed in further detail later in this chapter.   

The Workshop and Coaching Interventions 

 The study examined two PLD approaches: workshop only PLD and workshop and coaching PLD. As 

outlined earlier, all participating teachers were combined for the workshop portion of the PLD. This intervention 

phase consisted of a series of four interactive workshops. The workshops involved the introduction of the 

theory, evidence, and practices of teaching through play pedagogies within the setting of New Zealand Primary 

Schools. Teachers in School B also received practice-based coaching (PBC) focused on the implementation 
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Coach training. Prior to the commencement of the study, I visited the Anita Zucker Centre for 

Excellence in Early Childhood Studies at the University of Florida and participated in PBC introductory 

sessions. This visit was followed by participation in a full-day coach training session in New Zealand with my 

supervisor, a facilitator of PBC training for the California Project and in New Zealand. The training focused on 

identifying and discussing key components of PBC and how these differ from other coaching models. Coaching 

strategies, characteristics of collaborative partnerships, and the importance of conducting focused 

observations based on the goal identified in an action plan was also discussed.  During this training I practiced 

developing shared goals and action plans, reviewed strategies for facilitating reflection and feedback, and 

discussed how the key components of PBC would be used within the context of this study. Coaching protocols 

were reviewed during the training and discussed within the context of the current study.   

Once the coaching phase was underway, I video recorded a session 3 debrief meeting for review by 

the PBC trainer/supervisor. The coaching session and the written coaching protocols, including emails to 

teachers, were reviewed and feedback was provided to me. The video review identified, in general, that the 

coaching process was being followed with fidelity, with minor improvements needed to strengthen the coaching 

process. These improvements included refining the succinctness of some questioning to ensure a focused 

discussion with the project teachers during this meeting. In reviewing the follow-up email sent to teachers at 

the conclusion of the debrief session, changes were made in the email structure to better align the format to 

the PBC email response protocols.   

Data Collection 

Given the aim of this study is to measure the impact of PLD approaches on teacher beliefs, 

perspectives, and teaching through play practices, this section outlines the way in which data were collected 

to identify this impact. As outlined earlier, the study employed a mixed methods intervention research design, 

collecting both quantitative and qualitative data across the sequential phases of the intervention. Of note is the 

creation and use of the researcher-designed Play-Based Learning Observation Tool (P-BLOT) to guide focused 

classroom observations at each intervention phase. This section will elaborate on the development, piloting, 
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area of need. The presence of counterproductive practices (Part D) are totalled and scored numerically, 

indicating a strong presence of counterproductive practices, through to low or no presence of these practices. 

Finally, a total overall score of observed practices is calculated by totalling all items scored from Parts A, B and 

C, and calculating the average of these item totals. This provides a final score between 1 and 5.   

Validity and reliability of quantitative data. Validity of the scores from the P-BLOT were 

strengthened through iterative development processes throughout the piloting of the tool and in consultation 

with my supervisors. Given the observational nature of the tool, the use of interobserver agreement to ensure 

score reliability is discussed further, below.   

Interobserver agreement for observational measures. Observer accuracy and reliability can be 

influenced by a number of variables (Kazdin, 1977, 2011). These variables can include drift from the original 

behaviours being observed, the complexity of the research tool being used, and characteristics of the observer 

and the setting in which the observation is being undertaken (Wasik & Loven, 1980). To ensure consistency 

and accuracy of observational data collected, a second observer was trained in the use of the P-BLOT and 

conducted interobserver agreement checks across 30% of each data collection phase.  

 Interobserver selection. The second observer was selected for her knowledge and experience in 

implementing teaching through play practices in the primary classroom. A primary trained and registered New 

Zealand teacher, with over thirty years teaching experience, she had extensive knowledge of the school 

system, classroom and teaching practices, and had spent over half her teaching career teaching through play. 

She had held various leadership positions, including Deputy Principal and Acting Principal, and was 

experienced in observing teaching practices as a result of these positions held. She is now involved in providing 

ongoing professional development to teachers wishing to implement teaching through play practices at the 

primary classroom level.   

 Interobserver training. Those in the second observer role, when using measurement tools for 

observation, can be prone to several types of rater error. Rating errors can impact on the accuracy of the score 

and therefore the reliability of the tool being used (Wolfe, 2014). Training the second observer in the use of the 
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of Workshop One. Using a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, teachers were 

asked to indicate their agreement towards statements focused on workshop organisation, facilitation, 

relevance, and communication of workshop learning objectives. Teachers were also provided with an 

opportunity to provide short-answer comments, including identifying which areas of the workshop they found 

most helpful and least helpful.   

The format and structure of the evaluations were adapted from similar workshop evaluations 

implemented by the Embedded Instruction for Early Years Project (2017). Questions and content were modified 

to reflect the focus of the teaching through play workshop content.   

Semi-structured teacher interviews. At the conclusion of the project, all teachers participated in 

semi-structured individual teacher interviews with an independent interviewer. The use and selection of an 

independent interviewer, rather than the researcher, is elaborated on further below. Information gained through 

interviews can enable researchers to understand the opinions, motivation and experiences of those involved 

in a study, data difficult to collect through observation alone (Tracy, 2013). In the current study, the independent 

interviewer was provided with an interview protocol, with semi-structured questions, to guide the interview 

process. This protocol enabled the interviewer to question each participant on their experience of key areas of 

the study, while maintaining the flexibility to acknowledge individual responses as the interview unfolded (Tracy, 

2013). Protocols used with the Embedded Instruction for Early Years Project (2017) were reviewed prior to the 

development of the interview protocol for this study. Informed by these Embedded Instruction protocols, two 

protocols were developed to accomodate the two groups of teachers: those who received coaching (W&C), 

and those who did not (WO). A copy of the interview protocols can be located in Appendices O and P. Both 

groups of teachers were asked questions focused on teacher confidence and perspectives on the use of play 

as a teaching and learning tool in their classroms, the observed outcomes for their students, and the enablers 

and challenges in implementing this pedagogical approach. They were also interviewed regarding their 

experience and perspective of the workshop phase of the intervention, the value they placed on the content of 

the workshops, and its impact on their practices. Those teachers who participated in the coaching intervention 
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Informed consent. Drawing on the wider ethical principle of autonomy, the notion of informed 

consent is essential as it ensures both a trustworthiness and rigour to the research processes undertaken 

(David, Edwards, & Alldred, 2001). Trustworthiness and explicitness are identified as key ethical principles 

driving a researcher and their behaviour whilst engaged in research (Furlong & Oancea, 2005). If a researcher 

does not engage in trustworthy behaviour, or if they are not explicit in the research information they are seeking, 

the outcome of the research may be deemed untrustworthy and be called into question.  As a result, clear 

informed consent processes are important in ensuring and maintaining trust between participants and the 

researcher. Participants, in order to engage with the researcher in a way that will support the research process, 

will be fully informed as to the focus, what they will be asked to do as participants, and how this may impact on 

their lives as a result (i.e., their teaching workload, time commitment and so on). For the purpose of this study, 

several points of consent were established to ensure participants understood what their involvement in the 

research meant. Initially, the school principals were provided with information sheets (Appendix B), outlining 

the scope and requirements of the research. As researcher, I met face-to-face with each principal to discuss 

this information further.  Upon verbal consent issued by the school principal for the school to engage in the 

project, I was provided access to the staff and, in an initial meeting, presented an information sheet 

summarising the details of the study to the teachers (Appendix C). Teachers were given the opportunity to ask 

questions prior to consenting to participate. During this meeting, the importance of individual informed consent 

was reiterated foreach teacher, and teachers were advised that the final decision to participate in this study 

was an individual, rather than a school one. Furthermore, it was made clear that, at any time throughout the 

study, teachers were able to withdraw their consent to participate.   

Further points of consent were established as the study progressed. Upon their engagement in the 

teacher questionnaire during the pre-intervention phase, consent was acknowledged by the participants as 

they completed the online survey. In an introductory statement, teachers were assured the right to decline any 

questions asked of them in the survey and were reminded that their response to any of the questions indicated 

consent to participate as a result (Appendix D).   
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practice, pre- and post- PLD intervention, between those who were in the workshop only group and those 

in the workshop and coaching group. The analysis of quantitative and qualitative data was outlined, 

highlighting the relevance and timing of each data source in relation to the research questions and aim. 

Finally, an outline of the way in which ethical considerations were addressed throughout the study was 

provided.    
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scored slightly higher in Section C (overall judgment areas such as management, planning and assessment 

practices) of the P-BLOT, with Section A (the learning environment) scoring lowest.   

 

Figure 4.1. Participant teaching through play practices pre-intervention  

Note. A, B, C = Section A (learning environment), B (teacher behaviour) & C (overall teacher practice of the P-BLOT). Total = 
Total mean score of all 31 P-BLOT indicators.   Scores reflect the evidence of teaching through play practices identified by the 
indicators on the P-BLOT, with 0 indicating no evidence for the practice observed, through to 5 indicating strong evidence for the 
practice observed.   

Table 4.1 outlines the individual scores for each teacher in the P-BLOT sections and total score.  It 

shows the range of practices observed across all teachers, in the workshop only and workshop and 

coaching groups combined. Prior to the intervention, there was a variation of scores gathered through the 

classroom focused observations. Overall, however, pre-intervention scores indicated a low level of teaching 

through play practices.    
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Research Question Two: Impact of Professional Development, With and Without 

Coaching on Teacher Belief and Practices When Teaching Through Play  

Following the collection of the data described above, the PLD intervention was implemented.  This 

section describes the data collected to investigate the impact this PLD had on the beliefs of the teachers 

and their subsequent teaching practices.  

Teaching through play beliefs. Prior to the intervention, one teacher from the WO group and four 

from the W&C group reported they were implementing teaching through play practices in their classrooms 

but did not feel confident in doing so. The sixth, and remaining, teacher indicated she was implementing 

teaching through play with confidence in her classroom. This teacher was assigned to the WO intervention 

group. At the conclusion of the study, both teachers who received the WO intervention reported no change 

in their levels of confidence post-intervention. That is, one WO teacher reported continued confidence and 

the other WO teacher reported a continued lack of confidence in implementing teaching through play in their 

classroom. All four W&C teachers reported increased confidence in implementing teaching through play at 

the conclusion of the intervention.   

When asked to describe their play-based learning environment, both WO teachers and three of the 

four W&C group teachers indicated that the children could choose their play activities during the school day, 

without direction, but with support from the teacher. Prior to the intervention, one teacher in the W&C group 

reported that children were only able to engage in learning through play upon the completion of work set by 

the teacher. Post-intervention, this teacher indicated that her practice had changed, and that her children 

now were able to choose their play activities during the school day, without direction but with teacher 

support.    

Pre-intervention, all W&C teachers and one WO teacher reported that their students were able to 

play both indoors and outdoors during instructional time (i.e., time excluding morning tea and/or lunchtime). 

However, the frequency of this play during instructional time was varied between all teachers. Opportunities 

for indoor play ranged from daily, during one block of the school timetable (one W&C group teacher), to half 
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Figure 4.2. Workshop only (WO) teacher group change in teaching practices over time  

Note. Environment = learning environment (section A) of P-BLOT, Behaviour = teacher behaviour (section B) of P-BLOT, Practice 
= overall teacher practices (section C) of the P-BLOT.  Total = mean score of all 31 P-BLOT indicators. WO = workshop only 
teacher group.  Scores reflect the evidence of teaching through play practices identified across the 31 indicators on the P-BLOT, 
with 0 indicating no evidence for the practice observed, through to 5 indicating strong evidence for the practice observed.   

 

As shown in Figures 4.3 and 4.4, W&C teachers generally improved in their practices whilst 

receiving on-going coaching support. Improvement in the total scores, for each teacher within the W&C 

group from pre- to post-intervention, ranged from 1.3 (SD=0.92) and 2.2 (SD=1.56). The area of most 

improvement was the learning environment. At the conclusion of the intervention, all four W&C teachers 

demonstrated improved total scores in all the sections of the P-BLOT assessment.    
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Figure 4.3. Workshop and coaching (W&C) teachers 1&2 change in teaching practices over time 

Note. Environment = learning environment (section A) of P-BLOT, Behaviour = teacher behaviour (section B) of P-BLOT, Practice 
= overall teacher practices (section C) of the P-BLOT.  Total = mean score of all 31 P-BLOT indicators. W&C1 = workshop and 
coaching teacher 1.  W&C2 = workshop and coaching teacher 2. Scores reflect the evidence of teaching through play practices 
identified across the 31 indicators on the P-BLOT, with 0 indicating no evidence for the practice observed, through to 5 indicating 
strong evidence for the practice observed.   

 

 

Figure 4.4. Workshop and coaching teachers 3&4 change in teaching practices over time 

Note. Environment = learning environment (section A) of P-BLOT, Behaviour = teacher behaviour (section B) of P-BLOT, Practice 
= overall teacher practices (section C) of the P-BLOT.  Total = mean score of all 31 P-BLOT indicators. W&C3 = workshop and 
coaching Teacher 3.  W&C4 = workshop and coaching Teacher 4. Scores reflect the evidence of teaching through play practices 
identified across the 31 indicators on the P-BLOT, with 0 indicating no evidence for the practice observed, through to 5 indicating 
strong evidence for the practice observed.   
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experiences of the WO group are not shared, due to the small number of participants in this group and risk 

this information may identify the teachers involved in this group.    

Interobserver agreement results. As discussed earlier in the methodology chapter, 30% of the 

focused observations conducted by the researcher were also undertaken with the use of a second observer. 

This was to ensure interobserver agreement (IOA) and the implementation of the P-BLOT with fidelity. 

Specifically, IOA was calculated to examine the extent to which two observers agreed on the Play-Based 

Learning Observation Tool (P-BLOT) score. Table 4.2 indicates the number of interobserver focused 

observations conducted across the study, in relation to the total number of focused observations completed.   

Table 4.3 

Number of Interobserver Focused Observations and Total Focused Observations Completed across all 
Intervention Phases 
 

Intervention Phase Total Interobserver Focused 

Observations Conducted 

Total Researcher Focused 

Observations Conducted 

Pre-Intervention 2 6 

Intervention Week 3 2 6 

Intervention Week 7 2 6 

Post-Intervention 2 6 

Total Focused Observations 

Conducted 

8 24 

Note. Focused observations = Data collected by observation using the P-BLOT tool. 
 

Of the 32 focused observations conducted during the study, eight were interobserver focused 

observations. Two interobserver focused observations were performed during each phase of the 

intervention, across both study groups. The average percentage of agreement between observers for each 

phase by P-BLOT section and total score is shown in Table 4.3.  
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Workshop evaluations. Both teacher groups (WO and W&C) participated in four workshops during 

the workshop intervention phase of the study. At the conclusion of each workshop, all teachers were asked 

to respond to a series of evaluation statements about the content and facilitation of the workshops, using a 

4-point Likert rating scale. Appendix N provides an example of the evaluation form used for this process. 

Feedback received by teachers at this stage of the intervention showed all teachers were satisfied with both 

the content, structure, and the facilitation of all the workshops. Table 4.5 shows the percentage of 

participants who strongly agreed with each evaluation statement across the four workshops.  As also 

outlined in Table 4.5, all teachers indicated at the conclusion of each workshop that they strongly agreed 

that the use of play pedagogies was feasible within the primary classroom setting.   

Table 4.5 

Percentage of Participants Who Strongly Agreed by Workshop 

Workshop Evaluation Statement Workshop 
1 

Workshop 
2 

Workshop 
3 

Workshop 
4 

The workshop was well-organized. 100 100 100 100 

The learning objectives for this workshop were 
clearly stated. 100 100 100 100 

The learning objectives for this workshop were 
accomplished. 100 100 100 100 

The trainer(s) who presented the workshop 
was prepared. 100 100 100 100 

The trainer(s) was effective. 100 100 100 100 

The information presented in this workshop will 
be useful for me as a primary teacher. 100 100 100 100 

The content of the workshop has direct 
application to my classroom practice and work 
with primary school children. 

100 100 100 100 

The content of the workshop was appropriately 
targeted to my abilities and skills. 100 100 100 100 

The content of the workshop is important for 
primary school teachers. 100 100 100 100 
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Weiland et al., 2018). PLD features are discussed with specific consideration for supporting play-based 

teaching and learning in primary settings.  

 Core features of PLD. The core features of effective PLD include learning that is: 

1. Supported by an external expert/trainer or coach 

2. Has explicit content that integrates theory and practice 

3. Provides multiple opportunities to actively learn and apply knowledge to relevant contexts 

4. Includes observation, coaching, or performance feedback, and 

5. Uses student assessment data to inform practice and monitor impact on student outcomes.  

Supported by an external expert/trainer or coach. Engaging an external expert in the delivery 

of PLD is common practice within New Zealand and international PD literature. A key role of the external 

expert is to support the link between newly released research into effective teaching practices, and the 

application of this research to teachers practicing in their classrooms (Timperley et al., 2007). In the current 

study, I adopted both researcher and coach roles for the purpose of the study implementation. As outlined 

in Chapter One, I have significant expertise both as a teacher, play advocate, and coach of teacher 

practices. In addition, I engaged in further training with practice-based coaching trainers from both the 

University of Florida and Massey University. This enabled me to apply my knowledge of evidence-based 

teaching through play practices to the practice-based coaching model, to implement the PLD interventions. 

Timperley et al. (2007) indicate that while it is important that an external expert, trainer, or coach has the 

desired content knowledge related to the teaching practices that are the focus for PLD implementation, they 

also require skills identified as provider pedagogical content knowledge. That is, experts need to know how 

to make the content meaningful and manageable to teachers in such a way that they are more likely to 

adopt and apply new skills and practices in the context of their own individual classrooms. Experts working 

in more iterative ways are more likely to assist teachers to make relevant and individual connections to new 

learning, thereby addressing their own teaching practices (Timperley et al., 2007). The collaborative aspects 
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absence, or frequency of the implementation of these explicit practices. As a result, workshop only teachers 

continued to express a lack of trust in the use of play pedagogies, and their ability to implement them in a 

way that positively impacted student learning outcomes.   

Explicit content that integrates theory and practice. In the wider PLD literature, it is common 

for studies to examine PLD delivered within a specific content or curricular domain. For example, Winton et 

al. (2016) examined professional development (PD) interventions that included coaching, consultation, or 

mentoring to support the improvement of teaching practices related to curricula or a content domain (e.g., 

literacy, socio-emotional development) within 32 published peer-reviewed studies between 2006 and 2012. 

Winton et al. reported that these studies had two key features related to the promising outcomes identified 

within the studies: The first, that teachers were provided with detailed, concrete, and specific information 

about environmental, interactional, or instructional practices related to the focus of the PD, with explicit 

descriptions and demonstrations of these practices; the second, that teachers were provided with 

individualised, sustained support and feedback related to their implementation of these practices within their 

classroom settings. Winton et al. conclude that it was the combination of these features that contributed to 

the improvement in classroom quality and teaching practices, in the studies reviewed.    

The present study is unique in that there was no specific curricular or content domain to be 

supported, rather the focus is pedological use of play. This focus on the pedagogical use of play is one 

reason the practice-based coaching model was selected for the present study. PBC relies on the use of a 

set of effective teaching practices, derived from evidence-based, or recommended practices, that when 

implemented with fidelity have been demonstrated to be positively associated with student engagement and 

learning (Snyder et al., 2015). The present study contributes to a growing body of empirical support for PBC, 

which focuses on explicit teaching practices within specific curricular domains and approaches to teaching 

across multiple learning areas (Isner et al., 2011; Snyder et al., 2015).  

The results of the current study support findings noted in similar studies investigating the 

implementation fidelity of teaching practices and the need to move teachers beyond improved knowledge 
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on specific teaching goals established collaboratively between the teacher and me.  During observations, if 

appropriate, I was able to provide supportive feedback, model, problem-solve or encourage teachers in their 

own practice within the classroom context. At the conclusion of the observation period, teachers met with 

me to engage in a debriefing session. During this time, both supportive and constructive feedback was given 

in relation to the identified goal set by the teacher.   

There were several notable outcomes identified for the W&C teachers, post-intervention and in 

comparison, to the teachers who did not engage in the coaching process. The impact of the coaching PLD 

is most noteable when comparing the two intervention groups in the P-BLOT areas of teacher behaviour 

(Section B) and overall teacher practices (Section C). Average change scores indicated greater rates of 

change for teachers in the W&C group than those in the WO intervention group in the area of their teaching 

behaviours (i.e., the use of intentional teaching strategies when teaching through play) and the 

implementation of teaching practices such as planning and assessing for learning in play. Change in practice 

was also connected to changes in reported confidence levels of the W&C teachers, which contrasted with 

those in the WO group. The W&C group indicated increased levels of confidence related to both the 

implementation and sustainability of play pedagogies and a trust in the learning outcomes associated with 

effective teaching through play practices.  

The impact of the coaching intervention in the current study on the teaching behaviour and practices 

of the teachers involved, in comparison to those who did not receive coaching, suggests a need for intensive 

support, to ensure implementation fidelity of the complex teaching strategies and practices associated with 

effective play pedagogy. Where workshop-style training provides teachers with knowledge and an 

awareness of the teaching strategies effective in a play environment, coaching with performance feedback 

enables teachers to implement these strategies, with fidelity, in the context in which they are teaching 

(Hemmeter, Snyder, Kinder, & Artman, 2011; McGee, 2008; Pianta, 2006).   

McCollum, Hemmeter and Hsieh (2011), in their study investigating the impact performance 

feedback has on increasing teacher instructional levels in emergent literacy practices, identified the need 









144 
 

supports available to teachers to help enable a balance between workload and accessing new learning 

opportunities.   

Intensity, duration, and frequency of the PLD. In the current study, teachers attended one 

workshop per week for four weeks in the workshop phase of the intervention. The coaching intervention 

phase ran for 18 weeks with teachers engaged in nine coaching sessions in total. During post-intervention 

teacher interviews, a key theme of timing and nature of supports emerged from WO and W&C groups.  Both 

groups identified that due to the complex nature of the practices associated with teaching through play, the 

duration of participation in a PLD programme supporting these practices would need to be managed over a 

gradual period. Feedback from all the teachers indicated that the process of change was a challenging one 

and that consolidation of new knowledge and practices that, at times, challenged underlying teacher beliefs 

and values, was required in order to manage the process of new learning.  

Teaching through play practices are complex and wide ranging and challenge teachers to 

reconsider the ways in which children learn, and their role, as teacher, in this process. The iterative nature 

of the coaching process supports the need for teachers to have time to embed and consolidate new 

practices and reflect on these in relation to their own teaching beliefs and values. While duration is an 

important consideration, it is the way in which time is spent engaged in PLD, rather than the amount of time 

spent, that impacts the outcomes for teachers and students (Timperley et al., 2007). Furthermore, the 

specific focus of the PLD may also influence the intensity, duration, and frequency of the PLD. Where the 

focus is on narrow or discrete teaching practices, shorter timeframes have produced successful outcomes 

in raising student achievement (Caulfield-Sloan & Ruzicka, 2005; Rowe, Pollard, & Rowe, 2005). In contrast, 

the complexity of teaching through play practices requires teachers to engage in substantive new learning 

that challenges their existing beliefs, values, and understandings that underpin their practice. The coaching 

process supports the need for teachers to have a gradual but ongoing engagement in PLD in order to 

address new learning as it arises within the context of their classroom environment, and the time to unpack 

this in relation to their previously held beliefs and practices.     
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practices that would appear to have the most impact on teaching through play. The findings of the current 

study add to a growing body of local and international research calling for evidence-informed professional 

development models, such as practice-based coaching, to be implemented as the preferred method of 

professional learning support for teachers.   
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research, and initially felt quite overwhelmed with the research design I was undertaking. My EdD research 

provided me with the opportunity to develop and apply a range of data collection tools, including online 

surveys, teacher observations, and individual interviews, and to build my understanding of their use in a 

mixed methods research design project. While I was passionate about being a qualitative researcher, it was 

the construction and use of the Play Based Learning Observation Tool (P-BLOT) (Aiono & McLaughlin, 

2018) that provided the most significant growth as a researcher. Through the design, piloting and 

implementation process I developed an appreciation for observable data and its value in determining 

specific teaching practices present in effective play environments. In addition, the thematic analysis of the 

interview data and its comparison to that of the observational data gathered through the P-BLOT pre- and 

post-intervention observations was a significant but rewarding challenge. With assistance and guidance 

from my supervisors, I was able to learn how to narrow the wide-ranging themes identified in the interview 

data and begin to identify patterns and themes as they emerged.   

Personal effectiveness. As my research journey developed, so too did my professional journey 

as a provider of teacher PLD in the area of play pedagogies. This study enabled me to combine my passion 

for play with my skills as an advisor to teachers wishing to understand how to be effective teachers in play 

settings. My learning informed my professional practice and I set about passionately advocating the 

combination of the importance of play and sound PLD provision. As the study concluded, I found myself 

engaging in repeated opportunities to advocate the importance of evidence-informed PLD provision for 

teachers, and seeking out opportunities to share the importance of teachers receiving support to embed 

play pedagogies with school leadership, Ministry of Education representatives, and wider parent 

communities. My EdD research has provided me with the confidence to utilise opportunities in my 

professional career to address the gap in New Zealand PLD provision for teachers, and to persevere in 

providing research-based PLD for teachers to ensure effective teaching through play pedagogy is 

implemented in New Zealand classrooms.   
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Finally, both personally and professionally, I have learned and grown in my ability to receive 

criticism and critique of my work. At a time in which teaching through play is relatively new to the primary 

school context, I find myself on the front-line of varying opinions, both informed and ill-informed. Through 

this research process, I have learned to accept challenging, useful, and helpful critique and value it as 

contributing to my growth as a researcher. Collaboration with those similarly enthusiastic about effective 

PLD provision and play pedagogy has assisted me in creating a network of support, whereby this criticism 

is valuable and useful as a peer review process.   

Future goals. As a result of my EdD study, I am excited to acknowledge I have transitioned from 

practitioner to researcher. As the research concluded for this study, I have found myself asking more 

questions and considering possible future research as a result. I have identified further gaps in research 

and knowledge within the New Zealand context, which I would be interested in exploring in future research.  

I intend to use every opportunity to publish the findings of this study so that teachers passionate 

about play can benefit from the P-BLOT tool and the examples of effective practices in the primary school 

context. Furthermore, I hope to use these findings to continue to educate the wider school community on 

the value of practice-based coaching as a PLD tool, and attempt to shift the status quo and general 

acceptance of one-shot style trainings and workshops in New Zealand PLD provision. In my current 

professional role as a PLD provider with Longworth Education, I am engaging in more opportunities to 

influence teacher practices, as well as school leadership understanding of effective PLD provision.   

Strengths, Delimitations, and Limitations of the Study 

The current study set out to measure the impact of a PLD intervention approach on the beliefs, 

perspectives, and practices of teachers teaching through play in the New Zealand primary classroom 

setting. As with any research, there are delimitations, limitations, and strengths identifiable in the 

methodology and resultant outcomes. This section acknowledges these aspects of the study and where 

appropriate makes recommendations for how the findings of the current study should be interpreted. 
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Delimitations. This study draws evidence from a small sample of teachers and small group effect 

replication is unknown. The study, therefore, does not attempt to generalise or compare results to the 

general or larger teacher population. This is important to acknowledge given the variability of belief, 

knowledge, and skills within the wider teacher population. A larger sample may represent a broader range 

of teachers with varying experiences, knowledge, and beliefs about play and have greater potential in 

identifying generalised results related to the outcomes of the PLD intervention.   

The research design is a small-group mixed methods intervention; therefore, the results are 

descriptive, rather than experimental. Findings have been presented as comparative descriptive summaries 

of the two teacher groups, rather than as statistical differences. While all reasonable steps were taken to 

control for internal and external validity, the findings support the need to conduct further research, such as 

randomised controlled studies, in which group outcomes can be compared statistically, and stronger claims 

regarding the efficacy of the intervention can be made.   

Teacher play pedagogies, and the resultant impact of a PLD intervention on these, were the primary 

foci of this research. While this study does refer to teacher testimony on the impact of their use of teaching 

through play on student learning, the study did not seek to measure or analyse the impact on student 

outcome as a component of the findings. The impact of play pedagogy on the learning outcomes of students 

was not the primary focus of the study and is, therefore, not reported in the findings. Future research that 

combines measures of teacher practice change, and any subsequent impact on student learning outcomes, 

will contribute to understanding the efficacy of the intervention further.   

Strengths. The combined use of quantitative and qualitative data methods in this study provided 

more complete answers to the research questions than would have been possible if either approach was 

used in isolation (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The combination, of focused classroom observations, 

questionnaires, and semi-structured interviews, allowed for the overall analyses of data collected pre-, 

during and post-PLD intervention, and the drawing of inferences from the evidence, to answer the research 

questions (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Qualitative data, such as the questionnaire findings and semi-
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positions to accept employment elsewhere. A third teacher, from School A, took long-term sick leave and 

was unavailable to commence the intervention. As a result, the numbers of the participants from both 

schools reduced, and an inequity eventuated when the schools were assigned to each of the study 

conditions. This limited the opportunity to generalise the results to a larger population of teacher groups, 

whose characteristics may be different. Furthermore, the size inequity between groups may have impacted 

the way in which change rates in teacher practices were compared. Averages for the workshop only group 

represented the average of two teachers and averages for the workshop and coaching group represented 

the average of four teachers.    

A second limitation of the present study was the use of the researcher-developed observation tool, 

the P-BLOT. This tool was constructed, piloted, refined, and tested prior to the finalisation of a research 

version used for the purpose of this study. While the development of the P-BLOT followed a reasonable 

process to ensure the reliability and validity of the data collected using this tool, the P-BLOT has not been 

independently assessed under rigorous conditions for quality of measurement. The quality of this newly 

designed tool is as conducted within the context of student research; further enhancements and 

assessments of the tool would be warranted. Suggestions for the refinement of this tool are discussed within 

the recommendations for further research section, later in this chapter. 

A third limitation recognises my dual role as the researcher and interventionist/coach. As 

researcher, I collected data throughout the study phases and, as interventionist/coach, facilitated the 

workshops and implemented the practice-based coaching. The dual role was managed by indicating clearly 

to teachers when I was collecting data, the intent of each classroom visit, and how this differed from their 

engagement during a coaching session. Despite this, my dual role may have introduced bias in data 

collection. The IOA data addresses this concern, with percentages of agreement consistently high across 

teachers. Another concern raised by my dual roles was, because I was their coach, teachers may have 

implemented the desired practices when I was in their presence as researcher; that is, when I collected data 

for research purposes. While not addressed in this study, future replication of this research may benefit from 



166 
 

observers collecting study data through blinded randomised controlled study designs, to ensure teachers 

do not change their practice during observations simply because they know their coach is present.  

Finally, I have significant experience in teacher PLD provision, and knowledge of effective play 

pedagogies. Workshop evaluations indicated teachers valued the way in which the content was facilitated, 

and teachers in the coaching group indicated the value they placed on their relationship with me, and on 

my ability to support the development of their teaching through play practices. My experience and skill may 

have contributed to the favourable evaluations and positive perspective on engaging in the PLD intervention. 

The use of an intervention implemented by less experienced facilitators may contribute to dissimilar 

outcomes, should the intervention be replicated.   

Implications for Practice and Policy 

Practice. The study provides an original contribution to knowledge about the teaching practices of 

play pedagogy in New Zealand primary school classrooms. It identifies a disparity between what teachers 

believe and know about the value of teaching through play for their students, and their implementation of 

teaching practices associated with effective play pedagogy. In addition, it highlights a lack of confidence 

and knowledge regarding the application of the NZC when implementing play pedagogies in the primary 

school setting. There is a need for teachers to engage in effective evidence based PLD that addresses the 

disparity between belief, knowledge, and practice, and supports teacher knowledge and application of the 

NZC in the context of teaching through play.   

Effective PLD for teachers needs to be evidence-informed and designed to support the use of play 

as a teaching tool in the primary classroom. The findings from the current study support the literature 

identifying the value of more intensive PLD support over an extended period, to ensure the implementation 

fidelity of the complex teaching practices required when teaching through play.  Workshop-only style training 

does not address the need for teachers to move from theory about teaching through play, to the practice of 

implementing play pedagogies with confidence in their own classroom settings. PLD that combines 

workshop and coaching interventions has the potential to address the way in which teachers effectively 
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provided for schools, school leaders will need to consider component parts of any adopted approach, and 

the evidence informing the style and format of PLD offered. Consideration of the skills the PLD provider 

has, and the ways in which PLD will inform and sustain new or desired teaching practices, will also be 

important.   

 Policy. Policy makers are encouraged to proactively respond to the growing interest primary school 

teachers have regarding teaching through play in the classroom setting (Davis, 2018), and ensure teachers 

have access to PLD that addresses the knowledge to practice gap identified in this study. This response 

requires a combined focus on raising awareness of the evidence associated with effective PLD; ensuring 

centrally funded PLD providers are delivering evidence based PLD; and supporting schools to understand 

the need to financially invest in quality, effective PLD initiatives.   

Policy initiatives are needed to raise school leadership awareness of the teacher knowledge to 

practice gap, identified in the present study. Current government funded PLD policy provides support for 

locally focused PLD initiatives (Ministry of Education, 2019b) with principals and school leaders required to 

assess their PLD needs by engaging in the spiral of inquiry model (Timperley, Kaser, & Halbert, 2014).   

This model draws on teacher observation of student needs and their ability to undertake informed actions 

to address these needs, making clear to teachers the important connection between new teacher knowledge 

and the way in which this process may positively impact student learning outcomes. While this raises 

professional awareness in understanding the connection between teacher knowledge and student outcome, 

the important connection between teacher knowledge and teacher practice is implied, rather than explicitly 

supported. The findings of this study indicate the need for increased awareness, from teachers, school 

leaders and principals, of the gap between what teachers know and what they do in practice. Policy makers 

have a role to play in amplifying this awareness by ensuring schools identify how PLD will support teachers 

to practically implement new knowledge, gained as part of the funding application process.   

Policies that support schools to engage in evidence-informed PLD are needed in order to move 

school leaders and teachers away from the habitual use of workshop-only, or one-off style training for their 
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measurement tool identifying effective evidence-based practices associated with teaching through play in 

the New Zealand primary school setting. Further development of the P-BLOT measurement tool would 

benefit from the conduct of measurement studies designed to examine the key aspects of measurement, 

including item structure and guidance, observation protocols, scoring, training thresholds, reliability and 

validity indicators, to further enhance the use of the P-BLOT in research studies. It would also be worthwhile 

to further explore practice improvement and PLD applications of the P-BLOT, similar to the way the tool was 

used in the coaching process in the present study, to support the identification and implementation of 

effective play practices.     

 Future research focused on the intersection between effective teaching through play practices and 

the proximal outcomes on student learning is needed in analysing the effectiveness of PLD interventions, 

such as PBC models. While reporting some distal outcomes observed by teachers, this study did not set 

out to measure the impact of changes in teacher practice on student outcomes. Wider PLD literature 

indicates the considerable effort directed at understanding the connection between acts of teaching and 

what students learn (Black & William, 1998; Timperley et al., 2007). Further research investigating the 

impact of teaching through play practices on student learning would be a useful addition to the wider 

research around the use of play as a pedagogical tool in the classroom setting.    

 Finally, this study has emphasised the need for research into the way in which teachers can be 

supported to implement teaching practices that reflect their beliefs and knowledge about the value of play 

pedagogy in their daily classroom lives. It has demonstrated the gap between what teachers know and 

believe, and what they do in their everyday practice. Furthermore, it has highlighted that attendance at 

workshops and one-off lecture style PLD events alone does not provide enough support for teachers to 

implement, with fidelity, the complex teaching practices associated with effective play pedagogy. By utilising 

a practice focused PLD model, such as PBC, teachers can be supported to address the knowledge to 

practice gap and be observed making and sustaining positive changes to their teaching practices as a result. 

PBC is an unfamiliar PLD model in New Zealand and not widely available to teachers. There needs to be 
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more research about the use of this coaching model within the New Zealand context, and its impact on the 

implementation fidelity of teaching practices in New Zealand classrooms.  Further research will serve to 

address the traditional engagement in workshop-only style training that continues with some popularity in 

the New Zealand primary sector and raise awareness of the need for ongoing PLD support when 

implementing complex teaching practices.   

Concluding Statement 

 Play pedagogy is an area of growing popularity in the primary school setting. This study aimed to 

understand what teachers know and believe about teaching through play and how they could be supported 

to apply this to their teaching practices within the primary classroom context. The study found that while 

teachers may recognise the value of learning through play and believe that play pedagogies should continue 

from early childhood education into the primary school classroom, what this looks like, in practice, is a 

challenge for teachers to implement. Teachers lacked confidence and knowledge in effectively teaching 

through play, and in understanding how play can be used as a tool to intentionally deliver the New Zealand 

Curriculum. Furthermore, teachers had little access to resources that clearly identify evidence-based 

practices associated with effective teaching through play. Teachers seeking positive student outcomes from 

a learning through play approach, will require PLD focused on moving beyond what they know and believe 

to what they do effectively as practitioners in a play environment.    This study demonstrated achieving this 

shift cannot be done by attending workshop-style PLD alone. The complexity of teaching practices 

associated with effective play pedagogies requires a commitment by teachers to engage in PLD that 

addresses their individual practice, and supports them to critically reflect on, and make changes to, what 

they do in their classroom context.  

 Practice-based coaching has been demonstrated as an effective model in supporting teachers to 

move beyond knowledge and belief and address the way in which they implement evidence-based practices 

in their classroom setting (Snyder et al., 2015). However, effective coaching models, such as PBC, are not 

well utilised by New Zealand schools. Professional development providers and fundholders, including the 
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Appendix A. 

Practice-based coaching key processes 

 
What is Practice -Based Coaching (PBC)?  
 
PBC supports teachers to implement effective teaching practices that, in turn, enable positive 
outcomes for children. It is a cyclical process with three main components including:  
1. Planning goals and action steps  
2. Engaging in focused observation  
3. Reflecting on and sharing feedback about teaching practices  
 
PBC is a collaborative process between the teacher and the coach. Woking together, the 
components of the PBC process are designed to assist the teacher and coach to explore and 
�V�X�S�S�R�U�W���W�K�H���X�V�H���R�I���H�I�I�H�F�W�L�Y�H���W�H�D�F�K�L�Q�J���S�U�D�F�W�L�F�H�V���L�Q���W�K�H���W�H�D�F�K�H�U�¶�V���F�O�D�V�V�U�R�R�P���� 
 
Component 1: Planning Goals and Action Steps  
 
During this step in the cyclical process, teachers work with coaches to establish their initial 
goals and a plan of action to work towards these goals within their practice. This begins 
with the completion of a  �Q�H�H�G�¶�V analysis on a set of focused practices (Snyder & Wolfe, 
2008). Once the needs analysis is completed, a set of goals are established, informing an 
action plan that is collaboratively created between teacher and coach. These goals are 
clearly defined, measurable and actionable within a defined time frame. This ensures not 
only accountability for the achievement of these goals, but the opportunity to celebrate 
progress as well. The action plan is structured to enable not only a review of the initial goals, 
but subsequent new goals to be set as these initial goals are achieved. The cyclic process 
of Practice-Based Coaching enables the process of ongoing goal setting and action planning 
to occur as teaching practice continues to be refined and enhanced.  
 
Compon ent 2: Focused Observations  
 
Once the action plan is developed, and goals are established the second component of 
Practice-�%�D�V�H�G���&�R�D�F�K�L�Q�J���R�F�F�X�U�V�����µ�2�E�V�H�U�Y�D�W�L�R�Q�¶���U�H�I�H�U�V���W�R���W�K�H���Z�D�\���L�Q���Z�K�L�F�K���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���D�E�R�X�W��
what and how the teacher engages in teaching pract ices in their classroom is gathered and 
recorded. These observations are focused, as the coach collects observational data 
specifically in relation to the goals and action plan steps  
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established in Component 1 of the Practice-Based Coaching model. During the observation 
�W�K�H���F�R�D�F�K�����Z�L�W�K���W�K�H���W�H�D�F�K�H�U�¶�V���S�H�U�P�L�V�V�L�R�Q�����P�D�\���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���L�Q-situ supports to help the teacher 
to refine his or her use of the teaching practices. Coaching supports might include the coach 
modelling a teaching strategy, verbally prompting a tea cher, or providing suggestions to try.  
 
Component 3: Reflecting on and Sharing Feedback  
 
This component of this Practice-Based Coaching cycle occurs during a debrief meeting 
following the observation. During the meeting teachers and coaches celebrate successful 
progress towards goals set, as well as challenges or further areas of improvement or 
refinement that may be needed. This involves a process of both reflection and feedback. 
Reflection on teaching practices enables coach and teacher to consider what was effective 
and what were the barriers to reaching the goals established in the action plan. Feedback 
provided is both supportive and constructive with the overall intention being to assist the 
achievement of identified goals and improve or refine teachi ng practice. Supportive feedback 
recognises and promotes successful teaching practices and their implementation. It links 
observational data gathered with the goals set within the action plan to demonstrate the 
progress occurring for the teacher. Constructive feedback recognises the opportunities 
available for the improvement or refinement of teaching practices. It is specific and informed 
by the observational data gathered or reflection that has occurred as a result of the review 
of data. 
  
Continuing the Coaching Cycle  
 
From this debriefing meeting, outlined in Component 3, reflection and feedback enable the 
teacher and coach to review initial goals and modify current or establish new goals and 
action plans, as outlined in Component 1. Over the duration o f the coaching sessions, this 
process is ongoing and cyclical, as existing goals and action plan are reviewed and updated.  
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Winton, J.A. McCollum, & C. Catlett (Eds.), Practical approaches to early childhood 
professional development: Evidence, strategies, and resources (pp. 13-51). 
Washington, DC: Zero to Three Press. 
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Appendix B. 

Principals Information Sheet 

 
School Principal Research Information Sheet  

 
Teaching through Play in the New Zealand Primary Classroom: 

Comparing  Professional Learning and Development Approaches to Support  Teacher 
Knowledge and Practice  

 
What is  this research project about?  
 
This research project is designed to examine the impact of a professional learning and 
development (PLD) intervention on teachers use of play-based learning in their classrooms.  The 
research is being conducted by Sarah Aiono, a Doctor of Education student with the Institute of 
Education at Massey University.   
 
Sarah Aiono, in collaboration with her supervisors Associate Professor Tracy Riley and Dr Tara 
McLaughlin, has designed a comprehensive PLD intervention known as Teaching through Play 
in the New Zealand Primary Classroom (TPNZPC): Research, Implementation & Assessment.  
This intervention has been designed to help teachers understand the evidence and theory behind 
play-based learning; planning, assessment and resourcing; and the practical application of 
teaching practices associated with effective play-based learning environments in the primary 
school classroom.   
 
TPNZPC includes a series of workshops and support materials to assist teachers with their 
knowledge and use of play-based learning practices in their classroom. To better understand 
the efficacy of the TPNZPC and the potential benefits of follow-up supports, the research study 
will compare differences in teachers use of play based learning following one of two follow -up 
PLD support options at the conclusion of the workshop series: Group A teachers who receive 
onsite practice-based coaching with project staff; or Group B teachers who do not receive onsite 
practice-based coaching with project staff. Group B is sometimes referred to as a wait -list 
comparison and will be provided with the option to participate in practice -based coaching at the 
completion of the study.  
 
This project is currently seeking schools that have at least 3 Year 0 �± 3 classroom teachers 
interested in implementing play-based learning and participation in this research project. As a 
principal of a primary school, your permission is sought to contact teachers in your school for 
possible participation in this project.  
 
The following information sheet provides more detail about the play -based learning, the aim of 
the project and what is involved, and potential benefit and risks to teachers and schools. The 
teacher information sheet is also included which outlines this same information as well as data 
collection and storage, teacher consent process and rights. Please contact Sarah Aiono if you 
have further questions. 
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What is Play -Based Learning?  
 
Play-based learning is a term that encompasses a teaching and learning approach recognising 
the need for students to be active participants in their learning, leading their own inquiry and 
exploring and practicing new skills and ideas through play.  For th e purpose of this project, the 
term play-based learning refers to the learning that occurs as a result of the teacher providing 
and supporting opportunities for students to engage in and lead play in the classroom 
environment.  In this approach, the teache r ensures a balance of teacher-directed learning, such 
as the intentional teaching of literacy and numeracy that builds on student interests and 
strengths, alongside student-directed learning and inquiry with teacher supports, using play as 
the medium with  which to do this.   
 
Research has shown that play is fundamental to the physical, social, emotional and intellectual 
development of children (Armstrong, 2006; Gray 2013; Riley & Jones, 2010; Robinson & Aronica, 
�����������������(�O�N�L�Q�G�����������������S���������S�U�R�S�R�V�H�V���³�S�O�D�\���L�V not a luxury but rather a crucial dynamic of healthy 
physical, intellectual, and social-�H�P�R�W�L�R�Q�D�O�� �G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�� �D�W�� �D�O�O�� �D�J�H�� �O�H�Y�H�O�V�´���� �'�H�U�L�Y�H�G�� �I�U�R�P��
constructivist and social-learning theories such as Piaget, Bruner, Bandura and Vygotsky, the 
provision of open-ended play and activities support discovery by students as they engage with 
the tasks (Martlew, Stephen, & Ellis, 2011). When play is self-chosen and self-directed, 
researchers assert that a strong sense of self-efficacy and resiliency can result through peer 
interaction and negotiation (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996; Wassermann, 
2000).  Conversations that occur with teachers, other adults, and peers during play allow children 
to explore diverse ideas and experience a variety of perspectives, deepening their understanding 
of concepts presenting themselves within the context of their play, as well as enriching their oral 
language skills. 
 
The Aim of this Project:  
 
The study has two main aims: 
 

(i)  To explore teacher beliefs, knowledge, skills, capacities and practices that support 
play-based learning within the primary school environment, and how this 
pedagogy can be implemented to ensure successful outcomes for students.  

(ii)  To identify effective prof essional learning and development approaches in 
addressing teacher competence and confidence of a play-based pedagogy and 
the implementation of this pedagogy within the primary school environment.  

 
What will Teachers who Agree to Participate in the Project Do and How Much Time 
is Involved?  
 
Teachers that consent to participate in this project will participate in one of two possible PLD 
conditions.  
 

Group A  Teaching through Play in the New Zealand Primary Classroom (TPNZPC) 
workshop series and resources with onsite practice-based coaching with 
project staff, OR 

Group B   Teaching through Play in the New Zealand Primary Classroom (TPNZPC) 
workshop series and resources and wait-list comparison (option to 
participate in the onsite practice-based coaching after the completion of 
the project).  
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Appendix C. 

Teacher Information Sheet 

Teacher Participant Research Information Sheet  
 

Teaching through Play in the New Zealand Primary Classroom: 
Comparing  Professional Learning and Development Approaches 

to Support  Teacher Knowledge and Practice  
 

What is  this research project about?  

This research project is designed to examine the impact of a professional learning and 
development (PLD) intervention on teachers use of play-based learning in their classrooms.  The 
research is being conducted by Sarah Aiono, a Doctor of Education student with the Institute of 
Education at Massey University.   

Sarah Aiono, in collaboration with her supervisors Associate Professor Tracy Riley and Dr Tara 
McLaughlin, has designed a comprehensive PLD intervention known as Teaching through Play 
in the New Zealand Primary Classroom (TPNZPC): Research, Implementation & Assessment.  
This intervention has been designed to help teachers understand the evidence and theory behind 
play-based learning; planning, assessment and resourcing; and the practical application of 
teaching practices associated with effective play-based learning environments in the primary 
school classroom.   

TPNZPC includes a series of workshops and support materials to assist teachers with their 
knowledge and use of play-based learning practices in their classroom. To better understand 
the efficacy of the TPNZPC and the potential benefits of follow-up supports, the research study 
will compare differences in teachers use of play based learning following one of two follow -up 
PLD support options at the conclusion of the workshop series: Group A teachers who receive 
onsite practice-based coaching with project staff; or Group B teachers who do not receive onsite 
practice-based coaching with project staff. Group B is sometimes referred to as a wait -list 
comparison and will be provided with the option to participate in practice -based coaching at the 
completion of the study.  

Your principal has given permission to contact you about this research. I am currently seeking 
teachers of Year 1 �± 3 students interested in implementing play-based learning and participating 
in this research project. As a junior schoolteacher, I am inviting you to participate in this project.  

The following information sheet provides more detail about the play -based learning, the aim of 
the project and what is involved, and potential benefit and risks to teachers and schools, teacher 
participant rights.   

What is Play -Based Learning?  

Play-based learning is a term that encompasses a teaching and learning approach recognising 
the need for students to be active participants in their learning, leading their own inquiry and 
exploring and practicing new skills and ideas through play.  For the purpose of this project, the 
term play-based learning refers to the learning that occurs as a result of the teacher providing 
and supporting opportunities for students to engage in and lead play in the classroom 
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Appendix D. 

Teacher Consent Form 

 

Institute of Education �± Te Kura o �0�—�W�D�X�U�D�Q�J�D 

 

Teaching through Play in the New Zealand Primary Classroom: 

Comparing Professional Learning and Development Approaches to 

Support Teacher Knowledge and Practice 

 

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM - INDIVIDUAL 

I have read the Information Sheet and have had the details of the study explained to me.  My questions 

have been answered to my satisfaction, and I understand that I may ask further questions at any time. 

 

I agree / do not agree to have my teaching practice observed by the project team. 

I agree / do not agree to the interviews being sound recorded.  

I agree / do not agree to participate in TPNZPC Professional Learning and Development workshops. 

I wish / do not wish to have my sound recordings returned to me.  

I wish / do not wish to have a copy of the transcript of my interview. 

I understand that any information I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher, supervisors and 

the transcriber. 

I agree to participate in this study under the conditions set out in the Information Sheet. 

 

Signature:  Date:  

 

Full Name - printed  
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Appendix F. 

Coach Strengths and Needs Analysis Form 
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Appendix G. 

Continuum of Teacher Practice: Teaching through Play 
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Appendix I: 

Example of Action Plan 
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Appendix J. 

Example of Email Response Format 

 

SESSIONS 2-10 COACHING EMAIL PROTOCOL 

Note: The examples provided represent information a coach could write. When writing emails 
in Sessions 2-10, the coach should (a) think carefully about what is most important to 
emphasize from the session, (b) logically connect the information across indicators, and (c) 
use teacher friendly language. 
 
Coaching Components Example 
Opening Comment 
I made a general, positive 
statement about what I 
observed. 

Thank you once again for having me in your classroom today.  
It was such an exciting observation to undertake, as your 
students are a delight to watch as their play unfolds!  

Supportive Feedback  
I provided supportive 
feedback about the 
�W�H�D�F�K�H�U�¶�V�� �L�P�S�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�W�L�R�Q��
of teaching through play 
practices. 

As we discussed today, you have a real strength in responding 
�W�R���\�R�X�U���V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�V�¶���L�Q�W�H�U�H�V�W�V���D�Q�G���V�F�K�H�P�D���L�Q���D��way that supports 
them to extend their ideas and builds on the knowledge they 
bring with them to their play.  A lovely example of this is your 
fairy play invitation and the way in which the children are 
supported to extend on their ideas with this socio-dramatic 
play.   You have really responded to the students' schematic 
interests of construction and transformation, while encouraging 
some high-level imaginative play also.  

Constructive Feedback  
I mentioned the goal 
of implementation fidelity 
and the constructive 
intent of the feedback. 

My goal in coaching and in email is to always suggest ways to 
make teaching through play a natural and consistent part of 
your classroom programme.   

I provided constructive 
feedback about the 
�W�H�D�F�K�H�U�¶�V��implementation 
of teaching through play 
by (a) objectively 
describing what I 
observed the teacher 
do and (b) providing 2- 
3 suggests for how the 
practice might be 
improved. 

Our goal for coaching is to build on the way you are extending 
�W�K�H�� �F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�¶�V�� �L�G�H�D�V and knowledge by including positive 
descriptive feedback specifically focused on the learning areas 
of the New Zealand Curriculum.  During the observation period 
today, I observed you trying to increase the rate of positive 
descriptive feedback you gave your students.  You made four 
complete descriptive comments and attempted to complete a 
further three comments.   
In our debrief session, we discussed the links particularly 
between waiting and actively listening to the cues the students 
provide with regards to the intent of their play.  By waiting and 
listening, we are then able to identify the curriculum in students' 
play, along with ways to extend their thinking at the suitable 
moment.  As we discussed, the amount of wait time you provide 
in your interaction with your �V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�V�¶ needs to be longer, and 
cues from students need to be observed to assist you to provide 
relevant feedback.  This does require you be very conscious of 
the amount of time you spend waiting for children's responses, 
rather than eagerly filling the silence on their behalf! 
 
 

Planned Actions  
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I asked the teacher to 
review a section of the 
workshop material OR 
provided further resource 
material that is aligned 
with the constructive 
feedback provided in 
item 4 OR action steps 
on the Action Plan. 

I mentioned to you some recent research in this area, and this 
link provides a summary of the main findings.   

 

https://improvingteaching.co.uk/2013/08/17/increasing-wait-
time/ 

Scheduling  
I reminded the teacher of 
next observation/ 
meeting. 

We decided that I would observe �D�J�D�L�Q���L�Q���D���I�R�U�W�Q�L�J�K�W�¶�V���W�L�P�H���R�Q��
Monday [DATE] from 9:30-10:30. Does that still work for you? 
We can hold our debrief meeting in the afternoon block when 
you are released at 1pm or after 
school (2.45pm). Just let me know what you prefer. 

I asked or directed the 
teacher to reply via email. 

I hope that sounds manageable for you. Let me know that you 
received this message and that it is all understandable.  Please 
�O�H�W�� �P�H�� �N�Q�R�Z�� �L�I�� �\�R�X�� �K�D�Y�H�� �D�Q�\�� �T�X�H�V�W�L�R�Q�V�� �U�H�J�D�U�G�L�Q�J�� �Z�K�D�W�� �Z�H�¶�Y�H��
discussed today.  

Closing Statement  
I closed with a general 
positive and/or 
encouraging statement. 

�<�R�X�� �D�U�H�� �Z�R�U�N�L�Q�J�� �V�R�� �K�D�U�G�� �W�R�� �V�X�S�S�R�U�W�� �\�R�X�U�� �V�W�X�G�H�Q�W�¶�V�� �O�H�D�U�Q�L�Q�J��
experiences in their play.  I look forward to returning in a 
fortnight to see more exciting play happening in your room! 
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Appendix K. 

P-BLOT Observation Scoring Sheet
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